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This Environmental Assessment (EA) and potential Section 4(f) de minimis finding documents the social, economic, and 
environmental effects. of the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the “Project”) in New York County, New 
York, and surrounding areas of New York City and New York State, New Jersey, and Connecticut.* This EA was prepared 
consistent with the Council on Environmental Quality’s National Environmental Policy Act regulations, as codified in 40 
Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508 and 23 CFR 771. 


The Manhattan CBD is the commercial center of a 28-county region that surrounds and includes New York City. The 
growth in New York City’s population and employment, particularly within the Manhattan CBD, has increased traffic 
congestion and delays, slowing travel and jeopardizing the vitality of the area. The Project purpose is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for future transportation improvements, 
pursuant to acceptance into the FHWA Value Pricing Pilot Program. 


After careful consideration of a range of alternatives, FHWA and the Project Sponsors (comprising TBTA, NYSDOT, and 
NYCDOT} have studied the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative for the Project. The Project Sponsors 
recommend the CBD Tolling Alternative for the Project. 


This document is available for public review and comment. There will be six opportunities to participate in public hearings 
(described in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation”). Comments will be received until the end of 
the comment period on September 9, 2022, after which time the FHWA will issue a statement of findings for the Project. 
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e New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, 
Sussex, Union, and Warren) 
e Connecticut counties (Fairfield and New Haven} 
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The translation of the Executive Summary from the official English version into any other language is for the sole 
purpose of facilitating participation during the public comment period by persons of Limited English Proficiency 
(LEP) or those who prefer to read the document in their native language. 
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The Executive Summary of the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Central Business District 
(CBD) Tolling Program (the Project) presents a high-level summary of the Project, which includes 


e The Purpose, Need, and Objectives of the Project 

e The Alternatives 

e Project Effects 

e Key Findings 

Additional details related to the information in this Executive Summary may be found in the 
relevant chapters and appendices of the EA. 


WHAT IS THE CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT TOLLING PROGRAM? 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) — an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA) — the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), 
and the New York City Department of 

Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively, the Figure ES-1. The 28-County Region Study Area 
Project Sponsors) are proposing the j 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling |** " 
Program (the Project). The Project, a type * Connecticut bh 
of congestion pricing, would toll vehicles 
that enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD 
in order to reduce traffic congestion and 
generate revenue to fund $15 billion to 
improve subway, bus, and commuter rail 
systems in MTA’s 2020-2024 Capital Plan 
or successor plans. 


Where is the Project proposed? 


The Manhattan CBD consists of the 
geographic area of Manhattan south of and 
inclusive of 60th Street, not including the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A, the Battery 
Park Underpass and any surface roadway 
portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel that 
connects to West Street (the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A). 


The Manhattan CBD is the commercial 
center of a large metropolitan region of 
28 counties in New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut that surrounds and includes 
New York City (Figure ES-1). Together 
these 28 counties are home to 22.2 million 
residents and more than 10.7 million jobs, 
making it the largest and most 
economically _ significant metropolitan 
region in the United States. 


Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway 
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New York City alone contains roughly 4.6 million (43 percent) of the region’s jobs and 8.4 million 
(38 percent) of the region’s population.’ The Manhattan CBD hosts 1.5 million jobs, 450 million 
square feet of office space, and more than 617,000 residents.? It is also a regional and national 
destination for commerce, entertainment, and tourism. Chapter 1, “Introduction” provides more 
information about the Project’s setting. 


How do people and goods get to and move around in the Manhattan CBD today? 


Manhattan is connected to the rest of the region by twenty vehicular bridges and tunnels, the 
nation’s three largest commuter railroads, the largest subway system, and two of the five largest 
bus transit systems in the United States,? as well as public and private ferry service, and tram 
service. Much of the public transportation operates 24 hours per day/7 days per week/365 days 
per year. Chapter 4, “Transportation,” Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and 
Local Intersections,” and Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit” provide detail on the 
region’s highway, roadway, and transit systems. 


Figure ES-2. People Entering Manhattan CBD (by mode) People traveling to the 
Manhattan CBD arrive by 


public transportation (rail, 

subway, bus, tram, ferry, and 

paratransit), walk or ride a 

75% Transit 7.7 Million bicycle, or travel by 

total per weekday passenger car, taxi, for-hire 

—~ 9+ vehicle (FHV), or truck. 

stig Public transportation is used 

Los Angeles, CA by most people to enter the 

Manhattan CBD, both for 

work and_ for _ leisure. 

According to the New York 

Metropolitan Transportation 

Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report, 2019 Council (NYMTC) Hub 

Bound Travel Data Report, 

approximately 7,665,000 people entered and exited the Manhattan CBD on an average weekday 

in 2019, nearly twice the population of Los Angeles, California (Figure ES-2).4 Seventy-five 

percent of these trips were made by transit, but an estimated 1,856,000 (24 percent) were made 
by car, taxi, van, or truck.° 


1% Other 


Where will the benefits and effects of the Project occur? 


The 28-county metropolitan region is the main catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan 
CBD. The Project would affect travel patterns within the Manhattan CBD and in other parts of the 
region. Travel patterns change more intensely when approaching and within the Manhattan CBD. 
To assess beneficial and adverse effects of the Project, the EA uses a combination of the regional 
28-county study area and several local study areas. The local study areas change according to 
the issue being explored for effects. For example, the local study area used to assess the visual 
effects associated with installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment is much 
smaller than the local study area to assess air quality changes. Additional discussion of these 
study areas is provided in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework,” and in each 
chapter throughout the EA. 
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What is an Environmental Assessment (EA) and why is it needed for this Project? 


Before a Federal agency makes a decision, the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
requires the Federal agency to understand and disclose the environmental effects of the action. 
An EA (40 CFR §1506.1(h)) is performed to ensure Federal agencies consider the environmental 
impacts of their actions in the decision-making process (40 CFR §1500.1(a)). For a proposed 
action that is not likely to have significant effects, or when the significance of the effect is unknown 
(40 CFR §1501.5), the EA aids in determining the significance of the adverse effects. If the 
adverse effects are not significant or can be mitigated below significant levels, the Federal agency 
may issue a Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI) (40 CFR §1501.6). If there are significant 
effects that cannot be mitigated, the Federal agency must develop an Environmental Impact 
Statement (EIS) leading to a Record of Decision (ROD). 


The Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP) and 
National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 


Established by the U.S. Congress as the Congestion Pricing 
Pilot Program in 1991, and renamed in 1998, the VPPP aims 
to demonstrate whether and to what extent congestion 
pricing strategies can reduce congestion, while also 
exploring the effects of these strategies on “driver behavior, 
traffic volumes, transit ridership, air quality and availability of 
funds for transportation programs.” 


Enacted in 1970, NEPA requires that Federal agencies 
assess the environmental effects of their proposed actions 
before making decisions. Providing approval to the Project 
under the VPPP would be an action by FHWA and is, 
therefore, subject to NEPA. 


Sources: 

FHWA. “Value Pricing Pilot Program.” 
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestionpricing/ 
value_pricing/index.htm 

United States Environmental Protection Agency. “What is 
the National Environmental Policy Act.” 
https://www.epa.gov/nepa/what-national-environmental- 
policy-act 


Some roadways within the Manhattan 
CBD are part of the National Highway 
System and some have been improved 
with funding from the Federal 
government. In order to toll these 
roadways, the Project Sponsors need 
approval from U.S. Department. of 
Transportation's Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA), in this case 
through their Value Pricing Pilot 
Program (VPPP). When FHWA reviews 
a project sponsor's application to the 
VPPP with the intention of taking an 
action, it must comply with NEPA. 


FHWA, as the lead Federal agency for 
the NEPA process, determined that an 
EA is the appropriate class of action for 
this Project as the Project's goals result 
primarily in operational changes, with 
very little physical impacts on the 
existing environment. The approach to 
reducing congestion in the Manhattan 


CBD lends itself to beneficial effects on 
air quality and quality of life. 


FHWA recognizes that the Project could have effects on environmental justice populations. As a 
result, FHWA requested that the NEPA process include enhanced public outreach and 
coordination with Federal and state resource agencies. 
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WHY IS THE CBD TOLLING PROGRAM BEING CONSIDERED? 


Traffic congestion has been a problem in the Manhattan CBD for many years,® and has been one 
of New York City’s most challenging policy problems for generations. As the regional population 
and commerce have grown, traffic has snarled with such regularity over the years that a new word 
was created to describe it: gridlock.’ 


NYCDOT, MTA, and other transportation agencies have implemented programs to reduce 
congestion, and improve transit, pedestrian, and bicycle accessibility in and to the Manhattan 
CBD. NYCDOT has repurposed curbside parking to establish bicycle lanes and increased 
pedestrian space with sidewalk and corner bump outs. It has also converted curbside lanes and 
general-purpose traffic lanes to dedicated bus lanes on certain Manhattan avenues and east— 
west, crosstown streets. 


Additionally, MTA and other transit agencies offer reduced transit fares for the elderly, disabled, 
and school-aged children, and in early 2022, MTA implemented fare capping as part of its new 
fare system rollout (OMNY), which allows free, unlimited rides to customers the rest of the week 
once they have spent $33 (the same as taking 12 trips). Many employers participate in a Federal 
program that allows employees to use pre-tax dollars to pay for transit, and many companies 
have adopted flexible work schedules, including options to work remotely. 


Despite these traffic-reduction initiatives, and despite the 

Figure ES-3. Most Congested existence of the country’s most extensive and robust 
Urban Areas (2021) public transit network, traffic congestion persists. In 2020 

and 2021, New York City’s traffic congestion ranked worst 


United States among the cities in the United States (Figure ES-3).® 

1. New York, NY State and City of New York officials and stakeholder and 
: advocacy groups have conducted multiple studies over 
2. Chicago, IL the past 45 years to determine the most effective way to 
3. Philadelphia, PA address congestion in the Manhattan CBD. These studies 
Z overwhelmingly pointed to congestion pricing, or 
4. Boston, MA introduction of tolls based on traffic levels, as the most 
effective tool. Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” and 
5. Miami, FL Appendix 2A, “Project Alternatives: Previous Studies 
and Concepts Considered,” provide more information 

Source: INRIX, 2021 about other alternatives and these earlier studies. 
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PROJECT PURPOSE, NEED, AND OBJECTIVES 


The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will 
generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into FHWA’s 


VPPP. 


Why do we need to reduce traffic congestion? 


Low travel speeds and 
unreliable travel times to, 
from, and within’ the 
Manhattan CBD increase 
commute and travel times 
for vehicles using the 
roadways, erode worker 
productivity, reduce bus 
and paratransit service 
quality, raise the cost of 
deliveries and the overall cost of doing business, and delay 
emergency vehicles. Thus, there is a need to reduce vehicle 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD to improve the reliability and 
efficiency of the transportation system. 


Why do we need money for transit investment? 


“The only way to end traffic jams in Manhattan and 
the approaches to it is by making public 


transportation better.” 
Regional Plan Association, Regional Plan News, No. 82, February 1966 


Transit is critical to New York City’s overall economy, and to the 
region’s residents, workers, and visitors, and continued 
investment in transit is necessary to ensure ongoing mobility and 
accessibility. 


In 2019, MTA subways served 1.7 billion passengers and MTA 
buses carried 677.6 million passengers, providing access to 
employment, healthcare, education and the full range of services 
and entertainment options available throughout New York City. 
The 10 busiest subway stations in the MTA system are in the 
Manhattan CBD, and two of the 10 busiest MTA bus routes are 
in or serve the Manhattan CBD.° The Long Island Rail Road and 
Metro-North Railroad were the busiest commuter rail systems in 
the United States in 2019, and Penn Station New York and Grand 
Central Terminal, both within the Manhattan CBD, are the two 
busiest passenger rail stations in North America. '° 


Congestion by the Numbers 


Cost of Congestion: 102 hours of 
lost time; nearly $1,595 per year per 
driver in the New York City region.” 


Travel Speeds: Decreased 22% in 
the Manhattan CBD, from 9.1 miles 
per hour (mph) to 7.1 mph between 
2010 and 2019.” 


FHV Registrations: Tripled in New 
York City, from fewer than 40,000 to 
more than 120,000 between 2010 and 
2019. Due to the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and the city’s 
continued cap on FHV registrations, 
the number of FHVs making trips fell 
to 70,000 by April 2022.t 


Local Bus Speeds: Declined 28% in 
the Manhattan CBD since 2010. The 
average speed of Select Bus Service 
(New York City Transit’s bus rapid 
transit service) routes in Manhattan 
are 19% slower than Select Bus 
Service routes in other boroughs. *t 


Sources: 

“ INRIX 2021 Global Traffic Scorecard. 
https://inrix.com/scorecard- 
city/?city=New%20Y ork%20City%20NY 
&index=5) 

™“ NYCDOT. August 2019. New York City 
Mobility Report. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloa 
ds/pdf/mobility-report-print-2019.pdf. 
New York City Taxi and Limousine 
Commission and NYCDOT. June 2019. 
Improving Efficiency and Managing 
Growth in New York’s For-Hire Vehicle 
Sector, NYC TLC FHV trip data. 
NYCDOT. August 2019. New York City 
Mobility Report. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloa 
ds/pdf/mobility-report-print-2019.pdf; 
New York City Transit analysis. 


MTA employs approximately 70,000 people, making it one of the largest individual employers in 
New York State (and larger than many small cities). Through its capital spending, MTA annually 
injects billions of dollars into the local economy, both through major infrastructure projects and 
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day-to-day operations and maintenance programs, indirectly supporting thousands of additional 
jobs far beyond its direct employment." 


Beginning in 2017, MTA’s operating agencies engaged in projects to address some root causes 
of declining service that had begun in 2010 and implemented improvements to commuter rail and 
subway infrastructure. As documented in MTA’s 2020-2024 Capital Program, these projects 
resulted in substantial reductions in delay and improvements in on-time performance. '* 


Elements of MTA’s commuter rail and subway system are more than 100 years old, and essential 
capital needs remain to ensure a state of good repair and to bring MTA’s transit and rail assets 
into the 21st century. The 2020-2024 Capital Program is intended to “build on these 
achievements, ensuring that the improvements put in place will be sustainable for years to 
come.”'? The program identifies $52.0 billion of investments"* in the region’s subways, buses, 
and commuter railroads. The following are key tenets of the 2020-2024 Capital Program. 


Investing to improve reliability 

Committing to environmental sustainability 

Building an accessible transit system for all New Yorkers 
Easing congestion and creating growth 

Improving safety and customer service through technology'® 


What are the Project objectives? 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors have established the following objectives to further refine the 
Project purpose and address the needs described above. 


e Reduce daily vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) within the Manhattan CBD by at least 5 percent 

e Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD daily by at least 10 percent 

e Create a funding source for capital improvements and generate sufficient annual net 
revenues to fund $15 billion for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program 

e Establish a tolling program consistent with the purposes underlying the New York State 
legislation entitled the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act"® 
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WHAT ARE THE PROJECT ALTERNATIVES? 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors screened a number of preliminary alternatives against the 
Project purpose, need, and three of the four objectives (Table ES-1). Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” provides this analysis in further detail. The CBD Tolling Alternative is the 
alternative that meets the purpose, need and three objectives of the Project. Thus, for the 
purposes of this EA, there are two alternatives: 


e No Action Alternative, which would not implement a vehicular tolling program in the 
Manhattan CBD 


e CBD Tolling Alternative (Action Alternative), which would implement a vehicular 
tolling program in the Manhattan CBD 


Although the No Action Alternative does not meet the Project purpose and objectives, NEPA 
regulations require that it be evaluated and serve as the baseline condition against which the 
potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative are evaluated. 


No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative assumes the following existing policies and programs would continue 
and a number of planned initiatives would be implemented, including: 


e Aap on the number of FHV licenses in New York City would remain. 

e The two-way, protected bicycle lanes on the Brooklyn Bridge, implemented by NYCDOT 
in fall 2021, would remain. ‘7 

e NYCDOT would continue the current configuration of two lanes in each direction between 
Atlantic Avenue and the Brooklyn Bridge on the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway; it would 
initiate repairs to the bridges and structures between Atlantic Avenue and Sands Street. 1 

e NYCDOT would convert a traffic lane to a pedestrian walkway on the Ed Koch Queensboro 
Bridge lower level, and the existing shared-use path on the north side of the lower level 
would be used only for bicycles. 

e TBTA and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) would continue 
tolling at their bridges and tunnels, while the East River Bridges and Harlem River Bridges 
would remain untolled. Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides more information on current 
tolls. 

e MTA would continue to implement transit and rail improvement projects in its 2020—2024 
Capital Program, based on the funding available. Appendix 4A.1, Table 4A.1-3, provides 
information on recent transit and rail improvement projects included in the EA analysis. 

e NYCDOT and other New York City agencies would continue programs established in 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic, including the closure of certain sections of streets 
to vehicular traffic (“Open Streets”) and the use of curbside parking lanes for outdoor 
dining (“Open Restaurants”). 

e NYCDOT would continue to develop bicycle and bus infrastructure including new bicycle 
and bus lanes.'? Chapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” provides 
further information on recently implemented and planned bicycle improvements. 
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Table ES-1. Results of Preliminary Alternatives Screening’ 


OBJECTIVE 3: 
Create a funding source 
for capital 
improvements and 
generate sufficient 
annual net revenues to 
fund $15 billion for 
capital projects for 
MTA’s Capital Program 


OBJECTIVE 1: 
Reduce daily vehicle- 
congestion in the miles traveled (VMT) 
Manhattan CBD ina within the Manhattan 
manner that will CBD 
generate revenue for Criterion: 
future transportation Reduce by 5% 
improvements (relative to No Action) 


PURPOSE AND NEED: 
Reduce traffic 


OBJECTIVE 2: 


Reduce the number of 
vehicles entering the 
Manhattan CBD daily 
Criterion: 
Reduce by 10% 
(relative to No Action) 


ALTERNATIVE 


NA-1: No Action 
NTP-1: Parking pricing strategies 


T-1: Pricing on full roadways: Raise 
tolls or implement variable tolls on 
existing toll facilities 


T-2: Pricing on full roadways: Toll East 
and Harlem River bridges 


T-3: High-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes 
T-4: Zone-based pricing: CBD Tolling 
Program 

O-1: Parking pricing: Reduce 
government-issued parking permits 


O-2: Provide additional taxi stands to 
reduce cruising 


O-3: Create incentives for teleworking 


Q-4: Ration license plates 

O-5: Mandatory carpooling 
O-6: Truck time-of-day delivery 
restrictions 
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Does not meet 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
(see note 4) 


Does not meet 
(see note 5) 


Meets 
Does not meet 
Does not meet 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
Does not meet 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
Does not meet 
(see note 2) 


Does not meet Does not meet 


(see note 3) (see note 3) 


Does not meet 
Does not meet 
(see note 6) 
Does not meet 
Does not meet 
(see note 7) 


Does not meet Does not meet 
(see note 8) (see note 8) 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
(see note 2) 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
(see note 4) 


Does not meet 
(see note 5) 


Meets 
Does not meet 
Does not meet 


Does not meet 


Does not meet 
Does not meet 


Does not meet 
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es for Table ES-1 

Screening was based on a variety of prior studies and documents, including the following: New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission, 
“Congestion Mitigation Strategies: Alternatives to the City’s Plan” (December 10, 2007); and “Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission & 
Recommended Implementation Plan” (January 31, 2008), and its appendices, including Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: 
Telecommuting Incentives,” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 
2007); Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Night Delivery Incentives,” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation 
and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007); Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Congestion Reduction 
Policies Involving Taxis,” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 
2007); Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Increase Cost of Parking in the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD),” prepared for New 
York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007). 

For NTP-1: VMT reduction was estimated at substantially less than 1 percent. Further, there is no law or agreement in place between the City of New York 
and MTA that would direct the revenue generated from this alternative to MTA to support the Capital Program. 

For T-1: This alternative would generate revenue, but the annual net revenues would not be sufficient to fund $15 billion for capital projects for MTA’s Capital 
Program. The revenue as well as reduction in VMT and number of vehicles with this alternative depends on how high the toll is raised and whether tolls are 
increased only on Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) facilities or both TBTA and Port Authority of New York and New Jersey facilities. However, 
with some crossings remaining untolled, traffic would divert to untolled facilities, thereby reducing the revenue and not reducing traffic. Further, this alternative 
would not target congestion in the Manhattan CBD, given that a number of free entry points to the Manhattan CBD would remain available. 

For T-2: Earlier studies showed this alternative would reduce congestion and could raise toll revenues equivalent to project objectives. However, there is no 
law or agreement in place between the City of New York and MTA that would direct the revenue to MTA to support the Capital Program. 

For T-3: HOT Lanes can be effective revenue generators, but their ability to reduce congestion and raise enough revenue to meet the target is limited due to 
the availability of free lanes on the same highway. 

For O-2: Provision of additional taxi stands would have no effect on the number of taxis entering the Manhattan CBD and would not necessarily reduce VMT 
since taxis would need to travel back to a taxi stand after discharging customers. Further, this alternative would not broadly address VMT for all vehicles, nor 
would it reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD. 

For O-3: Earlier studies concluded that this alternative would reduce New York City commute trips by less than two percent. Recent experience with the 
COVID-19 pandemic has supported that conclusion. As the region returns to normal business activities, following large-scale, full-time teleworking, many 
office workers are continuing to telework, but traffic levels are returning to close to pre-COVID-19 pandemic levels (for more information, see Chapter 1, 
“Introduction,” Section 1.4.1). With such minimal impact, even combining this alternative with others like NTP-1 or O-2 would not yield congestion 
reductions and new revenue to meet the project’s purpose, need and objectives. 

For O-6: To be successful, truck time-of-day restrictions would require receivers to be open and willing to receive the vehicles in overnight hours. Further, 
depending upon how the restrictions are implemented, some large trucks might instead send multiple small trucks, thereby increasing vehicle numbers and 
VMT. 
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CBD Tolling Alternative (Action Alternative) 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would toll vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD. 
Noncommercial passenger vehicles entering the CBD would be tolled once per day. Vehicles that 
remain in the Manhattan CBD are vehicles that are detected leaving, but not detected entering 
the same day. Given that they were detected leaving, they must have driven through the 
Manhattan CBD and, therefore, remained some portion of the day. Noncommercial passenger 
vehicles would be tolled no more than once a day. There would be exemptions for qualifying 
vehicles transporting a person with disabilities and qualifying authorized emergency vehicles. 


Residents whose primary residence is inside the 
Manhattan CBD and whose New York State How and When Would Ibe Toiled? 
adjusted gross income is less than $60,000 would 
be eligible for a New York State tax credit equal to |}} Below are some examples of when and how the toll 
the amount of Manhattan CBD tolls paid during the _ |]} would be applied. 


ial le e A car drives into the Manhattan CBD on Monday 


morning and leaves Monday evening before 


The toll amount would be variable, with higher tolls midnight. It would be detected when it enters and 
charged during peak periods when congestion is when it leaves the Manhattan CBD. Because 
greater. Because the effects are closely related to passenger vehicles would be charged only once 
the toll structure, the CBD Tolling Alternative ied patio ibiclemitiaslias Saag 
evaluated a range of toll structures in defined || ° 4 Ca" drives into the Manhattan CBD on Monday, 
tollin scenarios. In most of these tollin and parks until it leaves on Wednesday. It would 
g . . : ) be charged entering on Monday and for remaining 
scenarios, the toll rates for different types of when it drove through the Manhattan CBD on 
vehicles, like delivery trucks, are different than the Wednesday to leave. It would not be charged when 


toll rates for noncommercial passenger vehicles. it was parked the full 24-hours on Tuesday. 
A car makes two round trips into the Manhattan 


Bs . . CBD on the same day. It would be charged a single 
Beneficial and Adverse Effects: What is toll, because passenger vehicles would be charged 


important to know about the tolling scenarios only once daily. 
in the CBD Tolling Alternative? 


A car is parked all week within the Manhattan CBD 


A decision on the actual toll structure will occur and then leaves the Manhattan CBD for a day trip 
after the EA is completed. A Traffic Mobility on Saturday, returning before midnight. The car 
Review Board (TMRB) will be established to || Ww Pe cclecle’ leaving (remaining) | ane 
. entering the Manhattan CBD on the same day. 
develop recommendations on toll rates, Because passenger vehicles would be charged 
exemptions, crossing credits applied against the only once daily, a single toll would be charged on 
CBD toll for tolls paid on other toll tunnels or Saturday. 
bridges, and/or discounts. For the EA, to explore A car is parked all week within the Manhattan CBD 
the range of effects that could occur with the CBD ference an ro oean would be detected 
Tolling Alternative, the Project Sponsors initially leaving (remaining) on Friday and entering when it 
developed six tolling scenarios (A-F). Each returns on Monday. It would receive a charge on 
scenario includes different combinations of Friday for remaining and on Monday for entering. It 
crossing credits, potential discounts (in the form of would not be charged any other days when it was 


parked the entire day in the Manhattan CBD, nor 
the days when it was away. 


caps), and exemptions (Table ES-2). After the 
early public outreach, and given concerns 
expressed regarding diversions of truck traffic, a 
seventh scenario (G) was added to avoid some of these traffic effects. Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” provides more detail on each scenario while Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: 
Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling” and Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: 
Highways and Local Intersections,” provides more information on traffic effects. 
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Table ES-2. Tolling Scenarios Evaluated for the CBD Tolling Alternative 


SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
High Crossing 
Low Crossing High Crossing Credits for Vehicles 
Credits for Vehicles High Crossing Credits for Vehicles | Using Manhattan 
Using Tunnels to | Credits for Vehicles| Using Tunnels to Bridges and 
Access the CBD, Using Tunnels to Access the CBD, | Tunnels to Access 
with Some Caps Access the CBD with Some Caps_ |the CBD, with Some 
and Exemptions and Exemptions Caps and 
Exemptions 


Base Plan with 
Same Tolls for All 
Vehicle Classes 


Base Plan 


4 
PARAMETER Base Plan with Caps and 


Exemptions 


Time Periods? 


. 6 a.m. to 10 a.m.; 
Peak: Weekdays 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 


Peak: Weekends 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
Off Peak: Weekdays 8 p.m. to 10 p.m. 
Overnight: Weekdays 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. 
Overnight Weekends 10 p.m. to 10 a.m. 


Potential Crossing Credits 


Credit Toward the CBD Toll for 
Tolls Paid at the Queens- 


Midtown, Hugh L. Carey, No 
Lincoln, Holland Tunnels 

Credit Toward the CBD Toll for 

Tolls Paid at the Robert F. No 


Kennedy, Henry Hudson, 
George Washington Bridges 


Potential Exemptions and Limits (Caps) on Number of Tolls per Day 


Cars, motorcycles, commercial vans Once per day 
Taxis No cap 
FHVs No cap 
Small and large trucks No cap 


Approximate Toll Rate Assumed? 


Peak $12 
Off Peak $9 
Overnight $7 


1 The parameters in this table were assumed for modeling purposes to evaluate the range of potential effects that would result from implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Actual toll rates, 
potential credits, exemptions and/or discounts, and the time of day when toll rates would apply would be determined by the TBTA Board after recommendations are made by the Traffic Mobility Review 
Board. Appendix 2E, “Project Alternatives: Definition of Tolling Scenarios,” provides more detailed information on the rates, potential crossing credits, exemptions, and/or discounts assumed for 
each tolling scenario. 

2 Tolls would be higher during peak periods when traffic is greatest. These would be set forth by TBTA in the final toll schedule. All tolling scenarios include a higher toll on designated “Gridlock Alert” 
days, although the modeling conducted for the Project did not reflect this higher toll since it considers typical days rather than days with unusually high traffic levels. 

3 Toll rates are for autos, commercial vans, and motorcycles using E-ZPass and are rounded. For all tolling scenarios, different rates would apply for vehicles not using E-ZPass; for Tolling Scenarios A 
through F, different vehicle classes would pay different tolls (see Appendix 2E, “Definition of Tolling Scenarios”). The peak E-ZPass rate (rounded) range across tolling scenarios for small trucks 
would be $12-$65; for large trucks, the range would be $12-$82. 
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There are several components to the toll structure, but the most important factor in the magnitude 
and distribution of effects from the Project is the toll rate. Overall, the Project would result in a 
congestion benefit both regionally and within the Manhattan CBD. On a local level, depending on 
the toll structure, near and adjacent to the Manhattan CBD there would be increases or decreases 
in traffic volumes as vehicles divert to other routes to avoid the toll. Table ES-4 provides additional 
information regarding these effects and proposed mitigations. The following trends are important 
to understand: 


e All the tolling scenarios would reduce traffic entering the Manhattan CBD. 

e All the tolling scenarios would have an overall net benefit in congestion reduction for the 
region. 

e Adding discounts, crossing credits, and exemptions would require that the overall toll rates 
increase, leading to more congestion reduction. 

e Higher toll rates would reduce traffic, and increase transit ridership entering the Manhattan 
CBD. 

e Higher toll rates would increase traffic diversions as drivers avoid the toll. This would lead 
to less traffic in the Manhattan CBD, and changes in traffic patterns outside of the CBD, 
with both increases and decreases of traffic in localized locations elsewhere. 

e Crossing credits, which would credit some of the amount drivers pay for TBTA or PANYNJ 
tolls against the CBD toll, would bring the total costs of different routes into the CBD closer 
to parity and therefore change the degree to which, and balance of where, traffic 
reductions occur. 

** Tolling scenarios with crossing credits would have less effect on reducing traffic 
entering the Manhattan CBD from Queens, and much less effect on reducing traffic 
entering from New Jersey than tolling scenarios without crossing credits. Tolling 
scenarios with crossing credits would lead to greater decreases in traffic entering 
from north of 60th Street and Brooklyn. 

** Crossing credits would encourage some drivers to shift from the currently-free East 
River Bridges to TBTA’s tolled tunnels. As a result, traffic would increase at the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, resulting in more traffic on 
the Long Island Expressway and a shift of traffic along the Gowanus Expressway 
from the BQE to the Hugh Carey Tunnel, as well as increases in traffic on the local 
streets in Manhattan that feed traffic to and from these tunnels. 


In addition to the toll rate and crossing credits, several other factors play a role in generating 
beneficial and adverse effects. 
Public Outreach Response 


Truck Toll Price. Unlike cars, trucks cannot shift to a 
different mode (e.g., transit). For trucks traveling through 
the CBD en route to their final destination, their only 
alternative to paying the toll is to not make the trip or divert 
around the Manhattan CBD. Similar to the general traffic, 
increased tolls decrease truck traffic entering the 
Manhattan CBD. Truck diversion increases with increases 
in the toll (similar to general traffic). In particular, trucks 
would divert to routes on highways in Staten Island and in 
the South Bronx. 


Time of Day. Reducing the toll in the overnight period 


In response to concerns raised during 
the early Public Outreach related to 
increased truck traffic on the Cross 
Bronx Expressway and the fact that 
trucks do not have an alternate mode of 
travel to avoid the toll, Scenario G was 
added. This scenario charges the same 
toll rate for cars and trucks and 


significantly reduces truck diversions in 
the South Bronx and Staten Island. See 
Chapter 4A, “Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling.” 


would reduce diversions to alternative routes, lessening effects outside the Manhattan CBD and 
encouraging delivery vehicles to shift to the less-congested overnight period. Though not as 
substantial with this lower overnight charge, traffic reductions would still occur. 
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HOW DOES THE ACTION ALTERNATIVE MEET THE PROJECT 
OBJECTIVES? 


FHWA will consider the No Action and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Action Alternative) as a whole, 
while being mindful that the Action Alternative includes a range of potential tolling scenarios. 
Table ES-3 summarizes how the No Action and the Action Alternative meet the Project purpose, 
needs, and objectives. 


Table ES-3. Comparison of Evaluation Results for the No Action and CBD Tolling 
Alternatives 


NO ACTION CBD TOLLING (ACTION 
SCREENING CRITERICN ALTERNATIVE Ea 
Purpose and Need: Reduce traffic congestion in the | DOESNOT MEET 
Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for DOES NOT MEET MEETS 
future transportation improvements 
Objective 1: 
Reduce daily vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) within the 
Manhattan CBD ( ) DOES NOT MEET MEETS 
Criterion: Reduce by 5% (relative to No Action) 
Daily VMT reduction (2023 7.1% - 9.2% 
Objective 2: 
Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD 
daily g DOES NOT MEET MEETS 
Criterion: Reduce by 10% (relative to No Action) 
Daily vehicle reduction (2023) 15.4% - 19.9% 
Objective 3: 
Create a funding source for capital improvements and DOES NOT MEET MEETS! 


generate sufficient annual net revenues to fund $15 billion for 
capital projects for MTA’s Capital Program 


Net revenue to support MTA’s Capital Program?» = ss $$0.—S—~—SCSiS$1..02 lion - $1.48 oll 
Objective 4: 
Establish a tolling program consistent with the purposes 
underlying the New York State legislation entitled the “MTA DOES NOT MERE MEETS 
Reform and Traffic Mobility Act” 


1 Although Tolling Scenario B would not meet Objective 3 with the toll rates identified and assessed in this Environmental 
Assessment (EA), additional analysis was conducted to demonstrate that it would meet this objective with a higher toll rate; the 
resulting VMT reduction and revenue for that modified scenario would fall within the range of the other scenarios presented. 
Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” provides more information on the modified Tolling Scenario B. 

2 The net revenue needed to fund $15 billion depends on a number of economic factors, including but not limited to interest rates 
and term. For the purposes of this EA, the modeling assumes the Project should provide at least $1 billion annually in total net 
revenue, which would be invested or bonded to generate sufficient funds. The net revenue values provided in this table are 
rounded and based on Project modeling. 


As described in the EA, the TBTA Board would adopt a final toll structure, including toll rates and 
any crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions, informed by recommendations made by the 
Traffic Mobility Review Board and following a public hearing in accordance with the State 
Administrative Procedure Act. 


What are the effects of the Project? 


This EA analyzes 18 resource areas. Figure ES-4 identifies those where there would be only 
beneficial or no adverse effects from the Project, and those areas that have identified potential 
adverse effects that will be mitigated. In the case of potential adverse effects, some of these 
adverse effects would only occur in certain tolling scenarios. Table ES-4 provides more detail on 
which tolling scenarios would result in beneficial or adverse effects, and to what degree. Each 
respective chapter provides additional description and discussion. 
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Figure ES-4. Resource Areas and Effects Assessed in the EA 


Areas with Only Beneficial or Areas with Potential Adverse 


No Adverse Effects Effects 
Transportation: Regional Transportation Transportation: Highways and Intersections 
Transportation: Parking Transportation: Transit 
Social Conditions: Population Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles 
Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character Environmental Justice 


Social Conditions: Public Policy 
Economic Conditions 
Energy 
Parks and Recreational Resources 
Historical and Cultural Resources 
Visual Resources 
Air Quality 
Energy 
Noise 
Natural Resources 
Hazardous Waste/Contaminated Materials 
Construction Effects 


What are the effects of the Project on environmental justice populations? 


Some of the Project effects occur in certain locations, so attention was given to whether these 
effects occurred broadly across the region or population, or whether they affect communities or 
populations of those who are low-income or historically underrepresented (environmental justice 
communities or populations). the following paragraphs provide additional explanation about 
related beneficial or adverse effects. 


Reduced traffic would benefit all drivers traveling to and near the Manhattan CBD, including 
environmental justice populations, by improving travel times, reducing vehicle operating costs, 
and improving safety. The Project would also improve regional air quality, and most environmental 
justice populations who live in the Manhattan CBD would experience lower localized pollutant 
emissions due to reduced traffic. Additional benefits are described in Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice.” 


Low-Income Drivers. The cost of the new CBD toll would not be predominantly borne by low- 
income drivers. However, for low-income drivers who have no viable alternative to reach the 
Manhattan CBD other than private vehicle, the effect of that cost would be more burdensome 
because the cost of the toll would consume a larger percentage of their available income. Thus, 
the adverse effect on low-income drivers associated with the cost of the new toll would constitute 
a disproportionately high and adverse effect. 


Taxis and FHVs. The New York City Taxi & Limousine Commission (TLC) requires that 
passengers reimburse the taxi driver for any toll costs during the trip; when no passengers are in 
the vehicle, drivers pay the toll today as part of the cost of doing business. TLC has also published 
rules that govern the high-volume class of FHVs (Uber and Lyft) and require that FHV services 
collect and remit to the TLC information on the itemized fare for the trips charged to the 
passengers, including the fare, toll, taxes and gratuities. 


Any charge implemented by the CBD Tolling Program would likely follow the existing 
framework. Thus, when present, the customer would be responsible for paying the tolls and the 
final receipt would be itemized to show this. If no customer is present, the vehicle would be 
charged like a passenger vehicle, unless exempted or capped. 
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To address the high and disproportionate adverse effects on low-income drivers who feel they 
must still drive, the Project Sponsors will institute the following mitigations and 
enhancements. 


MITIGATIONS 
The Project will include a tax credit for CBD tolls paid by residents of the Manhattan CBD whose New 
York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000. TBTA will coordinate with the 
New York State Department of Taxation and Finance (NYS DTF) to ensure availability of 
documentation needed for drivers eligible for the NYS tax credit. 


TBTA will post information related to the tax credit on the project website, with a link to the appropriate 
location on the NYS DTF website to guide eligible drivers to information on claiming the credit. 


TBTA will eliminate the $10 E-ZPass tag deposit fee for customers without credit card backup. 


TBTA will provide enhanced promotion of existing E-ZPass payment and plan options, including the 
ability for drivers to pay per trip (rather than a pre-load balance), refill their accounts with cash at 
participating retail locations, and discount plans already in place, about which they may not be aware. 


TBTA will provide outreach and education on eligibility for existing discounted transit fare products and 
programs, including those for individuals 65 years of age and older, those with disabilities, and those 
with low incomes, about which many may not be aware. 


The Project Sponsors commit to establishing an Environmental Justice Community Group that would 
meet on a bi-annual basis, with the first meeting six months after implementation, to share updated 
data and analysis and listen to potential concerns. 


ENHANCEMENT 


NYC’s buses serve a greater share of low-income and minority households compared to other modes 
of transportation, including subways. MTA developed an approach which combines considerations of 
equity and air quality to identify Equity Priority Areas for its bus network redesigns. Equity Priority 
Areas are used to target improvements and investments to promote equity and access to opportunities 
in these transit-dependent, historically marginalized and underserved areas to promote equitable 
transportation and access to opportunities. The recently implemented bus network redesigns in Staten 
Island and the Bronx have been well-received. Network redesigns in Queens and Brooklyn are 
progressing. TBTA commits to working with MTA NYCT to address areas identified in the EA where 
bus service could be improved as the Brooklyn and Manhattan Bus Network Redesigns move forward. 


Several tolling scenarios include exemptions or discounts (in the form of caps) on the number of 
trips that can be charged for taxis and/or FHVs. Exemptions and caps decrease the toll burden 
on taxi/FHV drivers, while increasing the toll rate for other drivers to meet the Project’s congestion 
and revenue objectives. If taxis and FHVs are charged for each trip, the demand for their service 
would decline, particularly in New York City, reducing trips and better meeting the Project 
objectives, but creating new direct costs and/or potential job insecurity. Because many New York 
City taxi and FHV drivers identify as part of an environmental justice population, this would result 
in disproportionately high and adverse effects. Table ES-4 provides information on the magnitude 
of these effects. 
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To address disproportionately high and adverse effects for New York City taxi and/or FHV 
drivers, the Project Sponsors will institute the following mitigation if a tolling scenario is 
implemented with tolls of more than once per day for their vehicles: 


MITIGATION 


The Project Sponsors commit to working with the appropriate city and state agencies so that when 
passengers are present, they pay the toll, rather than the driver. 


TBTA will work with NYCT to institute an Employment Resource Coordination Program to connect 
drivers experiencing job insecurity with a direct pathway to licensing, training and job placement with 
MTA or its affiliated vendors at no cost to the drivers (the $60-$70 fee for a bus operator's exam 
would be waived, and the $10 fee for a commercial driver’s license test would be reimbursed). This 
program will include resources and information on how to become a driver with MTA’s paratransit 
carriers or a bus or train operator. 


For those who may not want a commercial driver's license, TBTA will coordinate with MTA and NYCT 
to submit a request to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for a pilot program for consideration 
that will increase eligibility of taxi and FHV drivers to use their vehicles to provide paratransit trips. 
This will increase work opportunities for roughly 140,000 TLC-licensed drivers and improve service 
quality for the nearly 170,000 paratransit customers eligible for paratransit service. Drivers wishing 
to be part of Access-A-Ride’s broker program would still need to meet broker driving training, 
including training to work with people with disabilities. The 6-month pilot program could begin ahead 
of implementation of the Project and would include data collection to measure progress and test the 
pilot program against a set of key performance indicators. MTA would produce a report to summarize 
the pilot program performance after six months for evaluation by MTA, FTA, and TLC. Should the 
pilot show progress towards success, MTA would propose that the pilot continue for a full year. If the 
pilot shows success after one year, the MTA, FTA, and TLC may discuss extending the pilot, making 
the program permanent, or discontinuing the pilot and return to existing policy. 


How has the public been involved? 


The Project Sponsors have implemented a robust public and agency outreach plan to solicit input 
from residents, businesses, Federal/regional/state/local agencies, across the 28-county study 
area. Information about the Project and the process was conveyed via the Project website, a 
Project Fact Sheet, social media, direct email, and multiple print media outlets. During the early 
Outreach period, 10 virtual public outreach and 9 environmental justice webinar sessions were 
held, for a total of 19 sessions. Real-time answers were provided to those who submitted written 
factual, technical and logistical questions related to the Project and process. The webinars, which 
remain available for viewing, were streamed live on YouTube, and recordings were subsequently 
posted on YouTube for on-demand viewing. As of February 2022, there were over 14,000 views 
of these recordings, combined. Meeting attendees were asked to fill out an optional survey; of the 
309 responses received, roughly one-third identified themselves as minority. During the EA 
comment period, six virtual hearings will be held. 


To encourage meaningful engagement with environmental justice populations, FHWA and the 
Project Sponsors also provided smaller meetings in the form of a technical advisory group and a 
stakeholder working group. 
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Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group. 
FHWA and the Project Sponsors invited community leaders 
and advocacy group representatives with knowledge of and 
experience with environmental justice populations to 
participate. Thirty-seven groups were invited, of which 
16 groups accepted, and 14 groups have participated in 
one or more of the meetings to date. The Environmental 
Justice Technical Advisory Group met three times prior to 
the publication of this EA and will meet during the EA 
comment period. 


Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group. 
During the early outreach, individuals from populations 
throughout the study area were able to request participation 
or suggest others as participants in this group by using a 
form on the Project website or by contacting the Project 
Sponsors. All twenty-seven people who were nominated or 
expressed interested in participating were invited to join the 
Working Group, and 22 individuals attended one or both 
meetings. This group met twice prior to the publication of 
this EA and will meet again during the EA comment period. 


In both groups, the agendas were largely driven by the 
participants while the Project Sponsors listened and 
provided answers to questions. The discussions during 
these sessions, along with the comments heard during the 
public outreach and environmental justice webinars, led the 
Project Sponsors to undertake additional analyses and 
develop additional mitigation measures. 
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Environmental Justice Outreach 
Response 


As an independent action, MTA is 
currently transitioning its fleet to zero- 
emission buses. MTA is committed to 
prioritizing traditionally underserved 
communities and those impacted by 
poor air quality and climate change and 
has developed a new Environmental 
Justice Scoring framework to actively 
incorporate these priorities in the 
deployment phasing process of the 
transition. 


Based on feedback received during the 
outreach conducted for the CBD Tolling 
Program and concerns raised by 
members of environmental justice 
communities, MTA is committed to 
prioritizing the Kingsbridge Depot and 
Gun Hill Depot, both located in and 
serving primarily environmental justice 
communities in Upper Manhattan and 
the Bronx, when electric buses are 
received in MTA’s next major 
procurement of battery electric buses, 
which will begin later in 2022. This 
independent effort by MTA is anticipated 
to provide air quality benefits to the 
environmental justice communities in 
the Bronx. 
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Table ES-4. Summary of Benefits and Effects for the CBD Tolling Alternative with Comparison of Tolling Scenarios 


EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION sa igi IN 
CATEGORY 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
EFFECT 


TOLLING SCENARIO 


D 


C 


~ 


E 


G 


% Increase or decrease 
in daily vehicles entering 
the Manhattan CBD 
relative to No Action 


-1 
Alternative 
% Increase or decrease 
in worker auto journeys 
to Manhattan CBD -5% 7% -9% -11% -10% -6% 
relative to No Action 
Auto Journeys to Manhattan CBD elemalve 
Manhattan CBD er ; ; Absolute increase or 
Decreases in daily vehicle trips to Manhattan decrease in daily worker 
CBD overall. auto trips to Manhattan 12,883 | -17,408 | -24,017 | -27,471 | -24,433 | -14,578 
Some diversions to different crossings to CBD relative to No Action 
Manhattan CBD or around the Manhattan CBD Alternative 
altogether, depending on tolling scenario. As Increase or decrease in 
daily truck trips through 
Manhattan CBD Manhattan CBD (without -4,645 -5,695 -5,253 -5,687 -6,604 -6,784 -6,567 
origin or destination in (-55%) (-59%) | (-63%) | (-68%) (-79%) (-81%) (-21%) 
the CBD) relative to No 
Action Alternative 


Crossing locations to 
Manhattan CBD 


Vehicle Volumes 15% 


-17% No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


F 


5% 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


-12,571 


boa : 
boa : 


4A - traffic, including truck trips, increase on some 
Transportation: Truck Trips Through | circumferential highways, simultaneously there is ee : 
Regional Manhattan CBD a reduction in traffic on other highway segments No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 
Transportation to the CBD. 
Effects and Diversions would increase or decrease traffic 
Modeling volumes at local intersections near the Manhattan % Increase or decrease 
CBD crossings. in daily Manhattan CBD- oo. 
Transit Journeys Manhattan CBD related transit journeys +1 to +3% Nomibgationineeded: Neiedverse 
Overall decrease in vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) relative to No Action effects 
in the Manhattan CBD and region overall in all Alternative 
tolling scenarios and some shift from vehicle to 
transit mode. Manhattan CBD -9% to -7% 
NYC (non-Manhattan CBD) -1 to 0% ae 
No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 
in the Manhattan CBD, New York City 
New York north of NYC % Increase or decrease -1% to 0% Uh ; 
Traffic Results in daily VMT relative to moneep) é pole anes vor a 
Long Island No Action Alternative Less than (+) 0.2% change cones aloteiinete well: va 
; increases in Long Island and New Jersey, 
the effects would not be adverse. 
New Jersey Less than (+) 0.2% change 
Less than (+) 0.2% change 
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EA CHAPTER/ DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 
will implement a monitoring plan prior to 
implementation with post-implementation 
data collected approximately three months 
after the start of operations and including 
thresholds for effects; if the thresholds are 
reached or crossed, the Project Sponsors 
Highway segments with will implement Transportation Demand 
increased delays and 2 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D), as Management (TDM) measures, such as 
queues in peak hours well as Tolling Scenarios E and F Yes ramp metering, motorist information, 

that would result in signage at all identified highway locations 
adverse effects with adverse effects upon implementation 
of the Project. 


The introduction of the CBD Tolling Program may 
produce increased congestion on highway 
segments approaching on circumferential 
roadways used to avoid Manhattan CBD tolls, 
resulting in increased delays and queues in 
midday and PM peak hours on certain segments 
in some tolling scenarios: 

Westbound Long Island Expressway (1-495) 

near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel (midday) nae ay segmens 

Approaches to westbound George 

Washington Bridge on I-95 (midday) 

Southbound and northbound FDR Drive 

between East 10th Street and Brooklyn Bridge 


10 highway segments (AM) 0 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D) 


Traffic-Highway 
Segments 


Post-implementation, the Project Sponsors 


4B - (PM) | oni | 10 (Toll ; 

Pains : 1 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D), as i i i 
Transportation: Other locations will see an associated 10 highway segments (PM) oo wallas Tolling Scenarios £ ante eine ) eee é estates 
Highways and decrease in congestion particularly on routes y ; g ; 


exemptions, and/or discounts to reduce 
adverse effects. 


Local Intersections approaching the Manhattan CBD. 


Shifts in traffic patterns, with increases in traffic at | 363 locations (All day) 
some locations and decreases at other locations, | 492 |ocations (AM) 
would change conditions at some local 

intersections within and near the Manhattan CBD. 


Number of instances of 


intersections with an Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 


will monitor those intersections where 
adverse effects were identified and 


102 locations (midday) 


Of the 102 intersections analyzed, most 102 locations (PM) seta ne implement appropriate signal timing 
intersections would see reductions in delay. 57 locations (overnight) P , | 5 | adjustments to mitigate the effect, per 


Intersections 


Yes 
Potential adverse effects on four local Locations with polential NYCDOT's normal practice. 
intersections in Manhattan: Trinity Place and advereeceracts that ie nee 
Edgar Street (midday); East 36th Street and 4 locations would be addressed with 4 4 4 Beisris (he oieiSnigucarenton 
Second Avenue (midday); East 37th Street and signal timing fponiteina atthe end ofthis abl 
Third Avenue (midday); East 125th Street and Onitoring at the end of this table. 


Second Avenue (AM, PM) egHstinelis 
The Project would generate a dedicated revenue 
source for investment in the transit system. 


Transit ridership would increase by 1 to 2 percent é 
4C - MTA/NYCT Buses % Increase or decrease 
Transportation: Transit Systems systemwide for travel to and from the Manhattan in total daily transit 


1.5% to 2.1% 
0.8% to 2.0% 
0.6% to 2.0% 
0.6% to 1.9% 
0.3% to 2.3% 
1.3% to 1.6% No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Transit GBD sbecalise sone people: would shit io tansit - | TRANGIT Bus ridership systemwide 0.5% to 1.1% oleae 
rather than driving. Increases in transit ridership 
would not result in adverse effects on line-haul | Other buses (suburban and 0.0% to 0.9% 
capacity on any transit routes. private operators) 
Ferries (Staten Island Ferry, 
NYC Ferry, NY Waterway, 2.5% to 3.5% 
Seastreak) 


1.7% to 4.1% 


Roosevelt Island Tram 
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EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


CATEGORY 


4C - 
Transportation: 
Transit (Cont’d) 
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TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION PMS Mee LS pene 
taugs EFFECT 
A B c D E F G 


Manhattan local buses 
Bronx express buses 


Queens local and express 
buses (via Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge) 
Queens express buses (via 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel) | 9% increase or decrease 
Brooklyn local and express | at maximum passenger 
buses load point 

Staten Island express 
routes (via Brooklyn) 
Staten Island express 
routes (via NJ) 


NJ/West of Hudson buses 
(via Holland Tunnel) 
NJ/West of Hudson buses 
(via Lincoln Tunnel) 


Increases of 0.5% to 1.2% 


-1.6% to 2.2% 


2.0% to 2.8% 


Decreases in traffic volumes within the Manhattan 
CBD and near the 60th Street boundary of the 
Manhattan CBD would reduce the roadway 
congestion that adversely affects bus operations, 
facilitating more reliable, faster bus trips. 


-1.3% to 4.1% 


Bus System Effects 1.3% to 2.6% 


3.7% to 4.5% 


1.0% to 2.8% 
-1.4% to 1.4% 


0.4% to 1.5% 


| | 
: 


Increased ridership would affect passenger flows 
with the potential for adverse effects at certain 
vertical circulation elements (i.e., stairs and 
escalators) in five transit stations: 
— Hoboken Terminal, Hoboken, NJ PATH 
station 
— Times Sq-42 St/42 St-Port Authority Bus 
Terminal subway station in the Manhattan 
CBD (N, Q, R, W, and S; Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 7; 
and A, C, E lines) 
— Flushing-Main St subway station, Queens 
(No. 7 line) 
— 14th Street-Union Square subway station in 
the Manhattan CBD (Nos. 4, 5, and 6; and L, 
N, Q, R, W lines) 42 St-Times Square- 
— Court Square subway station, Queens (No. 7 | Subway station (Manhattan) 
and E, G, M lines) Stair ML6/ML8 connecting 
mezzanine to uptown 1/2/3 
lines subway platform 


Net passenger increases 
or at stair in the peak 
hour 


Hoboken Terminal-PATH 


station (NJ) Stair 01/02 Yes 


Transit Elements 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station 
OVERALL as compared 
to Tolling Scenario E (not 
only at the affected stair 
or location) in the peak 


63% 56% Yes 


hour, peak period 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Mitigation needed for Tolling Scenarios 
E and F. TBTA will coordinate with 

NJ TRANSIT and PANYN4 to monitor 
pedestrian volumes on Stair 01/02 one 
month prior to commencing tolling 
operations to establish a baseline, and two 
months after Project operations begin. If a 
comparison of Stair 01/02 passenger 
volumes before and after Project 
implementation shows an incremental 
change that is greater than or equal to 
205, then TBTA will coordinate with 

NJ TRANSIT and PANYN4 to implement 
improved signage and wayfinding to divert 
some people from Stair 01/02, and 
supplemental personnel if needed. 
Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, TBTA will coordinate with MTA 
NYCT to remove the center handrail and 
standardize the riser, so that the stair 
meets code without the hand rail. The 
threshold will be set to allow for sufficient 
time to implement the mitigation so that 
the adverse effect does not occur. 
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EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CATEGORY 


4C - 
Transportation: 
Transit (Cont’d) 


4D - 
Transportation: 
Parking 


4E - 
Transportation: 
Pedestrians and 
Bicycles 
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TOPIC 


Transit Elements 


(Cont'd) 


Parking Conditions 


Pedestrian 
Circulation 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
EFFECT 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station 
OVERALL as compared 
to Tolling Scenario E (not 


DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO 
only at the affected stair 
or location) in the peak 


TABLE 
B C ) E F G 
116% 91% 108% 116% 100% 133% 72% 
hour, peak period 
Relative increase or 
Union Sq subway station Bestest pasetget 
volumes at station 
(Manhattan)-Escalator OVERALL ae.compared 
Increased ridership would affect passenger flows | E219 connecting the L to Tolling $ eB t 63% 82% 87% 102% 100% 95% 61% 
with the potential for adverse effects at certain subway line platform to the a . ri aes 1 As 
vertical circulation elements (i.e., stairs and Nos. 4/5/6 line mezzanine a a F ie i seam ss 
escalators) in five transit stations (cont’d) or location) in eae 
hour, peak period 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, MTA NYCT will increase the 
speed from 100 feet per minute (fpm) to 
120 fpm. 


Flushing-Main St subway 
station (Queens)-Escalator 
E456 connecting street to 

mezzanine level 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, MTA NYCT will increase the 
escalator speed from 100 fom to 120 fom. 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


All tolling scenarios would result in a reduction in 
parking ee within the Manhattan CBD ofa _| Manhattan CBD Reduction in parking demand due to reduction in auto trips to CBD 


similar magnitude to the reduction in auto trips 
into the Manhattan CBD. With a shift from driving 


to transit, there would be increased parking 
demand at subway and commuter rail stations 
and park-and-ride facilities outside the Manhattan 
CBD. 


Transit facilities Small changes in parking demand at transit facilities, corresponding to 
increased commuter rail and subway ridership 

Increased pedestrian activity on sidewalks outside 
transit hubs because of increased transit use. At 
all but one location in the Manhattan CBD (Herald 
Square/Penn Station), the increase in transit Sidewalks, corners, and 
riders would not generate enough new crosswalks with 
pedestrians to adversely affect pedestrian NY pedestrian volumes 
circulation in the station area. Outside the above threshold in AM / 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 
will implement a monitoring plan at this 
location. The plan will include a baseline, 
specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, the Project Sponsors will 
increase pedestrian space on sidewalks 
and crosswalks via physical widening 
and/or removing or relocating obstructions. 


Herald Square/Penn Station 


Adverse effects on pedestrian circulation at one sidewalk segment and two 
crosswalks 


Manhattan CBD, transit usage at individual PM peak periods 
stations would not increase enough to adversely 
affect pedestrian conditions on nearby sidewalks, 
crosswalks, or corners. 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
Relative dacreasa or with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
d ; plan for this location. The plan will identify 
ecrease in passenger ceca 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
volumes at station i : ; 
Court Sq subway station OVERALL seconpared for additional action. If that threshold is 
(Queens)-Stair P2/P4 to to Tollin ae (not 98% 90% 102% 104% 100% 117% 97% Yes reached, TBTA will coordinate with MTA 
Manhattan-bound No. 7 line 9 NYCT to construct a new stair from the 
only at the affected stair 
pe northern end of the No. 7 platform to the 
or location) in the peak 
hour, peak period street. The threshold will be set to allow for 
, sufficient time to implement the mitigation 
so that the adverse effect does not occur. 
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EA CHAPTER/ DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit hubs 
with highest increases in pedestrian trip share 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 


Manhattan CBD Narrative effects 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit hubs 


4E - — aes nen meae No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Transportation: Outside Manhattan CBD Narrative Some shifts from automobile to bicycles atfecis g , 
soda. a No substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or increased safety concerns, including 
icycles (Cont’ isting identified high- 
y at existing identified high-crash locations. Overall, fewer vehicular trips entering and No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Safety No adverse effects Overall Narrative exiting the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative could result in reduced traffic 
; effects 
volumes at these locations. This would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle- 
pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall benefit to safety. 
Benefits in and near the Manhattan CBD related to travel-time savings, improved travel- 
time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved safety, reduced air pollutant 
Benefits Benefits in and near the Manhattan CBD 28-county study area emissions, and predictable funding source for transit improvements. This would No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


positively affect community connections and access to employment, education, 
healthcare, and recreation for residents. 


Changes to travel patterns, including increased use of transit, as a result of the Project No mitigation needed. No adverse 

would not adversely affect community cohesion or make it more difficult for people to effects (see “Environmental Justice” below 
connect with others in their community, given the extensive transit network connecting for mitigation related to increased costs for 
to the Manhattan CBD and the small change in trips predicted. low-income drivers). 


Changes to travel patterns, including increased 
use of transit, resulting from new toll 


5A - Social 
Conditions: iadineet No notable changes in socioeconomic conditions 
Population Aialacerigit or cost of living so as to induce potential Manhattan CBD 
P involuntary displacement of residents 
Increased cost for community facilities and 
Community Facilities | service providers in the Manhattan CBD, their . 
and Services employees who drive, and clientele who drive Manhatian CBD Narrative 
from outside the CBD 


28-county study area 


The Project would not result in the potential for indirect (involuntary) residential 
displacement. It would not result in substantial changes to market conditions so as to 
lead to changes in housing prices, given that real estate values in the Manhattan CBD 
are already high and the many factors that affect each household’s decisions about 
where to live. In addition, low-income residents of the CBD would not experience a 
notable increase in the cost of living as a result of the Project because of the lack of 
change in housing costs, the many housing units protected through New York’s rent- 
control, rent-stabilization, and other similar programs, the tax credit available to CBD 
residents with incomes of up to $60,000, and the conclusion that the cost of goods 
would not increase as a result of the Project (see “Economic Conditions” below). 

The Project would increase costs for community service providers that operate vehicles 
into and out of the Manhattan CBD and for people who travel by vehicle to community 
facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD, as well as residents of the CBD and 
employees of community facilities who use vehicles to travel to community facilities 
outside the CBD. Given the wide range of travel options other than driving, the cost for 
users to drive to community facilities and services would not constitute an adverse 
effect on community facilities and services. 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 
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EA CHAPTER/ DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


CATEGORY D E EFFECT 


The Project would benefit certain vulnerable social groups, including elderly populations, 
persons with disabilities, transit-dependent populations, and non-driver populations by 
creating a funding source for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program (and subsequent 
capital programs and by reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD). 


Elderly individuals would benefit from the travel-time and reliability improvements to bus 
service with the CBD Tolling Alternative, as bus passengers tend to be older than riders 
on other forms of transit, such as the subway and, as described above, bus passengers 
in the Manhattan CBD would benefit from travel-time savings due to the decrease in 
congestion. 


Effects on 
Vulnerable Social 
Groups 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Benefits to vulnerable social groups from new 


funding for MTA Capital Program 2p COUN Sud te 


5A - Social People over the age of 65 with a qualifying disability receive a reduced fare on MTA 
Conditions: subways and buses, and elderly individuals with a qualifying disability can also receive 
Population MTA’s paratransit service, including taxis and FHVs operating on behalf of MTA to 
(Cont'd) transport paratransit users. Elderly people with disabilities and low-income individuals 


who drive to the Manhattan CBD would be entitled to the same mitigation and 
enhancements proposed for low-income and disabled populations, in general. Other 
elderly individuals who drive to the Manhattan CBD would pay the toll. 


Decrease in work trips by driving modes to and within the Manhattan CBD, with an 
offsetting increase in transit ridership. Those who would drive despite the CBD toll 
would do so based on the need or convenience of driving and would benefit from the es Se 
Aan a eerie TO Stil UMS et peapiennto 28-county study area reduced congestion in the Manhattan CBD. Negligible effect (less than 0.1%) on Ne neces Nees 
pny travel to employment within the Manhattan CBD and reverse-commuting from the 
CBD due to the wide range of transit options available and the small number of 
commuters who drive today. 


Manhattan CBD Nsirative The changes in traffic patterns on local streets are unlikely to change the defining No mitigation needed. No adverse 
elements of the neighborhood character of the Manhattan CBD. 


effects 
Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street CBD boundary (including increases 
just north of 60th Street and decreases just to the south) would not create a climate of 
disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects on neighborhood character nor alter 
the defining elements of the neighborhood character of this area. 


: re : : : The Project would be consistent with regional transportation plans and other public 
5C - Social Conditions: Public Policy 28-county study area Narrative policies in place for the regional study area and the Manhattan CBD. 


Economic benefit through congestion relief in terms of travel-time savings and travel- 
time reliability improvements, which would increase productivity and utility, as well as 
safety improvements and reduced vehicle operating costs associated with reductions 
in congestion. 

No adverse effects to any particular industry or occupational category in the Manhattan 
CBD. Given the high level of transit access in the CBD and high percentage of transit 
share, the toll would affect only a small percentage of the overall workforce. This would 
not adversely affect operations of businesses in the Manhattan CBD or the viability of 
any business types, including the taxi/FHV industry. 

Unlikely to result in meaningful change in cost for most consumer goods. Any cost 
increase associated with the new toll in the CBD Tolling Alternative that would be 
passed along to receiving businesses would be distributed among several customers 
per toll charge (since trucks make multiple deliveries) especially for businesses, N No mitigation needed. No adverse 


5B - Social Conditions: Neighborhood 
Character 


No notable change in neighborhood character 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Area near 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Benefits Regional economic benefits 28-county study area No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Economic Effects of | Cost of new toll for workers and businesses in the ‘ 
Toll Costs CBD that rely on vehicles Manheual/GEp Nantel 
6 - Economic 


Conditions 


Cost of new toll would not result in changes in the 
cost of most consumer goods including small businesses and micro-businesses, receiving smaller deliveries. This effects 
would minimize the cost to any individual business. Some commodity sectors 
(construction materials, electronics, beverages) are more prone to increases due to 
less competition within delivery market. 


Price of Goods Manhattan CBD Narrative 
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EA CHAPTER/ DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Net change in daily fey -14,028 | -73,413 | -217,477 | -116,065 ae bey 
taxi/FHV VMT regionwide | —(-2.9%) (-0.3%) | (-1.7%) | (-5.0%) | (-2.7%) ae bey 2%) 


Depending on the tolling scenario, the toll could 
reduce taxi and FHV revenues due to a reduction 
in taxi/FHV VMT with passengers within the CBD. 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects (see “Environmental Justice” below 


pene care 28-county study area pate 
While this could adversely affect individual drivers Net change in daily : 1,498 +15,020 : 1371 | -54,476 ° 621 +4,962 ‘ bea for mitigation related to effects on taxi and 
6 - Economic (see “Environmental Justice” below), the industry taxi/FHV VMT in the CBD 6.6%) (+4.6%) | (-3.5%) | (-16.8%) 7.9%) (+1.5%) bea FHV drivers). 
Conditions would remain viable overall. ) 6%) 6) 8%) 6) 6) 6) 
(Cont'd) aoe in parking demand near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary a 


increases just north of 60th Street and decreases just to the south) could jeopardize 


Local Economic Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street | Area near 60th Street 
Effects CBD boundary Manhattan CBD boundary 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 


Narrative effects 


the viability of one or more parking facilities in the area south of 60th Street but would 
not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects on neighborhood 


character. 


The Project would replace four existing streetlight poles at three detection locations in 
Central Park near 59th Street and on two adjacent sidewalks outside the park’s wall. 
New tolling infrastructure, tolling system These poles would be in the same locations as existing poles and would not reduce the No mitigation needed. Refer to Chapter 


7 - Parks and Recreational Resources | equipment, and signage in the southern portion of | Manhattan CBD Narrative 
Central Park 


amount of park space or affect the features and activities of the park. The Project would 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources, 
also place tolling infrastructure beneath the structure of the High Line, outside the park for a listing of measures to avoid adverse 
area atop the High Line structure. FHWA through the public involvement process is effects to parks. 

soliciting public input related to the Project’s effects on these parks (see Chapter 19, 

“Section 4(f) Evaluation”). 

No mitigation needed. Refer to Chapter 
8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
for a listing of measures to avoid adverse 
effects to historic properties. 


45 historic properties within 
the Project's Area of 
Potential Effects (APE) 


Based on a review of the Project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, FHWA has determined that the Project would have No Adverse Effect 
on historic properties and the State Historic Preservation Office has concurred. 


New tolling infrastructure and tolling system 


equipment on or near historic properties Narrative 


8 - Historic and Cultural Resources 


Infrastructure and equipment would be similar in form to streetlight poles, sign poles, or 
similar structures already in use throughout New York City. Cameras included in the 
array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination at night to allow 
images of license plates to be collected without any need for visible light. The Project 
would have a neutral effect on viewer groups and no adverse effect on visual resources 


Changes in visual environment resulting from new 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 


Narrative effects 


9 —- Visual Resources Area of visual effect 
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POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
EFFECT 


EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 
CATEGORY 


TOLLING SCENARIO 


2,056 


C 
70 
29 


DATA SHOWN IN 
TABLE 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Increase or decrease in effects 
Annual Average Daily 


Trips (AADT) 


3,996 3,255 


Enhancements 
1. Refer to the overall enhancement on 
monitoring at the end of this table. 


af 


Cross Bronx Expressway at | Increase or decrease in 704 


Macombs Road, Bronx, NY | daily number of trucks 2. NYCDOT will coordinate to expand the 


existing network of sensors to monitor 
priority locations, and supplement a 
smaller number of real-time PMz5 monitors 
to provide insight into time-of-day patterns 
to determine whether the changes in air 
pollution can be attributed to changes in 
traffic occurring after implementation of the 
Project. The Project Sponsors will monitor 


Potential adverse air 
quality effects from truck 
diversions 


air quality prior to implementation (setting 
a baseline), and two years following 
11.459 7.980 5.003 7.078 5.842 12.506 implementation. Following the initial two- 
year post-implementation analysis period, 
the Project Sponsors will assess the 
magnitude and variability of changes in air 
quality to determine whether more 
monitoring is necessary. 
Increases or decreases in emissions related to _| |-95, Bergen County, NJ a sana eeiert sa : 955 7 631 637 -236 oe 
truck traffic diversions 3. MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to 
zero-emission buses, which will reduce air 
pollutants and improve air quality near bus 


Increase or decrease in 
AADT 


10 - Air Quality 


depots and along bus routes. MTA is 
committed to prioritizing traditionally 
underserved communities and those 
impacted by poor air quality and climate 
change and has developed an approach 
that actively incorporates these priorities in 


the deployment phasing process of the 
transition. Based on feedback received 
19,440 | 19,860 | 19,932 20,465 | 20,391 21,006 during the outreach conducted for the 
Project and concerns raised by members 
of environmental justice communities, 
TBTA coordinated with MTA NYCT, which 
is committed to prioritizing the Kingsbridge 
Depot and Gun Hill Depot, both located in 
2.423 2.820 3.479 4116 3.045 432 and serving primarily environmental justice 
communities in Upper Manhattan and the 
Bronx, when electric buses are received in 
MTA’s next major procurement of battery 
Soa electric buses, which will begin later in 


2022. This independent effort by MTA 
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Potential adverse air 
quality effects from truck 
diversions 


Increase or decrease in 
AADT 


RFK Bridge, NY Increase or decrease in 
daily number of trucks 


Potential adverse air 
NYCT is anticipated to provide air quality 
benefits to the environmental justice 
communities in the Bronx. 


quality effects from truck 
diversions 


EA CHAPTER/ 


ENVIRONMENTAL 
CATEGORY 


11 - Energy 


12 - Noise 


13 - Natural Resources 


14 - Hazardous Waste 


15 — Construction Effects 
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DATA SHOWN IN 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS TABLE 


LOCATION 


A 
Reductions in regional energy consumption 28-county study area Reductions in regional VMT would reduce energy consumption 


Bridge and tunnel crossings 


Imperceptible increases or decreases in noise tae 
levels resulting from changes in traffic volumes 
Local streets Narrative 
Sites of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
equipment locations 


Potential for disturbance of existing contaminated es tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
or hazardous materials during construction ; 
equipment locations 


Sites of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
equipment locations 


Construction activities to install tolling 
infrastructure near natural resources 


Potential disruption related to construction for 
installation of tolling infrastructure 


| DUSINESS L 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
B C D E F EFFECT 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


The maximum noise level increases (2.9 dB(A)), which were predicted adjacent to the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel in Tolling Scenario D, would not be perceptible. 

Tolling Scenario C was used to assess noise level changes in Downtown Brooklyn, 
Tolling Scenario D was used at all other locations assessed. The maximum predicted 
noise level increases (2.5 dB(A)), which were at Trinity Place and Edgar Street, would 
not be perceptible. There was no predicted increase in noise levels in the Downtown 
Brooklyn locations. 


No effects on surface waters, wetlands, or floodplains. Potential effects on stormwater Refer to Ghep bad 13, Natural 
Resources,” for a listing of construction 
and ecological resources will be managed through construction commitments. The ai 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Enhancement 
Refer to the overall enhancement on 
monitoring at the end of this table. 


Project is consistent with coastal zone policies. er akis ON Lo 
| P mitigate potential negative effects. 


Refer to Chapter 14, “Asbestos- 
Containing Materials, Lead-Based 
Paint, Hazardous Wastes, and 
Contaminated Materials,” for a listing of 
construction commitments to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate potential negative 
effects. 

Refer to Chapter 15, “Construction 
Effects,” for a listing of construction 
commitments to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate potential negative effects. 


Soil disturbance during construction and the potential alteration, removal, or 
disturbance of existing roadway infrastructure and utilities that could contain asbestos- 
containing materials, lead-based paint, or other hazardous substances. Potential 
effects will be managed through construction commitments. 


Temporary disruptions to traffic and pedestrian patterns, and noise from construction 
activities, with a duration of less than one year overall, and approximately two weeks at 


any given location. These effects will be managed through construction commitments. 
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EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CATEGORY 


17 - Environmental 
Justice 
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Potential 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 
effects on low- 
income drivers 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
rg ities IN ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


EFFECT 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Mitigation needed. The Project will 
include a tax credit for CBD tolls paid by 
residents of the Manhattan CBD whose 
New York adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year is less than $60,000. TBTA 
will coordinate with the New York State 
Department of Taxation and Finance (NYS 
DTF) to ensure availability of 
documentation needed for drivers eligible 
for the NYS tax credit. 


TBTA will post information related to the 
tax credit on the Project website, with a 
link to the appropriate location on the NYS 
DTF website to guide eligible drivers to 
information on claiming the credit. 


TBTA will eliminate the $10 refundable 
deposit currently required for E-ZPass 
customers who do not have a credit card 
linked to their account, and which is 


The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD sometimes a barrier to access. 


toll would disproportionately affect low-income 
drivers to the Manhattan CBD who do not have an | 28-county study area Narrative existing E-ZPass payment and plan 
alternative transportation mode for reaching the options, including the ability for drivers to 
Manhattan CBD. pay per trip (rather than a pre-load 
balance), refill their accounts with cash at 
participating retail locations, and discount 
plans already in place, about which they 
may not be aware. 


TBTA will coordinate with MTA to provide 
outreach and education on eligibility for 
existing discounted transit fare products 
and programs, including those for 
individuals 65 years of age and older, 
those with disabilities, and those with low 
incomes, about which many may not be 
aware. 


TBTA will provide enhanced promotion of 


The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD toll would disproportionately affect low- 
income drivers to the Manhattan CBD in all tolling scenarios. 


The Project Sponsors commit to 
establishing an Environmental Justice 
Community Group that would meet on a 
bi-annual basis, with the first meeting six 
months after Project implementation, to 
share updated data and analysis and hear 
about potential concerns. 
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EA CHAPTER/ DATA SHOWN IN POTENTIAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Mitigation needed for New York City 
taxi and/or FHV drivers if a tolling 
scenario is implemented with tolls of 
more than once per day for their 
vehicles. The Project Sponsors will work 
with the appropriate city and state 
agencies so that when passengers are 
present, they pay the toll, rather than the 
driver. 


Potential adverse effect would occur in Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G, which would 
not have caps or exemptions for taxis and FHV drivers. 


Narrative 


A potential disproportionately high and adverse 
effect would occur to taxi and FHV drivers in New 
York City, who largely identify as minority Change in daily taxi/FHV 

populations, in tolling scenarios that toll their VMT with passengers in +15.020 TBTA will work with MTA NYCT to institute 
vehicles more than once a day. This would occur the CBD relative to No , an Employment Resource Coordination 

in unmodified Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G; for New York City Action Alternative: : eae che : nO: Program to connect drivers experiencing 
FHV drivers, it would also occur in Tolling Scenarios included in EA job insecurity with a direct pathway to 
Scenarios C and E. The adverse effect would be licensing, training, and job placement with 
related to the cost of the new CBD toll and the MTA or its affiliated vendors at no cost to 
reduction of VMT for taxis and FHVs, which would the drivers. 


result ina decrease in revenues that could lead to a For those who may not want a commercial 
losses in employment. Net change in daily 


driver's license, TBTA will coordinate with 
Eni Hy tips ie8D Ue MTA NYCT to submit a request to the 
Federal Transit Administration for a pilot 
program that will help increase eligibility of 
taxi and FHV drivers to use their vehicles 
to provide paratransit trips, and will 
implement this program if approved. 
OVERALL PROJECT ENHANCEMENT. The Project Sponsors commit to ongoing monitoring and reporting of potential effects on the Project, including for example, traffic entering the CBD, vehicle-miles traveled in the CBD; transit ridership from providers across the region; bus speeds within the 
CBD; air quality and emissions trends; parking; and Project revenue. Data will be collected in advance and after implementation of the Project. A formal report on the effects of the Project will be issued one year after implementation and then every two years. In addition, a reporting website will make 
data, analysis, and visualizations available in open data format to the greatest extent possible. Updates will be provided on at least a bi-annual basis as data becomes available and analysis is completed. 


Potential 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 

effects on taxi and 
FHV drivers 


17 - Environmental 
Justice (Cont'd) 


relative to scenarios capped at : capped at 
included in EA: Additional | 1x / Day: 1x / Day: 
analysis to assess effects +2% 

of caps or exemptions 
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WHAT ARE THE PROJECT’S EFFECTS TO SECTION 4(f) 
PROPERTIES? 


Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (now 49 USC Section 303 and 
23 USC Section 138) prohibits USDOT agencies, including FHWA, from approving any program 
or project that requires the “use” of any publicly owned parkland, recreation area, or wildlife and 
waterfowl refuge; or any land from a publicly or privately owned historic site of national, state, or 
local significance (collectively, Section 4(f) resources), unless: (1) there is no feasible and prudent 
avoidance alternative to the use of the land, and the action includes all possible planning to 
minimize harm to the Section 4(f) resource; or (2) the agency determines that the use of the 
property will have a de minimis impact. 


A project uses a Section 4(f) property if it: 


e Permanently incorporates land from the Section 4(f) property into a transportation facility; 

e Temporarily occupies land that is part of a Section 4(f) property, such as during 
construction; or 

e Results in a “constructive” use of the Section 4(f) property, where there is no permanent 
incorporation or temporary occupancy of land, but the proximity impacts (e.g., visual and 
noise) of a project are so severe that the protected activities, features, or attributes that 
qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. 


A de minimis impact involves the use of Section 4(f) property that is generally minor in nature and 
results in no adverse effect to a historic site and no adverse effect to the activities, features, or 
attributes qualifying a park, recreation area, or refuge for protection under Section 4(f). 


FHWA evaluated the Project’s potential effects on Section 4(f) properties and determined that the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any use of Section 4(f) properties other than Central 
Park and the High Line for the following reasons: 


e Central Park: Tolling system equipment is proposed on four poles at three detection 
locations on park roadways just inside the park near 59th Street. The equipment would be 
mounted on poles, replacing existing poles in the same locations and would prevent 
authorized vehicles from using the park to enter the Manhattan CBD without paying the 
toll. Because the Project Sponsors must have continued access to the poles for 
maintenance, FHWA intends to make a finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
result in a de minimis impact on Central Park. 


e High Line: The CBD Tolling Alternative would attach tolling system equipment to the High 
Line, a former railroad viaduct that now has a linear park on the former trackbed.2° The 
tolling system equipment would be mounted beneath the trackbed structure on a metal 
pipe, bolted to the existing girders of the viaduct. No tolling infrastructure or tolling system 
equipment would be within or visible from the publicly accessible parkland that is atop the 
High Line. Because the Project Sponsors require permanent access to the tolling 
equipment attached to the underside of the High Line, FHWA intends to make a finding 
that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a de minimis impact on the High Line. 


FHWA intends to make a finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a de minimis 
impact on Central Park and the High Line, and the officials with jurisdiction over these resources 
have concurred with this finding and the New York State Historic Preservation Office has 
concurred with FHWA’s determination that there would be no adverse effect on Central Park as 
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a historic property. FHWA will consider any public input on its proposed finding during the public 
review period for this EA. Chapter 19, “Section 4(f) Evaluation,” provides further detail and 
support of this finding. 
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i Introduction 


1.1 OVERVIEW 


Traffic congestion has been a problem in the Manhattan Central 


Figure 1-1. | Most Congested Urban 
Areas (2021) 


Business District (Manhattan CBD) for many years. While traffic 
inthe Manhattan CBD decreased during the height of the COVID- 
19 pandemic, volumes have nearly reached pre-pandemic levels United States 
and congestion has returned to Manhattan’s streets.? Indeed, in 

1. New York, NY 


2020 and 2021, New York City’s traffic congestion ranked worst 
among United States cities, with last-mile speeds in the 2. Chicago, IL 
Manhattan CBD of only 12 mph (Figure 1-1).* * At the same time, : ; 

Obie asia, ie 3. Philadelphia, PA 
and as a way to further reduce congestion, the modernization of 
the Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s (MTA’s) commuter 4. Boston, MA 
rail, subway, and bus network is necessary to create a faster, : : 

: i 5. Miami, FL 


more accessible, and more reliable transportation network for 


the New York City region’s residents, commuters, and visitors. Source: INRIX. 2021 


State and City of New York officials and stakeholder and 
advocacy groups have conducted multiple studies over the past 45 years to determine the most effective 
way to address congestion in the Manhattan CBD. These studies overwhelmingly pointed to congestion 


£ 


pricing, or introduction of tolls or fees for drivers, as the most effective tool.? Many studies also identified 


congestion pricing as a means to generate funds for transit investments in MTA’s network. A study by the 


Lund University Center for Sustainability Studies in Sweden confirms these conclusions, finding that a 
congestion charge is a highly effective means to reduce vehicular congestion, especially in combination 
with strategies for parking and traffic control; car sharing; and programs to discount transit for work, school, 
or personal trips.°® 


The New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), MTA, and other transportation agencies have 
implemented programs to increase mobility and improve accessibility in the Manhattan CBD by 
nonvehicular modes and to reduce vehicular congestion. Private companies have collaborated with 
NYCDOT to establish car-share, scooter-share, and bicycle-share programs. NYCDOT has repurposed 


1 As defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act (“Traffic Mobility Act”), the Manhattan CBD consists of the 
geographic area of Manhattan south of and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable but does not include the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery Park Underpass and any 
surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel that connects to West Street (the West Side Highway/Route 9A). 

2 Metropolitan Transportation Authority Day-by-Day Ridership Numbers. https://new.mta.info/coronavirus/ridership. 

3 INRIX 2020 Global Traffic Scorecard. https://inrix.com/press-releases/2020-traffic-scorecard-us/. 

4 INRIX 2021 Global Traffic Scorecard. https://inrix.com/scorecard-city/?city=New%20York%20City%20NY &index=5. 

: Refer to Appendix 2A, “Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered,” for a description of studies and 
congestion pricing proposals prepared since 1973. 


6 — Von Arnold, Cecilia. April 26, 2022. “The most effective ways of reducing car traffic,” Lund University Center for 
Sustainability Studies. https://www.lucsus.lu.se/article/most-effective-ways-reducing-car-traffic. 
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curbside parking to establish bicycle lanes and to increase pedestrian space with sidewalk and corner bump 
outs. It has also converted curbside lanes and general-purpose traffic lanes to dedicated bus lanes on 
certain Manhattan avenues and east-west, crosstown streets. Additionally, MTA and other transit agencies 
offer reduced transit fares for the elderly, disabled, and school-aged children, and in early 2022, MTA 
implemented Fare Capping as part of its new fare system roll out (OMNY), which allows free, unlimited 
rides to customers the rest of the week once they have spent $33 (the same as taking 12 trips). Many 
employers participate in a Federal program that allows employees a tax-free deduction for money used to 
purchase transit fares, and many companies have adopted flexible work schedules, including options to 
work remotely. Despite these various initiatives that should reduce vehicular traffic in the Manhattan CBD, 
and despite the existence in this region of the three largest commuter railroads in the United States, the 
largest bus system, and the largest subway system (the latter two of which operate 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, every day of the year), congestion persists. 


Therefore, the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of MTA; the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT); and NYCDOT (collectively, the Project Sponsors) are proposing a 
program, known as the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), to 
address congestion.’ The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner 
that will generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP). The Project would address 
the need to reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD and create a new local, recurring funding 
source for MTA’s capital projects. 


The Project Sponsors are seeking approval of the Project from FHWA under its VPPP, which is a program 
“intended to demonstrate whether and to what extent roadway congestion may be reduced through 
application of congestion pricing strategies, and the magnitude of the impact of such strategies on driver 
behavior, traffic volumes, transit ridership, air quality and availability of funds for transportation 
programs.”® Through this program, FHWA can provide tolling authority to state, regional, or local 
governments to implement congestion pricing.’ Such approval is sought because certain streets within the 
Manhattan CBD are part of the National Highway System (Figure 1-2) and, in some instances, have been 
improved with Federal funding through FHWA. When FHWA reviews a Project Sponsor’s application to the 
VPPP, it must evaluate the potential effects of the proposed action in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). 


Y In April 2019, New York State enacted the Traffic Mobility Act, authorizing TBTA to establish the CBD Tolling Program. For 
more information see Appendix 2B, “Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act.” 

. Federal Highway Administration (FHWA). “Value Pricing Pilot Program.” https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestionpricing/ 
value_pricing/index.htm. 

9 Ibid. 
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Figure 1-2. | Manhattan CBD, National Highway System Arterials, and Routes into the Manhattan CBD 
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(Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) * 
— National Highway System in Manhattan 


* As defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act, the Manhattan CBD 
includes the geographic area in the borough of Manhattan south of and 
inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable but shall not include 

the FDR Drive and New York State Route 9A/West Side Highway, including 
the Battery Park underpass and any surface roadway portion 

of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street. 


Source: ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 
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FHWA, in consultation with the Project Sponsors, has prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in 
accordance with NEPA and the NEPA implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (40 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Parts 1500 through 1508 and 1515 through 
1518) and FHWA (23 CFR Part 771). FHWA is serving as the lead Federal agency for the NEPA review. The 
Project is being progressed as a NEPA Class III (EA) action under 23 CFR Part 771. NEPA Class III actions are 
those in which the significance of the environmental impact is not clearly established. This EA has been 
prepared to determine if the Project is likely to have a significant impact on the built and natural 
environment, thereby requiring the preparation of an Environmental Impact Statement. 


Ad PROJECT SETTING 


New York City is the center of a large metropolitan region that includes portions of three states: New York, 
New Jersey, and Connecticut. The metropolitan region is the largest in the United States, with 22.2 million 
people and more than 10.7 million jobs. Within this region, New York City is the economic hub, with roughly 
4.6 million (43 percent) of the region’s jobs and 8.4 million (38 percent) of the region’s population.?® ™ For 
this study, the New York region comprises 28 counties, consisting of 12 counties in New York State 
(including the 5 counties that form New York City), 14 counties in New Jersey, and 2 counties in 
Connecticut.’* Figure 1-3 shows the regional study area. 


Although New York City and the metropolitan region are home to multiple commercial districts, the 
traditional center for economic activity has been and continues to be Manhattan, particularly the 
commercial districts in Midtown (generally the area between 14th and 59th Streets) and Lower Manhattan 
(generally the area south of Canal Street). As defined for this Project, the Manhattan CBD consists of the 
geographic area of Manhattan south of and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable but does not 
include the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery 
Park Underpass and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel that connects to West Street 
(the West Side Highway/Route 9A) (see Figure 1-2). 


10 U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2015-2019. 


MUS. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 Census Transportation Planning Package. 


12 The 28-county regional study area consists of Bronx, Dutchess, Kings (Brooklyn), Nassau, New York (Manhattan), Orange, 


Putnam, Queens, Richmond (Staten Island), Rockland, Suffolk, and Westchester Counties in New York; Bergen, Essex, 
Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren Counties 
in New Jersey; and Fairfield and New Haven Counties in Connecticut. 
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Figure 1-3. Regional Study Area 
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Source: ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 
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1.2.1 Regional Development Patterns 


An island, Manhattan is separated from New Jersey by the Hudson River, from Brooklyn and Queens by the 
East River, from the Bronx by the Harlem River, and from Staten Island by New York Harbor. The Manhattan 
CBD is characterized by the following: 


e Its skyline 


e Cultural destinations (e.g., Theater District, World Trade Center Memorial and Museum, and Museum 
of Modern Art) 


e Financial institutions (e.g., Wall Street and Midtown’s business districts) 
e Shopping districts (e.g., Fifth Avenue and Herald Square) 


e Colleges and universities (e.g., New York University, The New School, the Fashion Institute of 
Technology) 


The Manhattan CBD is not only a destination for business and commerce, but also home to about 617,000 
residents. #3 Many residents of the Manhattan CBD live in mid-rise and high-rise apartment buildings; there 
are also several neighborhoods with lower density loft buildings, townhouses, rowhouses, and tenement 
housing such as Soho, Greenwich Village, the East Village, Chelsea, and Hell’s Kitchen. 


Upper Manhattan is more residential in character than the Manhattan CBD. The Upper West Side and 
Upper East Side neighborhoods border the Manhattan CBD as does Central Park. Like the Manhattan CBD, 
Upper Manhattan is characterized by a mix of land uses, although more residential and institutional uses 
are present in Upper Manhattan than the Manhattan CBD. Upper Manhattan also contains large public 
parks of a scale not found in the Manhattan CBD, including Central Park, Riverside Park, Morningside Park, 
and Highbridge Park. 


Queens and Brooklyn, part of New York City and the largest boroughs in terms of land mass, are across the 
East River. While the neighborhoods in these boroughs are generally not as dense as Manhattan, some 
areas include substantial high-rise development (e.g., Long Island City, Downtown Brooklyn), and most 
neighborhoods are urban in character with mid-rise apartment buildings, brownstones, townhouses, and 
single-family houses on small lots. These boroughs are home to important transportation and 
entertainment destinations for the region (e.g., John F. Kennedy and LaGuardia Airports, Barclays Center, 
Citi Field, U.S. Tennis Center, Belmont Park, Coney Island). Nassau and Suffolk Counties, which are typically 
referred to as Long Island, lie east of Queens. 


Toward the north, the Bronx is one of the most densely populated and poorest counties in the United 
States. Neighborhoods nearest Manhattan tend to have mid-rise to high-rise apartment buildings, and 
areas more distant from Manhattan and along the Hudson River tend to have single-family housing. 
Entertainment, educational, and cultural institutions in the Bronx include Yankee Stadium, the New York 


U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2015-2019. 
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Botanical Garden, Bronx Zoo, and Fordham University. The Bronx has several large industrial and 
warehousing areas, and it is crossed by many interstate highways and arterial roadways that carry heavy 
volumes of traffic, including trucks. Westchester County borders the Bronx to its north. 


Geographically isolated from the rest of New York City, Staten Island is the smallest borough in terms of 
population. It has much lower population density than the other boroughs of New York City, and its 
residential and commercial development patterns are characteristic of the suburbs. No roadway connects 
Staten Island and the Manhattan CBD so drivers from Staten Island must travel through Brooklyn or New 
Jersey to reach Manhattan. 


Hudson County, New Jersey, contains multiple cities, such as Hoboken, Jersey City, and West New York. 
These cities have development patterns similar to the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens with a mix of high-rise 
and mid-rise housing, including apartment towers, townhouses, brownstones, and rowhouses. Jersey City 
has a large business district that includes several office towers along its Hudson River waterfront. 


The New York City metropolitan region has a long development history and has diverse settlement patterns 
and housing stock. The counties that lie beyond the five boroughs of New York City and Hudson County, 
New Jersey, have small, long-established towns with urbanized town centers that have grown to include 
suburban subdivision developments. There are smaller cities with densely developed downtown areas, 
high- and mid-rise multifamily housing, and single-family houses on small lots (e.g., Bridgeport, 
Connecticut; Great Neck, Long Island; Newark, New Jersey; and White Plains, New York) and waterfront 
communities that were established as recreational retreats but have become year-round communities. 
Farms and small rural communities are near the farther extents of the regional study area. 


12.2 Traveling to the Manhattan CBD 


The New York metropolitan region has a robust transit network, with the largest subway and bus systems 
and the three largest commuter rail systems in the United States. Indeed, the transit network is 
unparalleled in many cities with respect to the number of routes and types and frequency of service. The 
Manhattan CBD is the hub for much of this network and people can arrive via the following options: 


e The New York metropolitan area’s three commuter rail systems: 


— Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) provides service connecting Brooklyn, Queens, Nassau, Suffolk, and 
Penn Station New York. LIRR will also soon provide service to the new Grand Central Madison 
terminal. 


— Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North) provides service connecting Grand Central Terminal and 
Manhattan north of 125th Street, the Bronx, Westchester, Putnam, and Dutchess Counties in New 
York State (east of Hudson), and southwestern Connecticut. Through agreement with NJ TRANSIT, 


4 American Public Transit Association (APTA). “Public Transportation Ridership Report: Fourth Quarter 2021.” 
https://www.apta.com/wp-content/uploads/2021-Q4-Ridership-APTA.pdf. 


15 A limited number of people also arrive by helicopter at one of three heliports in Manhattan and by seaplane using the 
Midtown Skyport on the East River. 
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Metro-North also provides service connecting Orange and Rockland Counties (west of Hudson) 
with Penn Station New York. 


— NJTRANSIT connects the New Jersey counties and Penn Station New York or Hoboken Terminal in 
New Jersey, from which passengers can take the Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) train to 
multiple stations in Manhattan CBD. 


e The New York City subway consists of 28 routes that operate in Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, and 
Queens in New York City. Twenty-five subway routes traverse or terminate in the Manhattan CBD. Most 
routes that traverse the Manhattan CBD have multiple stations in the area, serving commuters to the 


Manhattan CBD and local trips for its residents. Several subway stations in the Manhattan CBD are 
interchange points between subway routes. 


e The New York region has a vast bus network. The Manhattan CBD is served by commuter buses 
operated by transit agencies and private companies, providing service between neighborhoods in the 
New York City boroughs and suburban counties and the Manhattan CBD. Many bus routes terminate 
at the Port Authority Bus Terminal in Midtown Manhattan. Multiple express/Select Bus Service and 
local bus routes operate along the north-south avenues and east-west streets within the Manhattan 
CBD. 


e Atram operates between Roosevelt Island and Manhattan. 


e The City of New York and private companies operate ferry service to the Manhattan CBD. Ferry routes 
to Manhattan operate from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island in New York City and 
Bergen, Hudson, and Monmouth Counties in New Jersey. The primary ferry terminals in Manhattan are 
located at West 39th Street and East 34th Street in Midtown Manhattan and Battery Park City and Wall 
Street/Pier 11 in Lower Manhattan. 


e MITA provides on-demand, point-to-point paratransit service for qualifying individuals. 


Refer to Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” for more detailed information about the region’s transit 
systems. 


People may also reach the Manhattan CBD on foot or by bicycle. The north-south avenues that cross 60th 
Street have sidewalks, and bicycle lanes are available on Amsterdam Avenue, Columbus Avenue, Central 
Park West, Second Avenue, and First Avenue. Shared-use bicycle and pedestrian paths also run along the 
Hudson and East Rivers. From Brooklyn and Queens, people may cross the Ed Koch Queensboro, 
Williamsburg, Manhattan, and Brooklyn Bridges by bicycle or on foot. There is no direct bicycle or 
pedestrian access between New Jersey and the Manhattan CBD since pedestrians are prohibited from the 
tunnel crossings. *® 


16 Pedestrians and bicyclists are permitted to cross the George Washington Bridge and can reach the Manhattan CBD using the 


Hudson River Greenway or one of Manhattan’s north-south avenues. 
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1.2.3 Traveling within the Manhattan CBD 


The Manhattan CBD has a long development history, beginning before the advent of the automobile and 
rapidly expanding before the predominance of the automobile. Thus, options other than private 
automobiles are available to travel around the Manhattan CBD. As noted previously, numerous subway and 
bus routes serve the Manhattan CBD, and there is a network of bicycle lanes and a widely available bicycle- 
share program. The Manhattan CBD is very walkable with sidewalks on both sides of most streets, with 
mostly signalized intersections that have crosswalks and pedestrian signals, and with many destinations 
near each other that are easily accessible by foot. 


Because most businesses do not offer Figure 1-4. Vehicle Access (Manhattan CBD compared to 
on-site, free parking and it can be United States) 


difficult to find curbside parking, driving Manhattan CBD United States 
within the Manhattan CBD is not typical 
except for commercial deliveries. 
Indeed, 80 percent of Manhattan CBD 
residents do not own or have ready 


9% Don’t have 
access to 
a vehicle 


20% Have access 
to a vehicle 


access to a vehicle (Figure 1-4.).?” Taxis 


and for-hire vehicles (FHVs) provide 80% Don’t have Gis nvenesess 


access to a vehicle to a vehicle 


point-to-point service within the 


Manhattan CBD and are convenient for 

trips that wou Id otherwise involve Sources: Census Transportation Planning Package, American Community Survey 2012-2016 
multiple transit routes and modes or a long walk (e.g., crosstown trips between the east and west sides of 
Manhattan).*® However, trips by taxi or FHVs (a category that includes taxis and app-based services) may 
be costly. Therefore, many people use the subway, buses, or bicycles to make their longer local trips within 
the Manhattan CBD. Walking is the typical choice for shorter trips or even longer trips that would otherwise 


involve multiple transit modes or transfers. 


1.2.4 Commuting to the Manhattan CBD 


According to 2012—2016 Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) data, nearly 10.7 million people 
have their place of employment in the regional study area. While the Manhattan CBD is the traditional 
economic hub of the region, many residents of the region do not work in or regularly travel to the 
Manhattan CBD. In total, approximately 1.5 million people work in the Manhattan CBD, and approximately 
1,262,400 of those workers commute to the Manhattan CBD from outside the CBD. Approximately 
65 percent of those commuters are from New York City, 8 percent are from Long Island, 7 percent are from 


v7 These data are from the CTPP data product based on the 2012-2016 American Community Survey. The CTPP provides 
custom tables describing residence, workplace, and trips from home to work. The U.S. Census Bureau has not updated the 
CTPP to reflect more recent American Community Survey data. 


18 While taxis are sometimes considered a type of for-hire vehicle, for the purposes of this EA, they are treated separately. 
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New York counties north of New York City, 18 percent are from New Jersey, and 2 percent are from 
Connecticut (see Figure 1-6 on the following page). 


According to 2012-2016 CTPP data, Figure 1-5. Travel Modes to Work (Manhattan CBD 
85 percent of workers who commute to compared to United States) 


the Manhattan CBD take ublic . 
P Manhattan CBD _ United States 
transportation to travel to work and 
4% Other 4% Other 6% Transit 


yy o™ 


11 percent (approximately 142,500 
workers) drive to work. The remaining 11% Car | 
4 percent travel by bicycle, walking, 


motorcycle, and taxi and FHV. This level 


of commuting by public transportation 
is much higher than in the United States 


85% Transit 90% Car 


overall, where most people commute 


to work by car (Figure 1-5). 


Sources: Census Transportation Planning Package, American Community Survey 2012-2016 


13 PROJECT PURPOSE 


The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate 
revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into FHWA’s VPPP. 


1.4 PROJECT NEEDS 


1.4.1 The Need to Reduce Vehicle Congestion in the Manhattan CBD 


The Manhattan CBD is the commercial center of a 28-county region that surrounds and includes New York 
City. Within nine square miles, the Manhattan CBD houses 1.5 million jobs, 450 million square feet of office 
space, and more than 617,000 residents. ** 7° 71 |t is also a regional and national destination for commerce, 
entertainment, and tourism, and the economic hub of the New York City region. The New York City region’s 
population has grown by 5 percent since 2000 and is expected to continue to grow, with the population 
projected to exceed 25 million by 2045. New York City’s population is projected to surpass 9 million by 
2045." 


19 U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 Census Transportation Planning Package. 
20 New York State Comptroller. 2017. New York City’s Office Market report. 
21 U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2015-2019 Estimates. 


22 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC). 2015. 2050 Socioeconomic and Demographic Forecasts. 
https://www.nymtc.org/DATA-AND-MODELING/SED-Forecasts/2050-Forecasts. 
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Figure 1-6. | Manhattan CBD Work Commuters: Origin 
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The growth in New York City’s population and 
employment, particularly within the Manhattan CBD, 
has increased traffic congestion and delays, slowing 
travel and jeopardizing the vitality of the area. A 2018 
study by the Partnership for New York City (a local 
business group) stated that “traffic congestion will be a 
$100 billion drag on the New York metro area economy 
over the next five years.” It cited the Manhattan CBD as 
the primary source of traffic congestion in the region 
and reported that excess congestion had increased by 


53 percent since it began studying the issue in 2006.7? 


This congestion makes travel a challenge as well. 
NYCDOT’s New York City Mobility Report found that the 
Manhattan CBD had the highest concentration of slow- 
moving buses in the entire city during the average 
weekday PM peak period (4 p.m. to 6 p.m.), with speeds 
between 5 mph and 6 mph.” This is substantially 
slower than the average citywide bus speed of 7.58 


mph.?° 


According to FHWA, “congestion usually relates to an 
excess of vehicles on a portion of roadway at a 
particular time resulting in speeds that are slower— 
sometimes much slower—than normal or ‘free-flow’ 
speeds. Congestion often means stopped or stop-and- 
go traffic.” °° FHWA identifies several typical causes of 


Congestion by the Numbers 


Cost of Congestion: 102 hours of lost time; 
nearly $1,595 per year per driver in the New York 
City region.” 


Travel Speeds: Decreased 22 percent in the 
Manhattan CBD, from 9.1 miles per hour (mph) to 
7.1 mph between 2010 and 2019.” 


FHV Registrations: Tripled in New York City, from 
fewer than 40,000 to more than 120,000 between 
2010 and 2019. Due to the effects of the 
COVID-19 pandemic and the city’s continued cap 
on FHV registrations, the number of FHVs making 
trips fell to 70,000 by April 2022.+ 


Local Bus Speeds: Declined 28 percent in the 
Manhattan CBD since 2010. The average speed 
of Select Bus Service (New York City Transit’s bus 
rapid transit service) routes in Manhattan are 
19 percent slower than Select Bus Service routes 
in other boroughs.tt 


Sources 

* INRIX 2021 Global Traffic Scorecard. https://inrix.com/scorecard- 
city/?city=(New%20Y ork%20City%20NY &index=5). 

*“ NYCDOT. August 2019. New York City Mobility Report. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/mobility-report- 
print-2019.pdf. 

t New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission and NYCDOT. 
June 2019. Improving Efficiency and Managing Growth in New 
York's For-Hire Vehicle Sector, NYC TLC FHV trip data. 

tt NYCDOT. August 2019. New York City Mobility Report. 
httos:/Awww/1 nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/mobility-report- 
print-2019.pdf; New York City Transit analysis. 


traffic congestion: physical bottlenecks; construction work zones; traffic incidents, such as crashes and 
disabled vehicles; inclement weather; special events that create a surge in traffic or create detours; day- 
to-day variability in traffic flows; and insufficient intersection capacity, sometimes related to nonoptimized 
traffic signals. Of these, FHWA cites bottlenecks as the greatest source of congestion.*”? Given that 
Manhattan is an island, with limited opportunity to increase the roadway capacity within or leading to and 
from it, the principal means to address congestion caused by bottlenecks is to reduce demand or the 
number of vehicles that drive into and out of Manhattan. 


23 Partnership for New York City. January 2018. “$100 Billion Cost of Traffic Congestion in Metro New York”. 
https://pfnyc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018-01-Congestion-Pricing.pdf. 

24 New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT). August 2019. New York City Mobility Report. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/mobility-report-print-2019.pdf. 

25 Ibid. 

26 FHWA. 2020. Traffic Congestion and Reliability: Trends and Advanced Strategies for Congestion Mitigation. 
https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestion report/executive summary.htm. 

27 Ibid. 
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The Impact of the COVID-19 Pandemic 


In March 2020, in response to the COVID-19 
pandemic public health emergency, then New 
York State Governor Andrew Cuomo issued 
executive orders that required most nonessential 
businesses to close, suspended in-person 
instruction at public schools and universities, and 
required residents of New York State to remain 
home except for essential activities. The 
governors of New Jersey and Connecticut 
imposed similar restrictions and consequently, the 
volume of trips to the Manhattan CBD by all travel 
modes dropped precipitously. 


By summer 2021, emergency restrictions were 


suspended or expired, and many businesses and 
attractions in the Manhattan CBD reopened. While 
many office workers continue to work remotely, 
others have returned to offices or work locations 
on part-time or full-time schedules. 


Weekday MTA subway, bus, and rail ridership 
remains roughly 35 to 45 percent lower than pre- 
COVID-19 pandemic levels. However, vehicle 
crossings at TBTA bridges and tunnels are only 
about 2 to 3 percent lower than in 2019. As activity 
is returning to pre-COVID-19 pandemic conditions, 
so is traffic congestion. 

Source 


Metropolitan Transportation Authority Day-by-Day Ridership 
Numbers. https://new.mta.info/coronavirus/ridership 
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The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 
(NYMTC) prepares an annual report on commuting 
Statistics into the Manhattan CBD, known as the Hub 
Bound Travel Data Report. The Hub Bound Travel Data 
Report 2019 shows that approximately 7,665,000 people 
entered and exited the Manhattan CBD on an average 
weekday, which is about twice the population of Los 
Angeles, California (Figure 1-7).22 Most (75 percent) of 
those people entered and exited via transit, but an 
estimated 1,856,000 (24 percent) people entered and 
exited by vehicle (auto, taxi, van, and truck). NYMTC notes 
that the daily vehicle trips increased in 2019 compared to 
2018.*° This translates to more vehicles entering and 
exiting the Manhattan CBD each day than the entire 
population of Phoenix, Arizona. 7° 


Figure 1-7. | People Entering Manhattan CBD (by mode) 


7.7 Million 


total per weekday 


= 2 times 
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Los Angeles, CA 


75% Transit 


1% Other ) 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report, 2019 


The number of vehicles within the Manhattan CBD builds 
throughout the day and evening, peaking in the middle of 


the day and ending in the late-night hours. Between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m., approximately 40,000 or 


more private vehicles enter the Manhattan CBD each hour (Figure 1-8). While some vehicles leave the 


Manhattan CBD during that time, they do not offset the accumulation of inbound vehicles. The trend does 


not reverse until around 12:00 p.m., when the number of outbound vehicles starts to exceed the number 


of inbound vehicles, though the variation is much smaller than in the morning. 


28 As of July 1, 2021, the estimated population of Los Angeles was 3,849,297. U.S. Census Bureau. Quickfacts. 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/table/losangelescitycalifornia,losangelescountycalifornia,CA/PST045221. 


29 


NYMTC. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. Transit includes subway, commuter rail, bus, ferry, and tram. 


NYMTC relies on passenger, vehicle, and bicycle counts to prepare the hub bound data, and these counts include work and 
nonwork trips. Therefore, percentages of travel by mode vary from census data. 
https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 


=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX_ t_Zriw%3d%3d. 


30 As of July 1, 2021, the estimated population of Phoenix was 1,624,589. U.S. Census Bureau. Quickfacts. 
https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/phoenixcityarizona. 
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Figure 1-8. _ Private Vehicles Entering and Exiting the Manhattan CBD on an Average Weekday 
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Source: New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2020. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 


1.4.1.1 Evidence of Congestion 

NYMTC’s Congestion Management Process Status Report is an annual study of congestion in the New York 
metropolitan region that reports on the extent of congestion and its effects. The data come from national 
and local sources and reveal that New York City, and Manhattan in particular, is prone to higher congestion 
than most urbanized areas in the United States. 


One of the well-known ways to demonstrate congestion, used in this report and measured across the 
country by the Texas A&M Transportation Institute, is the Travel Time Index, which represents the average 
additional time required during peak times compared to times of light traffic. If the time required during 
free-flow travel and peak times is the same, the Travel Time Index value is 1.0. The New York metropolitan 
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it takes 35 percent longer on average to make a 


trip in the region during peak period than in free-flow conditions. 74 


Despite the reliance on transit, Manhattan still has a 
much higher Travel Time Index value than the overall 
metropolitan region: 1.84 in the morning peak period 
and 2.07 in the evening peak period.*” ** For a 
20-minute trip in Manhattan, this translates to drivers 
having to assume it could take more than twice that 
time on average during the evening hours—this is time 
wasted on a regular basis because of congestion. 


The Travel Time Index helps explain the average 
changes in travel time resulting from congestion. In the 
New York metropolitan region, not only is there 
ongoing, recurrent congestion, but there is also a wide 
range of variability, especially in congested periods. 


Another way to look at congestion is through NYMTC’s 
Travel-Time Reliability indicator. Again, a ratio that is 
close to 1.0 demonstrates little variability throughout 
the day and from day to day. A higher number means 
travel time is more unpredictable, while a lower 
number means it is more predictable. In Manhattan, the 
daily level of travel-time reliability for all vehicle modes 
variable, and therefore unpredictable, travel times. ** 


How Long Will My Trip Take? 


When an area is prone to traffic congestion, 
travelers must add travel time or they risk being late 
to their destination. 


This added time is compounded if the congestion is 
not just recurring, but also unreliable, with wide 
variability during the day, and from day to day. 
Drivers must plan for both regular congestion due 
to traffic volumes, and for the likelihood that there 
could be even more congestion as a result of 
weather, construction, or an_ incident. This 
additional time for the trip adds up significantly, 
especially in Manhattan. 


Every day, drivers in Manhattan need to assume 
that the time they need for what should be a 
20-minute trip could take them up to 87.2 minutes. 


Source: 

New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. September 2021. 2021 
Congestion Management Process Status Report. 
https:/Avww.nymtc.org/Portals/0/PdfiCMP%20Status%20Report/2021 
%20CMP/NYMTC_CMP_Adopted_Report.pdf?ver=gfVbMzvLLgXENv 
ntijNkOhg%3d%3d 


is 1.65 and for trucks it is 2.67, reflecting widely 


Finally, NYMTC also uses a Planning Time Index that represents the additional amount of time that drivers 


need to allow to reach their destination under most conditions. In Manhattan, to arrive at a destination on 


time, drivers regularly need to assume that their trip could take more than four times what it would during 


free-flow periods. ?° 


NYCDOT, MTA, and other transportation agencies have implemented programs to increase mobility and 


improve accessibility in the Manhattan CBD by nonvehicular modes and to reduce vehicular congestion 


31 YMTC. 2021. Congestion Management Process Status Report. September 9, 2021. 


https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/CMP%20Status%20Report/2021%20CMP/NYMTC CMP Adopted Report.pdf?ver=gf 


VbMzvLLgXENvn1jNkOhg%3d%3d. 
32 Ibid. 


33. The Manhattan CBD generates a substantial number of trips to the island and contributes greatly to the overall indicator; 


thus, it is a useful, if understated, indicator for the Manhattan CBD. 


- YMTC. September 2021. 2021 Congestion Management Process Status Report. 


https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/CMP%20Status%20Report/2021%20CMP, 
NYMTC_CMP Adopted Report.pdf?ver=gfVbMzvLLqXENvn1jNkOhg%3d%3d. 


35 Ibid. 
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(see Section 1.1). Despite these various initiatives that should reduce vehicular traffic in the Manhattan 
CBD, congestion persists. 


The low travel speeds and unreliable travel Figure 1-9. Typically Congested Streets in Lower 


times to, from, and within the Manhattan CBD Manhattan During the Evening Rush 


increase auto commute times, erode worker (Summer 2022) 


productivity, reduce bus and_ paratransit 
service quality, raise the cost of deliveries and 
the overall cost of doing business, and delay 
emergency vehicles (Figure 1-9). 


1.4.2 The Need to Create a New Local, 
Recurring Funding Source for 
MTA’s Capital Projects 


In the past five decades, state and city officials 
along with other stakeholder groups have 
studied various concepts for addressing traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD. Sustained 
investment in public transportation is one 


Source: MTA 


strategy consistently identified in those 
studies. 


The importance of transit to New York City’s overall economy cannot be overstated. As the primary mode 
of travel to the Manhattan CBD, continued investment in transit is critical to mobility and accessibility of 
the Manhattan CBD and the region. More than 75 percent of all trips, and 85 percent of commuter trips, 
into the Manhattan CBD are made by bus, subway, commuter rail, or ferry.°® 3” MTA subways served 
1.7 billion passengers in 2019, and MTA buses carried 677.6 million passengers, providing access to 
employment, healthcare, education and the full range of services and entertainment options available 
throughout New York. The 10 busiest subway stations in the MTA system are in the Manhattan CBD, and 
two of the 10 busiest MTA bus routes are in or serve the Manhattan CBD.*° LIRR and Metro-North were 
the busiest commuter rail systems in the United States in terms of average weekday ridership in 2021.°° 
MTA alone employs approximately 70,000 people (making it one of the largest individual employers in New 
York State, and larger than the population of many small cities). Through its capital spending, MTA annually 


36 NYMTC. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 
https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX_t_Zriw%3d%3d. 


37 U.S. Census Bureau, 2012-2016 Census Transportation Planning Package. 


38 Metropolitan Transportation Authority Subway and Bus Ridership for 2019. https://new.mta.info/coronavirus/ridership. Bus 
ridership reflects the total annual reported numbers for New York City Transit and MTA Bus Company. 


39 APTA. “Public Transportation Ridership Report: Fourth Quarter 2021.” https://www.apta.com/wp-content/uploads/2021- 
Q4-Ridership-APTA.pdf. 
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injects billions of dollars into the local economy both through major infrastructure projects and day-to-day 
operations and maintenance programs, indirectly supporting thousands of additional jobs. 


Although there was high demand for service, the reliability of MTA’s commuter rail, subway, and bus system 
declined beginning in 2010.4° MTA documented commuter rail, subway, and bus service delays, which 
received much public attention.*? Beginning in 2017, MTA’s operating agencies engaged in projects to 
address some root causes of declining service and implemented improvements to commuter rail and 
subway infrastructure. As documented in MTA’s 2020-2024 Capital Program, these projects resulted in 
substantial reductions in delay and improvements in on-time performance.” 


Notwithstanding these improvements, elements of MTA’s commuter rail and subway system are more than 
100 years old, and essential capital needs remain to ensure a state of good repair and to bring MTA’s transit 
and rail assets into the 21st century. The 2020-2024 Capital Program is intended to “build on these 
achievements, ensuring that the improvements put in place will be sustainable for years to come.” The 
program identifies $52.0 billion of investments“ in the region’s subways, buses, and commuter railroads. 
Key tenets of the 2020-2024 Capital Program include the following: 


e Investing to improve reliability 

e Committing to environmental sustainability 

e Building an accessible transit system for all New Yorkers 
e Easing congestion and creating growth 


e Improving safety and customer service through technology*? 


The continued modernization of MTA’s commuter rail, subway, and bus network is necessary to create a 
faster, more accessible, and more reliable transportation network for the New York City region’s residents, 
commuters, and visitors. The MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program calls for extensive improvements 
throughout the MTA integrated transportation network. While some capital projects will expand the 
system, many others will ensure the long-term viability of current assets to address the deficiencies 


described previously. 


40 MTA New York City Transit. September 23, 2011. Evaluation of 2010 Service Reductions. 
http://web.mta.info/mta/news/books/docs/NYCT 2010 Service Reduction Evaluation.pdf. 

41 Adrienne LaFrance. July 13, 2017. The Atlantic, “The Awful Decline of the New York City Subway System.” 
https://www.theatlantic.com/technology/archive/2017/07/when-did-new-york-citys-subway-get-so-bad/533502/. 

42 Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA). October 1, 2019. 2020-2024 Capital Program: Executive Summary. 
https://new.mta.info/sites/default/files/2019-09/MTA%202020-2024%20Capital%20Program%20- 
%20Executive%20Summary.pdf. 

43 Ibid. 

44 This reflects the portion of the capital program that will fund transit improvements; it includes an additional $254 million for 
other transit projects not identified here, as well as a December 2021 amendment that increased the transit- and rail- 
related portion of the program by $535 million. The full capital program, including non-transit improvements, includes 
$55.3 billion in projects. 


45 Metropolitan Transportation Authority. October 1, 2019. 2020-2024 Capital Program: Executive Summary. 
https://new.mta.info/sites/default/files/2019-09/MTA%202020-2024%20Capital%20Program%20- 
%20Executive%20Summary.pdf. 
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MTA draws funding from several sources. MTA-controlled revenues include commuter rail, subway, and 
bus fares, and tolls at TBTA crossings; state and local subsidies that include dedicated state taxes (e.g., 
petroleum business taxes, sales tax, payroll mobility tax, motor vehicle registration and license fees, taxi 
and FHV fees, real estate transaction taxes on both residential and commercial properties); and station 
maintenance payments. The Federal government supports MTA transit and commuter capital projects 
through formula grants, full-funding grant agreements, and other funding programs, primarily through the 
Federal Transit Administration and the Federal Railroad Administration. 


MTA uses these funds to make long-range capital improvements to the system’s infrastructure, to expand 
the system, and to operate its integrated transportation network. However, there is a history of gaps in 
funding when economic conditions reduce the tax base; when the Federal, state, or local governments 
reduce subsidies; and when the cost of needed transit improvements exceeds the available funding. 


Existing funding sources are insufficient to pay for the transit improvement and modernization projects 
identified in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and subsequent capital programs that are needed for 
subway, bus, and commuter rail services. The New York State Legislature passed the MTA Reform and 
Traffic Mobility Act to provide stable and reliable funding to repair and revitalize the regional transit 


system.*6 


1.5 PROJECT OBJECTIVES 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors have established the following objectives to further refine the Project 
purpose and address the needs described above: 


Reduce daily vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) within the Manhattan CBD. 
e Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD daily. 


e Create a funding source for capital improvements and generate sufficient annual net revenues to fund 
$15 billion for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program. 


e Establish a tolling program consistent with the purposes underlying the New York State legislation 
entitled the “MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act.” 4” 


46 Consolidated Laws of the State of New York, Vehicle and Traffic, Title 8, Article 44-C Sections 1701 through 1706. 
47 Refer to Appendix 2B, “Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act.” 
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1.6 PROJECT SCHEDULE 


Table 1-1 shows anticipated milestone dates for Project implementation. 


Table 1-1. Project Schedule 


ACTIVITY/MILESTONE ANTICIPATED DATE 
Early public engagement* Fall 2021 
Publication of Environmental Assessment (EA) August 2022 
Public review of EA, including public hearing and acceptance of public comments on the EA August-September 2022 
Federal Highway Administration decision January 2023 
Project Implementation (“Go Live”) November 2023 
* Refer to Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation.” 


1.7 CONTACT INFORMATION 
For more information, please contact one of the following Project representatives: 


Federal Highway Administration 
Richard J. Marquis 
Division Administrator 
Federal Highway Administration New York Division 
Leo W. O’Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 
Telephone: 518-431-8897 
E-mail: rick. marquis@dot.gov 


Triborough Bridge and Tunnel New York State Department of New York City Department of 
Authority Transportation Transportation 
Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, Ph.D. Nicolas A. Choubah, P.E. William J. Carry 
Deputy Chief Operating Officer Chief Engineer Assistant Commissioner for Policy 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority New York State Department of New York City Department of 
2 Broadway, 23rd Floor Transportation Transportation 
New York, NY 10004 50 Wolf Road 55 Water Street 
Telephone: 646-252-7750 Albany, NY 12238 New York, NY 10041 
E-mail: allison.cdecerreno@mtahg.org Telephone: 518-457-4430 Telephone: 212-839-6657 
E-mail: nick.choubah@dot.ny.gov E-mail: wcarry@dot.nyc.gov 


August 2022 1-19 


2. Project Alternatives 


2.1 INTRODUCTION 


NEPA requires Federal agencies to “study, develop, and describe appropriate alternatives to recommended 
courses of action in any proposal which involves unresolved conflicts concerning alternative uses of 
available resources.”* The NEPA regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality in 2022 
at 40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Parts 1500-1508 require that EAs include a discussion of 
alternatives as required by NEPA (40 CFR Section 1502.14(b)). This chapter describes the previous studies 
and concepts that were considered prior to 2019 to address congestion in the Manhattan CBD, the 
preliminary alternatives that FHWA and the Project Sponsors assessed for the CBD Tolling Program (the 
Project), and the screening evaluation of these preliminary alternatives. Following that discussion, 
Section 2.4 of this chapter provides information on the two alternatives that are evaluated in detail in this 
EA: the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


2.2 PREVIOUS STUDIES AND CONCEPTS CONSIDERED 


For many years, State and City of New York officials and stakeholder and advocacy groups have identified 
traffic congestion in Manhattan as a concern that adversely affects the economy, environment, quality of 
life, and public health of New York City and the region. Many of these groups also identified a need for an 
ongoing, reliable source of funding for MTA. Consequently, there have been a number of studies to identify 
concepts for addressing the congestion, including introducing tolls. These studies include the following: 


e Local congestion management measures as part of New York State’s State Implementation Plan to 
comply with the Federal Clean Air Act (1973), which included tolls on the bridges across the East River 
and Harlem River to reduce vehicular traffic? 


e PlaNYC (2007), a long-term plan for New York City proposed by Mayor Bloomberg that included a 
congestion pricing proposal for the area of Manhattan south of 86th Street? 


e New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission Study (2008), which recommended a modified 
version of the PlaNYC concept, with the northern boundary of the tolling zone at 60th Street so that 


1 42 United States Code (USC) 4321 Section 102(E). 

2 Plan prepared by then-New York State Governor Nelson Rockefeller and then-New York City Mayor John Lindsay for 
submission to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. 

3 The City of New York, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg. PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater New York. April 2007. 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/planyc/downloads/pdf/publications/full_report_2007.pdf. See p. 88. 
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the new toll would apply to more intra-Manhattan trips, thereby further reducing congestion and 
increasing revenue potential* 


e Move NY Fair Plan (2015), a plan proposed by a citizens’ group that involved tolling the area of 
Manhattan south of 60th Street and adjusting tolls elsewhere in New York City? 


e Fix NYC Advisory Panel (2018), which recommended a tolling program for the area of Manhattan south 


£ 


of 60th Street as well as other measures to address congestion® 


e Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup (2018), which focused on actions to 
improve the region’s transportation system, including addressing traffic congestion and identifying 
sources of sustainable funding for the region’s public transit system, and recommended congestion 
pricing for the area of Manhattan south of 60th Street’ 


Appendix 2A, “Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered,” provides more information 
on these previous studies, including copies of each report cited. 


2:3 PRELIMINARY ALTERNATIVES AND THEIR CONSISTENCY WITH THE PROJECT’S PURPOSE 
AND OBJECTIVES 


FHWA oversees projects throughout the United States that are intended to reduce congestion through 
“congestion pricing.” FHWA’s website notes that “Congestion pricing recognizes that trips have different 
values at different times and places and for different individuals. Faced with premium charges during 


periods of peak demand, road users are encouraged to eliminate lower-valued trips, take them at a 


different time, or choose alternative routes or transport modes where available.”® 


The New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission was a 17-member body appointed by the governor based on 
recommendations from the New York City mayor and leaders in the New York State Assembly, New York State Senate, and 
New York City Council. The chair of the commission was Marc V. Shaw, who had previously served as a Deputy Mayor of 
New York City and Executive Director of MTA. https://www.dot.ny.gov/programs/congestion_ mitigation commission. 
New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission. Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission & 
Recommended Implementation Plan. January 31, 2008. 

https://www.dot.ny.gov/programs/congestion mitigation commission/final-recommendation. 


Move New York is a coalition of stakeholders representing business associations, trade unions, religious and civic leaders, 
transportation and environmental advocates, good-governance organizations, and elected officials. The group is led by Alex 
Matthiessen, president of an environmental consulting firm; Sam Schwartz, PE, the founder of a traffic engineering firm; and 
Eduardo Castell, a political advisor. Move NY. Move New York Fair Plan. February 2015. 

Then-New York State Governor Andrew M. Cuomo created this panel in October 2017, consisting of community 

representatives, government officials, and business leaders from across the New York City region. Fix NYC Advisory Panel. Fix 

NYC Advisory Panel Report. January 2018. 

7 The New York State Legislature created this workgroup, chaired by Kathryn Wylde, President and CEO of the Partnership for 
New York, and comprising government officials, transportation professionals, and representatives of business and 
commuter interest groups, as part of the fiscal year 2019 New York State budget. Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability 
Advisory Workgroup. Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup Report. December 2018. 
https://pfnyc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/12/2018-12-Metropolitan-Transportation-Sustainability-Advisory-Workgroup- 
Report.pdf. 

8 https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestionpricing/index.htm. 
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Congestion pricing strategies can involve projects that use tolls to manage congestion as well as projects 


that do not involve tolls. Such strategies include the following:? 


High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) Lanes involve designating lanes on highways for high-occupancy vehicles 
only and allowing vehicles with fewer people than required to pay a toll to use the lane. This strategy 
provides an uncongested alternative for travelers who carpool or pay the toll, and may reduce 
congestion in the remaining lanes. 


Express Toll Lanes are similar to HOT lanes and involve providing a lane designated for vehicles that pay 
a toll. Tolling is variable to allow effective time-of-day tolling. 


Pricing on Full Roadways involves the use of variable tolls on highways, bridges, and/or tunnels to 
reduce congestion during peak periods. 


Zone-Based Pricing, including Cordon and Area Pricing involves either variable or fixed charges to drive 
within or into a congested area within a city. This type of project has been successfully implemented in 
London, Stockholm, and Singapore. 


Regionwide Pricing involves pricing at several locations in a region. 


Parking Pricing consists of parking policies to influence the decision to drive, including variable pricing 
of curbside parking, commuter parking taxes, and employer incentive programs that offer employees 
cash rather than the use of employer-provided parking. 


Priced Vehicle Sharing and Dynamic Ridesharing involve setting up a ridesharing system, typically by a 
commercial vendor, to allow customers to use a vehicle only when needed and without owning a car. 


Pay as You Drive (Making Vehicle Use Costs Variable) involves a range of different approaches to 
correlate charges associated with operating a vehicle to the miles driven, thus providing an incentive 
to drive less. 


In consideration of these potential strategies, and in light of the purpose, need, and objectives for this 


Project, FHWA and the Project Sponsors evaluated the 12 preliminary alternatives described in Table 2-1, 


which included multiple proposals for congestion management described in Section 2.2 and Appendix 2A, 


“Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered.” One of the alternatives evaluated is the 


introduction of a vehicular tolling program consistent with the 2019 New York State legislation entitled the 
MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act (Traffic Mobility Act), the program known as the CBD Tolling Program. 


9 


https://ops.fhwa.dot.gov/congestionpricing/cp_what_is.htm. 
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Table 2-1. Preliminary Alternatives Considered 


TYPE OF ALTERNATIVE ALTERNATIVE DESCRIPTION 


The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD. The No Action Alternative would not meet the Project purpose 
and objectives; NEPA regulations require that it be evaluated and serve as the baseline condition 
NA-1: No Action against which the potential effects of the build alternative (i.e., the CBD Tolling Alternative) are 
evaluated. Under the No Action Alternative, existing policies and programs would continue, and 
planned transportation, policy, and development initiatives that are independent of the CBD Tolling 
Program would be implemented. 


No Action Alternative 
Required by NEPA as the 
benchmark to which the build 
alternative(s) are compared 


Non-Toll Pricing (NTP) 
Alternatives This alternative would take one or more of several forms, including elimination of the resident 
Alternatives that use types of | NTP-1: Parking pricing strategies exemption for the parking tax or raising of the tax, increased rates for metered on-street parking, 
pricing mechanisms other and/or introduction of an overnight on-street parking fee. 
than tolling 
T-1: Pricing on full roadways: Raise 
tolls or implement variable tolls on This alternative would raise tolls or implement variable tolls on existing toll facilities. 
existing toll facilities 


Toll (T) Alternati T-2: Pricing on full roadways: Toll East | This alternative would establish a toll on the currently untolled East River and Harlem River 
oll (1) Alternatives and Harlem River bridges crossings to Manhattan. 


peels hare aineet i This alternative would create HOT lanes for passenger cars on major crossings into Manhattan and 
ypesartolngimecnaniems: | 7-3: high-occupancy toll HOT) lanes highways leading to the Manhattan CBD 


This alternative would toll vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD, south of and 
inclusive of 60th Street, excluding the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the Franklin D. Roosevelt 


T-4: Zone-based pricing: CBD Tolling 


Presta (FDR) Drive. 
O-1: Parking pricing: Reduce This alternative would reduce the number of permits that provide free on-street parking for 
government-issued parking permits government employees commuting to jobs in Manhattan. 


O-2: Provide additional taxi stands to | This alternative would provide additional taxi stands and require that passengers be picked up at 
; reduce cruising designated taxi stands. 
Other (0) Alternatives ? ; . This alternative would create incentives for teleworking to reduce the number of trips made to the 
Alternatives that use methods | O-3: Create incentives for teleworking Manhattan CBD. 
other than pricing or tolling to es 
reduce congestion 0-4: Ration license plates This alternative would prohibit vehicles from entering the Manhattan CBD on certain days based on 
license plate number. 


OB: Wandatonearccaln This alternative would prohibit single-occupant vehicles from entering Manhattan south of 60th 
, ape Street weekdays, 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. 


O-6: Truck time-of-day restrictions This alternative would restrict trucks to overnight deliveries. 
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FHWA and the Project Sponsors used the Project purpose, need, and three of the four objectives presented 
in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” to conduct a screening evaluation of the preliminary alternatives, so as to 
establish a reasonable range of alternatives for further study, consistent with NEPA requirements. Given 
the importance of congestion reduction, the first two objectives relate to the need to reduce congestion 
while the third objective ties to creating a funding source for capital improvements. Together, the 


objectives used for screening were as follows: 


e Objective 1: Reduce daily vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) within the Manhattan CBD. 
e Objective 2: Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD daily. 


e Objective 3: Create a funding source for capital improvements and generate sufficient annual net 
revenues to fund $15 billion for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program. 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors did not use the fourth Project goal, “Establish a tolling program consistent 
with the purposes underlying the New York State legislation entitled the ‘MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility 


Act’” for screening of alternatives. 


If, through the screening evaluation, FHWA and the Project Sponsors determined that a preliminary 
alternative would not meet one or more of the three Project objectives used for screening, they dismissed 
that alternative from further consideration as an alternative that is not reasonable. As noted in Table 2-2, 
the Project Sponsors established quantitative criteria consistent with the evaluation results for best- 
performing options in prior proposals,*° for determining the consistency of preliminary alternatives with 


the two congestion-related Project objectives. 


e For Objective 1, the evaluation used a reduction of 5 percent relative to the No Action Alternative as 
the quantitative screening criterion because it represents a meaningful reduction in VMT. Since VMT 
incorporates the number of vehicles as well as the distance they travel, changes in VMT would be 
smaller than changes in the number of vehicles. 


e For Objective 2, the evaluation used a reduction of 10 percent relative to the No Action Alternative as 
the quantitative screening criterion because it represents a meaningful reduction in the number of 
vehicles. As noted, the reduction in the number of vehicles is expected to be larger than the reduction 
in VMT. 


As shown in Table 2-2, and the explanatory notes below it, only Alternative T-4 (Zone-based pricing through 
the CBD Tolling Program) would meet the purpose for the Project and the screening criteria tied to the 
objectives. Consequently, Alternative T-4, the CBD Tolling Program, is the only reasonable build alternative 
and the only build alternative evaluated in detail in this EA. 


10 See, for example, The City of New York, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg. PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater New York. April 2007. 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/planyc/downloads/pdf/publications/full report _2007.pdf and New York City Traffic Congestion 
Mitigation Commission. Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission & Recommended Implementation Plan. 
January 31, 2008. 
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Table 2-2. Results of Preliminary Alternatives Screening? 


OBJECTIVE 2: 
OBJECTIVE 1: Reduce the number of OBJECTIVE 3: 
PURPOSE AND NEED: Reduce daily VMT within the vehicles entering the Create a funding source for 
Reduce traffic congestion in Manhattan CBD Manhattan CBD daily capital improvements and 


the Manhattan CBD ina generate sufficient annual 
manner that will generate Criterion: Criterion: net revenues to fund $15 
revenue for future Reduce by 5% Reduce by 10% billion for capital projects for 
ALTERNATIVE transportation improvements (relative to No Action) (relative to No Action) MTA’s Capital Program 


NA-1: No Action Does not meet 


NTP-1: Parking pricing strategies Does not meet Be natiness Does not meet Desa tial Mee 
(see note 2) (see note 2) 

T-1: Pricing on full roadways: Raise tolls or Does not meet Does not meet 

me aa Does not meet Does not meet 

implement variable tolls on existing toll facilities | (see note 3) | (see note 3) | 

T-2: Pricing on full roadways: Toll East and — not meet Does not meet 

Meets Meets 

Harlem River bridges (see note 4) (see note 4) 
rr es not meet Does not meet 

T-3: High-occupancy toll (HOT) lanes (een note 5) Does not meet Does not meet (see note 5) 


T-4: Zone-based pricing: CBD Tolling Program Meets Meets 


0-1: Parking pricing: Reduce government-issued Boas vat niedt Naets Meets Gessnohmest 
parking permits 
O-2: Provide additional taxi stands to reduce Does not meet 
4 Does not meet Does not meet Does not meet 
cruising (see note 6) 
Q-3: Create incentives for teleworking Does not meet Does not meet Deeenolmer! Does not meet 
(see note 7) 


0-4: Ration icense plates Does not meet 
0-5: Mandatory carpooling Does not meet 


; Ae Does not meet Does not meet 
O-6: Truck time-of-day delivery restrictions (see note 8) (see note 8) Does not meet 
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Notes for Table 2-2 


1 


Screening was based on a variety of prior studies and documents, including the following: New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission, “Congestion Mitigation 
Strategies: Alternatives to the City’s Plan” (December 10, 2007); and “Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission & Recommended Implementation Plan” 
(January 31, 2008), and its appendices, including Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Telecommuting Incentives,” prepared for New York City Economic 
Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007); Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Night Delivery 
Incentives,” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007); Cambridge Systematics, 
Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Congestion Reduction Policies Involving Taxis,” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City 
Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007); Cambridge Systematics, Inc., “Technical Memorandum: Increase Cost of Parking in the Manhattan Central Business 
District (CBD),” prepared for New York City Economic Development Corporation and New York City Department of Transportation (December 10, 2007). 


For NTP-1: VMT reduction was estimated at substantially less than 1 percent. Further, there is no law or agreement in place between the City of New York and MTA that 
would direct the revenue generated from this alternative to MTA to support the Capital Program. 

For T-1: This alternative would generate revenue, but the annual net revenues would not be sufficient to fund $15 billion for capital projects for MTA’s Capital Program. The 
revenue as well as reduction in VMT and number of vehicles with this alternative depends on how high the toll is raised and whether tolls are increased only on TBTA 
facilities or both TBTA and Port Authority of New York and New Jersey facilities. However, with some crossings remaining untolled, traffic would divert to untolled facilities, 
thereby reducing the revenue and not reducing traffic. Further, this alternative would not target congestion in the Manhattan CBD, given that a number of free entry points to 
the Manhattan CBD would remain available. 

For T-2: Earlier studies showed this alternative would reduce congestion and could raise toll revenues equivalent to Project objectives. However, there is no law or agreement 
in place between the City of New York and MTA that would direct the revenue to MTA to support the Capital Program. 

For T-3: HOT Lanes can be effective revenue generators, but their ability to reduce congestion and raise enough revenue to meet the target is limited due to the availability of 
free lanes on the same highway. 

For O-2: Provision of additional taxi stands would have no effect on the number of taxis entering the Manhattan CBD and would not necessarily reduce VMT since taxis would 
need to travel back to a taxi stand after discharging customers. Further, this alternative would not broadly address VMT for all vehicles, nor would it reduce the number of 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD. 

For O-3: Earlier studies concluded that this alternative would reduce New York City commute trips by less than 2 percent. Recent experience with the COVID-19 pandemic 
has supported that conclusion. As the region returns to normal business activities, following large-scale, full-time teleworking, many office workers are continuing to telework, 
but traffic levels are returning to close to pre-COVID-19 pandemic levels (for more information, see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Section 1.4.1). With such minimal impact, 
even combining this alternative with others like NTP-1 or O-2 would not yield congestion reductions and new revenue to meet the Project's purpose, need and objectives. 

For O-6: To be successful, truck time-of-day restrictions would require receivers to be open and willing to receive the vehicles in overnight hours. Further, depending upon 
how the restrictions are implemented, some large trucks might instead send multiple small trucks, thereby increasing vehicle numbers and VMT. 
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2.4 DESCRIPTION OF ALTERNATIVES STUDIED IN DETAIL IN THIS ENVIRONMENTAL 
ASSESSMENT 


NEPA regulations require that the No Action Alternative be evaluated and serve as the baseline condition 
against which the potential effects of the build alternative are assessed. Thus, this EA evaluates two 
alternatives: the No Action Alternative (in which the CBD Tolling Program is not implemented) and the CBD 
Tolling Alternative (in which a congestion pricing program consistent with the Traffic Mobility Act, the CBD 
Tolling Program, is implemented). 


2.4.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD. 


Under the No Action Alternative, existing policies and programs would continue and proposed initiatives 
would be implemented. Some of the notable measures include the following: 


e The current cap on the number of FHV licenses in New York City would remain in effect. 


e The two-way, protected bicycle lanes that NYCDOT implemented in fall 2021 on the Brooklyn Bridge 
would remain. These bicycle lanes replaced one inbound traffic lane. With the bicycle lanes in place, 
the upper-level shared-use path would be only for pedestrian use. 


e Atthe Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, NYCDOT would convert a traffic lane to a pedestrian walkway on 
the bridge’s lower level, and the existing shared-use path on the north side of the lower level would be 
only for bicycle use. 


e NYCDOT would continue the configuration it implemented in August 2021 for the Brooklyn-Queens 
Expressway, which reduced the highway from three lanes to two lanes in each direction between 
Atlantic Avenue and the Brooklyn Bridge, and would initiate repairs to the roadway’s bridges and 


structures between Atlantic Avenue and Sands Street. ? 


e The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) would implement “open-road” cashless 
tolling at the George Washington Bridge and Lincoln Tunnel, in which tolls are collected using overhead 
readers, with no toll booths or attendants. 


e MTA would continue to implement transit improvement projects in its 2020-2024 Capital Program, 
based on the amount of funding available. 


e NYCDOT and other New York City agencies would continue programs established as part of the public 
response to the COVID-19 pandemic to improve accessibility to open spaces. This includes the closure 
of certain sections of streets to vehicular traffic (“Open Streets”) and the use of curbside parking lanes 
for outdoor dining (“Open Restaurants”). 


The travel demand modeling conducted for this EA and described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” included the bicycle lanes as part of the No Action Alternative but not the existing 
condition. 


2 Ibid. 
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e NYCDOT would continue to develop bicycle and bus infrastructure including new bicycle and bus 
lanes.? 


With the No Action Alternative, existing tolls at bridges and tunnels connecting to Manhattan that are 
managed by TBTA and the PANYNJ would remain in effect. (See Chapter 4, “Transportation,” Section 4.1 
for more information on current tolls.) In the No Action Alternative, East River and Harlem River crossings— 
most of which are under the control of NYCDOT—would remain untolled. 


2.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


2.4.2.1 Overview 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD, consistent with the Traffic Mobility Act.** After covering Project-related capital and 
operating expenses, the revenue collected would fund projects in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and 
successor Capital programs. 


The Manhattan CBD consists of the geographic area of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street, but 
not including Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive (FDR Drive), West Side Highway/Route 9A, the Battery Park 
Underpass, and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street (the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A). With the CBD Tolling Alternative, TBTA would toll vehicles entering or 
remaining in the Manhattan CBD via a cashless tolling system. The toll would apply to all registered vehicles 
(i.e., those with license plates) with the exception of qualifying vehicles transporting persons with 
disabilities and qualifying authorized emergency vehicles.?” 1° Passenger vehicles would be tolled no more 
than once a day.’ Vehicles that “remain” in the Manhattan CBD are vehicles that are detected when 
leaving, but were not detected entering in the same day. Given that they were detected leaving, they must 
have driven through the Manhattan CBD to get to the detection point, and therefore “remained” in it during 
a portion of the day. These vehicles would be charged that day for remaining in the Manhattan CBD. 


13 New bicycle lanes and bus lanes were incorporated in the transportation modeling conducted for this EA and described in 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” as appropriate. 

4 The Traffic Mobility Act amended portions of certain New York State laws, including the Vehicle and Traffic Law, the Public 
Authorities Law, and the Tax Law. Appendix 2B, “Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act,” provides the 
amended text of those laws. 

15 Qualifying authorized emergency vehicle is defined in Consolidated Laws of the State of New York, Vehicle and Traffic Law, 
Title 1, Article 1 Section 101. As currently designed, qualifying vehicles transporting persons with disabilities include vehicles 
with government-issued disability license plates and fleet vehicles owned or operated by organizations and used exclusively 
to provide transportation to people with disabilities. 

16 The toll would not apply to vehicles that are not subject to registration requirements, such as bicycles, electric scooters, 
bicycles with electric assist (“e-bikes”). 

Passenger vehicle is defined by Consolidated Laws of the State of New York, Vehicle and Traffic Law, Title 4, Article 14 
Section 401(6). 
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Examples of how tolls would be applied for passenger vehicles include the following: 


If a passenger vehicle enters the Manhattan CBD on Monday morning and leaves Monday evening prior 
to midnight, it would be detected when it enters and when it leaves the Manhattan CBD. Because 
passenger vehicles would be charged only once daily, a single toll would be charged. 


If a passenger vehicle enters the Manhattan CBD on Monday and is parked until it leaves on 
Wednesday, it would be charged upon entering on Monday and for remaining when it drove through 
the Manhattan CBD on Wednesday to leave. This vehicle would not be charged when it was parked the 
full 24-hour period on Tuesday. 


If a passenger vehicle makes two round trips into the Manhattan CBD on the same day, it would be 
charged a single toll, because passenger vehicles would be charged only once daily. 


If a passenger vehicle is parked all week within the Manhattan CBD (for example, a vehicle owned by a 
resident of the Manhattan CBD) and then leaves the Manhattan CBD for a day trip on Saturday, the 
vehicle would be detected leaving (remaining) and re-entering the Manhattan CBD on the same day. 
Because passenger vehicles would be charged only once daily, a single toll would be charged on 
Saturday. 


If a passenger vehicle is parked all week within the Manhattan CBD (for example, a vehicle owned by a 
resident of the Manhattan CBD or a visitor to the Manhattan CBD) and then leaves the Manhattan CBD 
on Friday and returns on Monday, the vehicle would be identified as having remained on Friday since 
it was detected leaving; it would be identified as entering when it returns on Monday. It would receive 
a charge on Friday for remaining and on Monday for entering the Manhattan CBD. It would not be 
charged any other days when parked the entire day in the Manhattan CBD, nor the days when away. 


Residents whose primary residence is inside the Manhattan CBD and whose New York adjusted gross 


income for the taxable year is less than $60,000 would be entitled to a New York State tax credit equal to 


the aggregate amount of Manhattan CBD tolls paid during the taxable year.*® Residents of the Manhattan 
CBD with New York adjusted gross income of $60,000 or higher would not be eligible for the tax credit. 


The toll amount would vary by time of day, with higher tolls charged during peak periods when congestion 


is greater. The specific amounts of the tolls have not yet been determined, as discussed later in this chapter. 


In addition, certain types of vehicles would be exempt from the toll, and some vehicles that already pay 


tolls on crossings to and from the Manhattan CBD could receive crossing credits. 


Consistent with the Traffic Mobility Act, the annual net revenues from the CBD Tolling Program would be 


sufficient to support a $15 billion investment in the MTA Capital Program. MTA would use the net revenue 


18 


Consolidated Laws of the State of New York, Tax Law, Article 22, Section 606 (jj). 
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generated by the CBD Tolling Program to fund transit and commuter rail projects in the MTA 2020-2024 
Capital Program and successor programs.** The funds would be allocated as follows: 


e 80 percent to New York City subways and buses (New York City Transit, Staten Island Rapid Transit 
Operating Authority, and MTA Bus Company) 

e 10 percent to Metro-North Railroad 

e 10 percent to Long Island Rail Road 


The MTA Capital Program is the culmination of MTA’s regular evaluation of the condition of its assets and 
its analysis of regional transportation needs and future travel demands. These assessments support the 
long-range capital planning process and lead to investment strategies that address safety, state of good 
repair, and capacity needs. Investments in MTA’s integrated transportation network would improve system 
reliability and accessibility, which would in turn attract new riders and further reduce vehicle demand for 
road capacity in and connecting to the Manhattan CBD. 


To help define the CBD Tolling Program, the Traffic Mobility Act requires the TBTA Board to establish a 
Traffic Mobility Review Board with six members representing the region who have experience in public 
finance, transportation, mass transit, or management. The Traffic Mobility Review Board would 
recommend to the TBTA Board the toll amounts and toll structure, such as crossing credits, discounts, 
and/or exemptions for existing tolls paid on bridges and tunnels.” The variable pricing structure could vary 
by time of day, day of week, and day of year and could be different for different types of vehicles. Informed 
by the Traffic Mobility Review Board ’s recommendation, the TBTA Board would approve and adopt a final 
toll structure following a public hearing in accordance with the State Administrative Procedure Act. The 
adopted TBTA plan would specify any crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions for tolls paid on 
bridges and tunnels; credits, discounts, and/or exemptions for taxis and/or FHVs, which are already subject 
to surcharges pursuant to the Public Authorities Law; and any other additional potential crossing credits, 
discounts, and/or exemptions.”? 


The Traffic Mobility Review Board’s recommendation would be informed by the results of this EA and a Traffic 
Study, and would consider such factors as traffic patterns, operating costs, public impact, and environmental 
impacts, including, but not limited to, air quality and emissions trends. The analysis in this EA is intended to 
identify the potential effects that may result from implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative, including any 
potential crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions. Therefore, this EA considers a range of tolling 
scenarios with different attributes to identify the range of effects that may occur. 


Following implementation of the Manhattan CBD toll, the City of New York would prepare a study of the 
effects of the CBD Tolling Program on parking within and around the Manhattan CBD. Consistent with the 


19 Net revenue refers to the balance of tolls, fees, and other revenues derived from the CBD Tolling Program, after payment of 
operating, administration, and other necessary expenses of TBTA, that are properly allocable to the CBD Tolling Program. 

20 In April 2018 the State of New York imposed a congestion surcharge on taxis and FHV trips that begin in, end in, or pass 
through Manhattan south of 96th Street. The Traffic Mobility Act requires the Traffic Mobility Review Board to examine 
potential CBD toll crossing credits, discounts, or exemptions for taxis and FHVs. The travel demand modeling conducted for 
this EA assumes that the taxi and FHV surcharge established by 2018 legislation will remain in effect with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 


21 Consolidated Laws of the State of New York, Public Authorities Law, Article 5, Title 11 Section 1270-i. 
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Traffic Mobility Act, this study must be completed 18 months after toll collection commences. In addition, 
following implementation of the CBD Tolling Program, TBTA, in consultation with NYCDOT, would report 
on the effects of the CBD Tolling Program on traffic operations, taxi and FHV usage, mass transit usage, and 
air quality. TBTA and NYCDOT would report on these effects one year after tolling implementation and 
every two years thereafter. 


2.4.2.2 Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would include tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment to detect 
vehicles. This would include poles and mast arms, similar to those used for streetlights and traffic lights 
today; tolling system equipment housed in enclosures; and signage similar in size and character to signs 
already present throughout Manhattan. Tolling system equipment would include reader and meter 
cabinets and cameras. Consistent with the Traffic Mobility Act, TBTA and NYCDOT have entered into a 
Memorandum of Understanding for coordinating the planning and design and, should the CBD Tolling 
Alternative be selected, the installation, construction, and maintenance of the Project’s tolling 
infrastructure, including signage (see Appendix 2C, “Project Alternatives: Memorandum of Understanding 
Between TBTA and NYCDOT”). The following sections describe proposed locations for the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment and the types of infrastructure and equipment. 


Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


The new tolling system would include detection points to identify all vehicles entering or leaving the 
Manhattan CBD as well as verification points at certain locations along the West Side Highway/Route 9A 
and the FDR Drive.” The poles for the CBD Tolling Alternative would be within the existing transportation 
right-of-way and would typically be at locations where standard poles are currently installed or would 
replace existing poles with new poles that are up to about 20 feet from the existing poles. In some locations, 
new poles would be installed where no poles currently exist. Where appropriate, tolling system equipment 
would be mounted on existing infrastructure (e.g., under pedestrian walkways and existing overhead sign 
infrastructure). At the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel, the existing tolling equipment 
would be used. 


Based on preliminary design, tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed at the 
following locations, with a total of 120 detection points: 


e Near the 60th Street boundary to the Manhattan CBD, generally between 60th and 61st Streets, on all 
southbound and northbound roadways. This would include detection points close to 59th Street on the 
three access roads in Central Park that connect to 59th Street (Central Park South). 


e At the exits from and entrances to all East River bridges (Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, 
Williamsburg Bridge, Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, other than the ramp to 62nd Street) and tunnels 
under the jurisdiction of the PANYNJ (the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels) that connect to the Manhattan 


2 Tolls would be charged for entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD; detection points at exit locations would aid in 


identifying vehicles that have remained in the Manhattan CBD. Verification points along the West Side Highway/Route 9A 
and FDR Drive would be used to ensure that vehicles that remain on these roadways without entering the Manhattan CBD 
do not pay a toll. 
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CBD. This would include detection points on the ramps leading to and from the bridges and tunnels as 
well as detection points on the East River bridge structures over land. At the TBTA tunnels that connect 
to the Manhattan CBD (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel), existing open-road tolling 
infrastructure would be used. 


e Along the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A to identify vehicles that travel along those 
routes without entering the Manhattan CBD. These highway detection points would also aid in 
identifying vehicles that travel to locations on the east side of the FDR Drive (e.g., the Waterside 
apartment complex) and on the west side of the West Side Highway/Route 9A (e.g., Battery Park City 
or Hudson River Park) so that those vehicles are tolled. 


Figure 2-1 illustrates the general locations where vehicles would pay the toll. Figure 2-2a through 
Figure 2-2j show in more detail the specific locations proposed for tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment based on the preliminary design. 


Types of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 

At each detection point, cameras and E-ZPass readers would be installed on tolling infrastructure in an 
arrangement that would allow capture of vehicle information from all traffic lanes. The proposed tolling 
system equipment would be clustered into single enclosures to reduce its visual impact. These enclosures 
would house the license plate reader cameras, illuminators, and antenna in a single unit comparable in size 
and mass to traffic control devices currently used throughout the area of visual effect. The cameras 
included in the array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination at night to allow images 
of license plates to be collected without the need for visible light. 


Different tolling infrastructure would be used, depending on location, to minimize the Project footprint and 
reflect the existing setting. Based on preliminary design, this would include the following: 


e Modified NYCDOT M-2A poles at the curbside. NYCDOT uses octagonal poles (M-2A poles) throughout 
New York City for traffic signals and streetlights. The CBD Tolling Alternative would install new poles 
that are similar in appearance to standard M-2A poles but would be larger in diameter (potentially up 
to 14 inches in diameter rather than 8.5 inches) to meet the critical structural performance 
requirements for mast-arm configurations. The modified M-2A poles would have larger foundations 
than a standard M-2A pole. From these poles, a new mast arm (similar to the mast arms that support 
traffic signals throughout New York City) would extend 20 to 50 feet over the roadway with tolling 
system equipment mounted on it. If an existing pole also supports a streetlight, then a streetlight would 
be provided on the replacement pole as well. The tolling system equipment mounted on mast arms 
would collect vehicle information from multiple lanes beneath the mast arm. 


e “Side fires” at the curbside. In certain locations, tolling system equipment would be mounted on a 
standard M2-A pole without a mast arm, referred to as a “side fire.” The side-fire equipment would 
collect vehicle information from a single lane. Typically, this would occur at locations where a mast arm 
would be on one side of the street and a side fire on the other side of the street to allow full coverage 
of all lanes of the street. 
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Figure 2-1. | General Locations of New Tolls for Vehicles Accessing the Manhattan CBD 
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Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Key Map 


Figure 2-2a. 
% % [ 
"Si, ee / RY a / - 
N ~ & fd fe 
St SF Hi “S 
See Figure 2-2b : SONS y Se 
S & 
= Fe a < 
Bay Ss . ie RS 
¢ 7 /. 
es is See Figure 2-2) 
NEW s eg 
fod yy SO / yf 
ie i . 
JERSEY < & 2g Stree? — See Figure 2-2b 
oy if 
fo 
2a s, S a nsboro 
& See Figure 2-2c¢ mY dge ~ 
2 
tH », V See Figure 2-2b / 
5 
PY Me See Figure 2-2f & / s 
wy ey 
: é 
2 S as s-Midtown 
a OS Ts a & el 
£ § 9 § YJ IX [e 4 
& i yV ¥ OF ze 
D & & 4 § ns 
2 § oe 
See Figure 2-2b S/n = 
@ Lit | 
smebaan hg, Manhattan & é 
lity CS 
= & a 
<e eg See Figure 2-2b 
a “gto! se fas, s \ 
: | 
es A ~ —— 
- 23 Ss 
3) 8 O/ = 
rE é os 
yg 
af £ J ¥ ¢ 
cy ws 
2 & 
: RY yi 
See Figure 2-2g is S Hous, Be 
fiber st ny Fy on Sy Pe DS 
ld Sy St gs We PON 
1 % See Figure 2-2d aay, 
See Figure 2-2b Sea Figure 2-28 a ea B 0 okly Vy 
rang of Lj 
E See Figure 2-2f & amsburg / / via 
ji « a Bi i cs Va 
& 4 2 = f a ae ol 
S 3 
See Figure 2-2b & ‘ 2 2 / 
5 ; : ry) 5 a 
} v6 “ely. 4 : vf = \ FDR Drive _ | 
See Figure 2-2h Z = 
Wi, OX 
ae : 
! or = 
~ 
1 SS 
S oe! aw { 
ie : \ ~ : 
\ s 
See Figure 2-2b ‘ Ss a 
J MILE Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) 


Detail Inset Map (see Figures 2-2b to 2-2)) 


Sources: 


NYC Open Data, NYC Planimetrics, https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Transportation/NYC-Planimetrics/wt4d-p43d; New 
York City Department of City Planning, BYTES of the BIG APPLE, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data- 


maps/open-data.page; ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 


2-15 


August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 2, Project Alternatives 


Figure 2-2b. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and FDR Drive 
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Figure 2-2c. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge 
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Figure 2-2d. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Williamsburg 
Bridge 
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Figure 2-2e. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Manhattan 
Bridge 
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Figure 2-2f. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Brooklyn 
Bridge 
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Figure 2-2g. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Holland Tunnel 
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Figure 2-2h. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Battery Park 
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Figure 2-2i. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Lincoln Tunnel 
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Figure 2-2j. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: 60th Street 
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e Equipment mounted on existing overhead sign structures and pedestrian bridges. Along the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive, detection points would be mounted on existing overhead sign 
structures and pedestrian bridges. Some overhead structures would be strengthened to carry the 
additional load. 


e Equipment mounted on existing bridge and tunnel structures. On the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan 
Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, and potentially at the Lincoln and 
Holland Tunnels, tolling system equipment would be mounted to existing overhead sign structures 
and/or existing structural elements (e.g., girders, walls) of the structures. In addition, on the Manhattan 
Bridge, a new overhead steel girder that supports the tolling system equipment would span two 
existing bridge columns to support tolling system equipment above the inner roadway lanes, while 
poles and mast arms would capture traffic on the outer roadways. Tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would also be mounted directly on the structural elements of the Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge and could also be mounted on structural elements at the Lincoln Tunnel. At the 
Brooklyn Bridge, two replacement poles and one new pole would be installed close to, but not on, the 
bridge structure. 


e Existing open-road tolling equipment at TBTA tunnels. At the TBTA tunnels that connect to the 
Manhattan CBD (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel), existing open-road tolling 
infrastructure would be used. 


e Portable equipment mounted on movable trailers. This equipment, potentially up to 70 square feet in 
size, could be parked in the curb lane at detection points to supplement the permanent detection 
equipment if needed on a temporary basis. It would include an emergency generator to provide power 
to the equipment. 


The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would use existing or new underground 
connections to utility and communications networks to receive power and system connectivity. 


The Project Sponsors are coordinating with PANYNJ regarding potential use of property controlled by 
PANYNJ associated with the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels for tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment. This would allow the Project Sponsors to eliminate several detection points on local streets 
near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels. This EA evaluates detector point locations on local streets near the 
Lincoln and Holland Tunnels as well as on PANYNJ property. 


The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment have been designed to minimize their visual impact, 
by using existing infrastructure as much as possible and coordinating the appearance of new infrastructure 
and equipment with the existing street furniture palette. The color of poles, cabinets, and tolling system 
equipment would be consistent and would match existing light pole colors. Supports, fasteners, and other 
hardware would also be designed to be minimally visible. In all cases, the Project Soonsors would avoid the 
removal of street trees for pole placement to the maximum extent feasible and practicable. In addition, the 
Project Sponsors have selected locations for the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment to 
minimize their potential for adverse effect on nearby historic properties, including the bridges and tunnels 
that connect to the Manhattan CBD. Figure 2-3 illustrates the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling 
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system equipment. In addition, illustrations in Appendix 9, “Visual Resources,” provide comparison views 
for the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative in selected locations proposed for new tolling 
infrastructure, tolling system equipment, and tolling signage. 


Signage 

In addition to the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
include signage on local streets outside the Manhattan CBD to advise drivers of the toll before they enter 
the Manhattan CBD, and within the Manhattan CBD to advise drivers before they exit the zone. These signs 
would be similar in size and nature to existing signs already in place and would be mounted on standard 
signposts on local streets and on existing infrastructure where feasible. 


The type, sequence, and quantity of signs would differ depending on the location. Appendix 2D, “Project 
Alternatives: CBD Tolling Program Signage,” provides maps illustrating potential locations for signage and 
depictions of the types of signs, based on preliminary design. This information would be further refined 
during, and additional signs or signs in different locations may be required as a result of, final design. 


The following text describes the signage that would be included with the CBD Tolling Alternative, based on 
location (see Appendix 2D, Figure 2D): 


e Approach to 60th Street/Exits Across 60th Street. For vehicles driving southbound on the avenues 
approaching 60th Street, signs would provide notice of the toll at 96th Street, 72nd Street, and 66th 
Street. An example of these signs is shown in Appendix 2D, Figure 2D-2. The signs would be located on 
existing infrastructure where practicable and on new signposts as needed. Wider streets would have 
signs on both sides of the street. Thus, each southbound approach to 60th Street would have three to 
six signs between approximately 96th and 66th Streets, depending on the width of the street. 


Signs would also be located along southbound avenues close to the CBD boundary, generally between 
62nd Street and 60th Street. Appendix 2D, Figure 2D-3, illustrates typical signage in this area. Signs 
would also notify drivers in vehicles driving east and west across 61st Street, as shown in Appendix 2D, 
Figure 2D-3. There would be approximately nine signs close to 60th Street for each southbound 
approach. 


Within the Manhattan CBD, there would be “end toll zone” signs on northbound avenues close to the 
60th Street boundary. Each northbound approach would have approximately two “end toll zone” signs. 


These signs on local streets would range in size from 30 inches by 24 inches to 48 inches by 35 inches. 
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Figure 2-3. Typical Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


POLE, CLUSTERS, AND MAST ARM 
The diagram below isolates the separate components 
within each typical tolling checkpoint. 
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purposes only. Cluster and camera numbers and placement} 
are determined by number of lanes in the road, roadwidth, 
and location. 
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FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A. Signage would notify drivers of the toll at locations along 
the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A near exits from those highways. (As noted earlier, 
drivers who use these highways would not be subject to the toll; the toll would apply once they enter 
the Manhattan CBD from the highway.) To reduce the number of signs at each exit from these highways 
into the Manhattan CBD, signage with maximum toll rates would be placed only at locations on the 
highways at the limits of the zone (e.g., on the West Side Highway/Route 9A near 60th Street, on the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A and at the exit of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel). 


Appendix 2D, Figure 2D-4, shows a typical entry and exit from the FDR Drive into the Manhattan CBD. 
Upon approach to the CBD boundary, drivers would typically see four signs. An “end toll zone” sign 
would be located at all entrances to the FDR Drive from the Manhattan CBD, indicating to the driver 
that they are exiting the zone and entering an excluded roadway. 


Appendix 2D, “Project Alternatives: CBD Tolling Program Signage,” Figure 2D-5, shows the signage at a 
typical West Side Highway/Route 9A intersection with the local street grid. 


Signs along the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A would range in size from 30 inches by 
24 inches to 54 inches by 36 inches. 


Brooklyn, Queens, and New Jersey Approaches. For drivers entering the Manhattan CBD using an East 
River crossing from Brooklyn or Queens, signs along the highways leading to these crossings would 
notify drivers of the toll. A typical sequence is shown in Appendix 2D, Figure 2D-6. Existing signs would 
be modified to add necessary toll information where practicable. Following this typical signage 
sequence, there would be approximately 10 to 20 signs on the approach to each crossing, depending 
on the unique conditions of each highway approach. 


There would also be signs on the Manhattan CBD side of these crossings indicating the start of the CBD 
for westbound traffic and the end of the CBD for eastbound traffic. The number of signs in these areas 
would vary based on the structure and layout of the ramps for these crossings. 


For crossings between New Jersey and the Manhattan CBD, signage in New Jersey would follow a 
similar signage pattern and would use existing infrastructure to the greatest extent practicable. Signage 
in this area would be coordinated with the appropriate local jurisdictions during final design. 


Central Park. While public vehicular traffic is not permitted in Central Park, authorized vehicles (e.g., 
emergency response vehicles, park maintenance, park administration, vendors, and contractors) may 
use the roads when necessary. Two new signposts would be added within Central Park to notify drivers 
of entry into the CBD if they exit the park onto 59th Street. These signs would be on West Drive, a one- 
way southbound road, and next to the southbound lane of East Drive approaching Grand Army Plaza. 
Appendix 2D, Figure 2D-7, illustrates the two signs that would be installed at each of these approaches. 
The “begin toll zone” sign would be 30 inches by 24 inches and the “max toll rate” sign would be 36 
inches by 36 inches. The signs would be affixed to a standard signpost that is approximately 3.5 inches 
by 2 inches in cross section at approximately 7 feet in height. 
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2.4.2.3 Logical Termini 

The joint NEPA regulations of FHWA, the Federal Transit Administration, and the Federal Railroad 
Administration (23 CFR Section 771.111(f)) require that actions evaluated under NEPA must “connect 
logical termini and be of sufficient length to address environmental matters on a broad scope.” Logical 
termini are defined as rational end points both for a transportation improvement and for a review of the 
environmental effects. This requirement in the regulations ensures that NEPA evaluations consider a full 
project, without dividing it into separate pieces so as to change the conclusions about the action’s 
environmental effects. The CBD Tolling Alternative described in this chapter and evaluated in subsequent 
chapters of this EA satisfies this requirement. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative described in this chapter and evaluated in the EA encompasses all locations 
where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed as well as the entire 
Manhattan CBD, which would be subject to the new toll. In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative could affect 
travel in a larger area than the Manhattan CBD; therefore, this EA considers the effects of the Project ona 
regional study area consisting of 28 counties that include New York City and the surrounding area. The 28- 
county area encompasses the area where most trips to and from the Manhattan CBD originate and/or 
terminate and is large enough to include any area where effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative could occur 
and where mitigation could be required because of the CBD Tolling Alternative. See also Chapter 3, 
“Environmental Analysis Framework,” for a discussion of the 28-county regional study area. 


2.4.2.4 Tolling Scenarios for Environmental Review 

This EA includes evaluation of multiple tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling Alternative to identify the 
range of potential effects that could occur from implementing the Project. If the TBTA Board adopts a toll 
schedule structure that has substantially different attributes from those examined in this EA, the Project 
Sponsors would review these changes with FHWA and other resource agencies, as appropriate, and identify 
a course of action to assess and document the changes in accordance with NEPA prior to implementation 
of the Project. 


As described in the following subsections, all tolling scenarios have some features in common, including 
variable tolling, in which toll rates are higher during peak periods when congestion is greatest. All tolling 
scenarios also include a higher toll on designated “Gridlock Alert” days’? when congestion is higher than 
during typical peak periods. 


23 NYCDOT designates the busiest traffic days of the year as Gridlock Alert days and, to address the traffic congestion that 
occurs then, requests that travelers in New York City consider walking, biking, or taking public transportation whenever 
possible on Gridlock Alert days. Gridlock Alert days are designated in advance based on past traffic data and include select 
days in the November-December holiday period as well as days (typically in September) when the United Nations General 
Assembly is in session. In 2021, there were 19 designated Gridlock Alert days. https://portal.311.nyc.gov/article/ 
?kanumber=KA-02759. In advance of and during Gridlock Alert days, NYCDOT provides messages on roadways throughout 
the city warning drivers of the Gridlock Alert day and the potential for severe congestion. 


The amount of any higher toll for Gridlock Alert days has not yet been determined, and the transportation modeling 
conducted for this Project and described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” 
did not include modeling of a higher toll on Gridlock Alert days because it considered typical days rather than days with 
unusually high traffic levels. 
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The tolling scenarios vary in their assumptions about other factors, such as the amount of the toll for 
different types of vehicles, the times tolls would be imposed, exemptions from tolling, crossing credits for 
tolls paid on other toll tunnels or bridges,** and discounts in the form of “caps” on the number of tolls per 
24-hour period to be applied to different types of vehicles. To meet the Project objective of creating a 
funding source for capital improvements and generating sufficient annual net revenues to fund $15 billion 
for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program, tolling scenarios that provide crossing credits, discounts, 
and/or exemptions have a higher toll value than those without these elements. 


In all tolling scenarios, vehicles using E-ZPass would be subject to lower toll rates than those without E-ZPass 
that pay via the Tolls by Mail program. In addition, with the exception of one tolling scenario in which all 
vehicles would be charged the same toll rate, the remainder of the tolling scenarios would apply different 
toll rates to different classes of vehicles—with autos, motorcycles, and commercial vans subject to the 
lowest rate and large trucks to the highest rate. 


Table 2-3 provides a summary of the similarities and differences among the tolling scenarios, and 
Appendix 2E, “Project Alternatives: Definition of Tolling Scenarios,” provides more detail on toll rates. 


Tolling Scenario A — Base Plan 

Tolling Scenario A, which would have the lowest toll rates of any of the tolling scenarios evaluated, 
represents the basic tolling program described in the Traffic Mobility Act without any modifications that 
might be recommended by the Traffic Mobility Review Board and adopted by TBTA. 


In Tolling Scenario A, vehicles accessing the Manhattan CBD using TBTA and PANYNJ CBD crossings would 
pay the tolls for the TBTA or PANYNJ crossing—as they do today—and the Manhattan CBD toll; vehicles 
using a crossing into the Manhattan CBD that is untolled today (i.e., the Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, 
and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridges) would pay only the Manhattan CBD toll. As with existing conditions, 
which include a mix of untolled and tolled river crossings, some drivers would choose crossings based on 
their lower cost even if that route were less direct or slower. 


As with all the scenarios, autos, commercial vans, and motorcycles would be charged a Manhattan CBD toll no 
more than once per day. Taxis, FHVs, buses, and small or large trucks would pay the toll each time they access 
the Manhattan CBD (see Table 2-3). The tolls in this tolling scenario would vary by the following time periods: 


e Apeak period from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. on weekends 
e Anoff-peak period from 8 p.m. to 10 p.m. on weekdays 
e Anovernight period from 10 p.m. to 6 a.m. on weekdays and 10 p.m. to 10 a.m. on weekends 


24 These credits are referred to in this EA as “crossing credits” and are a credit against the Manhattan CBD toll for tolls paid on 


TBTA and PANYNJ facilities connecting to the Manhattan CBD or Manhattan. Crossing credits have the potential to 
rationalize existing traffic imbalances between the tolled and untolled East River crossings, which lead to excess vehicle 
travel and congestion as motorists travel out of their way to avoid a toll (known as “bridge shopping”). However, providing 
crossing credits for currently tolled facilities would require increases to the toll amount to meet the Project objective related 
to revenue, and would affect traffic patterns by increasing or decreasing traffic in other localized locations as described in 
this EA. 
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Table 2-3. Tolling Scenarios Evaluated for the CBD Tolling Alternative 


SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
High Crossing Credits 
Low Crossing Credits for High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using 


Vehicles Using Tunnels | High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Manhattan Bridges and 
Base Plan to Access the CBD, with | for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Access the | Tunnels to Access the Base Plan with 
with Caps and Some Caps and Tunnels to Access the | CBD, with Some Caps | CBD, with Some Caps | Same Tolls for All 
PARAMETER!’ Base Plan Exemptions Exemptions CBD and Exemptions and Exemptions Vehicle Classes 


Time Periods2 


Peak: Weekdays 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. ae ie 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. 


Peak: Weekends iQam.to10pm 
Off Peak: Weekdays ppm. t0 10pm. 
Overight Weekdays 10pm. Gam. 
Ovetright Weekends ‘0pm. 010m 


Potential Crossing Credits 
Credit Toward CBD Toll for Tolls Paid 


at the Queens-Midtown, Hugh L. No 
Carey, Lincoln, Holland Tunnels 

Credit Toward CBD Toll for Tolls Paid 

at the Robert F. Kennedy, Henry No 


Hudson, George Washington Bridges 


Potential Exemptions and Limits 
(Caps) on Number of Tolls per Day 


Autos, mooreyles, and commercial vans Once per day 
Taxis No cap 
FHVs No cap 
Small and large trucks - Nocap cap Once per -—— Onceperday No cap 


= Ses | ote 


Approximate Toll Rate Assumed? 


Peak $12 
Off Peak $9 
Overnight $7 


1 The parameters in this table were assumed for modeling purposes to evaluate the range of potential effects that would result from implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Actual toll rates, potential credits, 
exemptions, and/or discounts, and the time of day when the toll rates would apply would be determined by the TBTA Board after recommendations are made by the Traffic Mobility Review Board. Appendix 2E, “Project 
Alternatives: Definition of Tolling Scenarios,” provides more detailed information on the rates, potential crossing credits, exemptions, and/or discounts assumed for each tolling scenario. 

2 Tolls would be higher during peak periods when traffic is greatest. These would be set forth by TBTA in the final toll schedule. All tolling scenarios include a higher toll on designated “Gridlock Alert’ days, although the 
modeling conducted for the Project did not reflect this higher toll since it considers typical days rather than days with unusually high traffic levels. 

3 Toll rates are for autos, commercial vans, and motorcycles using E-ZPass and are rounded. For all tolling scenarios, different rates would apply for vehicles not using E-ZPass; for Tolling Scenarios A through F, different vehicle classes would 
pay different tolls (see Appendix 2E, “Definition of Tolling Scenarios”). The peak E-ZPass rate (rounded) range across tolling scenarios for small trucks would be $12-$65; for large trucks, the range would be $12-$82. 
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Tolling Scenario B — Base Plan with Caps and Exemptions 


Tolling Scenario B is largely the same as Tolling Scenario A, but it adds caps on the number of times small 


and large trucks would pay up to two times each day (Table 2-3), and buses would be exempt from the 
Manhattan CBD toll. The tolls in this tolling scenario would vary by the same time periods as Tolling Scenario 
A. Given the caps on tolls and exemptions, the toll rates for Tolling Scenario B would be higher. 


Based on the modeling conducted for the Project, Tolling Scenario B would not meet the Project’s objective 
related to raising revenue for the MTA Capital Program with the toll rates identified in this EA. Tolling 
Scenario B was included in the analyses to provide consideration of a tolling scenario with lower toll rates 
and substantial caps and exemptions, which was a combination repeatedly requested by the public during 
development of this EA. An additional variation of the original Tolling Scenario B was modeled with toll 
rates that are 30 percent higher than the original Tolling Scenario B for all vehicle classes across all time 
periods, which would meet the revenue objective. 


Tolling Scenario C — Low Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Access the Manhattan 
CBD, with Some Caps and Exemptions 

In Tolling Scenario C, vehicles with E-ZPass that access the Manhattan CBD using the four tunnel crossings 
(Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Holland Tunnel and Lincoln Tunnel) would receive a 
crossing credit toward the Manhattan CBD toll. The crossing credits would flatten the cost differential for 
Manhattan-bound traffic between the inbound Queens-Midtown and Hugh L. Carey Tunnels and the East 
River bridges, to reduce so-called “bridge shopping” that occurs when drivers choose their route into the 
Manhattan CBD based on cost, rather than time. Vehicles without E-ZPass would not receive any crossing 
credits. 


With Tolling Scenario C, taxis would be exempt from the Manhattan CBD toll, and FHVs would pay the 
Manhattan CBD toll no more than three times each day (Table 2-3). Buses and small and large trucks would 
pay the Manhattan CBD toll for all trips each day. The tolls in this tolling scenario would vary based on the 
same time periods as Tolling Scenarios A and B. 


Given the crossing credits, caps, and exemptions, the toll rates for Tolling Scenario C would be higher than 
Tolling Scenarios A and B; it would have lower toll rates than Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F (which have higher 
crossing credits). 


Tolling Scenario D — High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Access the Manhattan 
CBD 


Tolling Scenario D would be similar to Tolling Scenario C, but with no caps or exemptions and a higher 


crossing credit toward the Manhattan CBD toll for all vehicles with E-ZPass that access the Manhattan CBD 
using the four tunnel crossings. The higher crossing credit would further flatten the cost differential for 
drivers who pay a two-way toll at TBTA tunnels or the higher tolls at the PANYNJ tunnels. 


With Tolling Scenario D, taxis, FHVs, buses, and small and large trucks would pay the Manhattan CBD toll 
for all trips each day (Table 2-3). The tolls in this tolling scenario would vary based on the same time periods 
as Tolling Scenario A. 
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Given the higher crossing credits, the toll rates for Tolling Scenario D would be higher than Tolling Scenarios 
A, B, and C and lower than Tolling Scenarios E and F. 


Tolling Scenario E — High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Access the Manhattan 
CBD, with Some Caps and Exemptions 


Tolling Scenario E would have the same crossing credits as Tolling Scenario D, but would also have some 
caps and exemptions. As in Scenario C, taxis and FHVs would have a cap of no more than three Manhattan 
CBD tolls each day (Table 2-3). Transit buses would be exempt while non-transit buses (including privately 
operated bus services and jitneys) and small and large trucks would pay the Manhattan CBD toll each time 
they access the Manhattan CBD. The tolls in this tolling scenario would vary based on the same time periods 
as Tolling Scenario A. 


Given the high crossing credits, caps on tolls, and exemptions, the toll rates for Tolling Scenario E would be 
higher than any of the other tolling scenarios except Tolling Scenario F; notably, while the auto toll rates 
would be the same as Tolling Scenario F, truck and bus tolling rates would be lower. 


Tolling Scenario F — High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Manhattan Bridges and Tunnels to 
Access the Manhattan CBD, with Some Caps and Exemptions 

Tolling Scenario F would provide a crossing credit toward the CBD toll for all vehicles with E-ZPass that 
access the Manhattan CBD and use a tolled crossing to access Manhattan. While Tolling Scenarios C, D, and 
E would provide crossing credits for Manhattan CBD crossings, Tolling Scenario F would also provide 
crossing credits for the TBTA Robert F. Kennedy Bridge and Henry Hudson Bridge and the PANYNJ George 
Washington Bridge. This credit would be the same as in Tolling Scenarios D and E and higher than in Tolling 
Scenario C. This would flatten the cost differential that would occur in other tolling scenarios between 
drivers who access the Manhattan CBD via a Manhattan CBD crossing and those who use a crossing outside 
the Manhattan CBD, to reduce the effects of drivers selecting their crossing and route to and from the 
Manhattan CBD based on toll costs rather than other factors, such as travel time or distance. 


With Tolling Scenario F, taxis and FHVs would be charged a CBD toll once per day (Table 2-3), and buses 
would be exempt, while small and large trucks would pay the Manhattan CBD toll each time they access 
the Manhattan CBD. Importantly, the peak, off-peak, and overnight time periods would differ from the 
other tolling scenarios: 


e The peak period would be 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. on weekdays and 10 a.m. to 10 p.m. 
on weekends. 
e The off-peak period would be 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. on weekdays. 


e The overnight period would be 8 p.m. to 6 a.m. on weekdays and 10 p.m. to 10 a.m. on weekends. 


Given the high crossing credits, caps on tolls, and exemptions, the toll rates, Tolling Scenario F would have 
the same Manhattan CBD toll rates for autos as Tolling Scenario E, but higher truck and bus toll rates. 
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Tolling Scenario G — Base Plan with Same Tolls for All Vehicle Classes 


Following completion of a preliminary analysis of Tolling Scenarios A through F, and in response to concerns 


raised during early public outreach for the Project, the Project Sponsors identified a potential modification 
to the Base Plan (Tolling Scenario A) that would reduce the number of trucks that would divert around the 
Manhattan CBD, particularly those diverting to the South Bronx and Staten Island. This modification, Tolling 
Scenario G, would apply the same toll rates to all vehicle classes instead of charging higher rates small and 
large trucks and buses (Table 2-3). As with Tolling Scenario A, there would be no crossing credits in Tolling 
Scenario G, and taxis, FHVs, buses, and small or large trucks would pay the Manhattan CBD toll each time 
they access the Manhattan CBD. 


In addition, a variation of Tolling Scenario G was modeled to test the impact of adding a one-charge-per- 
day cap to taxis and FHVs. Given this cap, toll rates for other vehicles would be approximately 10 percent 
higher than in original Tolling Scenario G. 


2.4.2.5 Discussion of Effects of Individual Components of Tolling Scenarios 

The most important factor in the magnitude and distribution of Project effects is the toll rate. Overall, the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion regionally and within the Manhattan CBD. On a local level, 
near and adjacent to the Manhattan CBD, depending on the toll structure, there would be localized 
increases and decreases resulting from vehicles diverting to avoid the CBD toll. When considering the 
effects of various parameters other than the toll rate—such as crossing credits, peak periods, and 
exemptions and caps for taxis and FHVs or other vehicles—it is important to understand that these would 
not be applied in isolation from changes in the toll rate. One of the four objectives of the Project is to create 
a funding source for capital improvements and generate sufficient annual net revenues to fund $15 billion 
for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program. As a result, the more vehicles that are given crossing 
credits, exemptions, etc., the higher the toll must be to ensure sufficient revenues are generated, which in 
turn would lead to additional diversions and other resultant effects. 


The modeling conducted for the Project demonstrates that all the tolling scenarios would reduce traffic 
entering the Manhattan CBD, and there would be an overall net benefit in congestion reduction for the 
region as well. As more discounts, crossing credits, and exemptions are provided, the toll rate would 
increase, aiding in congestion reduction, but increasing the cost for each driver. Tolling scenarios with 
higher toll rates (e.g., Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F) would have greater reductions in traffic entering the 
Manhattan CBD compared to those with lower toll rates, as well as more increases in transit ridership. As 
the toll rate increases, more traffic diversions would occur as drivers try to avoid the toll, leading to less 
traffic in the Manhattan CBD, but localized increases elsewhere. 


Crossing credits, which reduce the toll amount paid in the Manhattan CBD for drivers who use certain tolled 
tunnels or bridges, would change the locations where traffic reductions would occur. Tolling scenarios with 
crossing credits (i.e., Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F) would have less effect on reducing traffic entering the 
Manhattan CBD from Queens, and much less effect on reducing traffic entering from New Jersey than 
tolling scenarios without crossing credits (i.e., Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G). With higher crossing credits 
(e.g., Tolling Scenarios E and F), more traffic would occur at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. 
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Carey Tunnel, resulting in more traffic on the Long Island Expressway and a shift of traffic along the 


Gowanus Expressway from the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel as well as 


increases in traffic on the local streets in Manhattan that connect to and from these tunnels. 


Additional discussion of these effects follows: 


e Toll Price - Compared to the No Action Alternative, when a toll for drivers entering or remaining in the 


Manhattan CBD is introduced, the following would occur: 


Traffic in the Manhattan CBD — Reductions in both the total VMT and the total number of vehicles 
within the Manhattan CBD. Broadly speaking, without other variables, as the toll increases, greater 


reductions in vehicles in the Manhattan CBD and VMT would occur. In addition, traffic-related air 
emissions and noise in the Manhattan CBD would also decrease because of lower VMT and vehicles 
in the Manhattan CBD. 


Traffic Regionally — Model results indicate that overall VMT and traffic levels would also be reduced 
regionally with the introduction of the Manhattan CBD toll, albeit at a lower level than within the 
Manhattan CBD. The reduction of Manhattan CBD traffic would typically occur as the result of one 
of two decisions by drivers with respect to paying the toll: 


o Drivers choosing to switch to a public transit option; or 


o Drivers choosing to divert around the Manhattan CBD via the regional highway network. 


While reduced traffic would occur on a regional basis, providing regional improvements in air 
quality and noise, some specific routes would experience increases in the number of vehicles and 
VMT due to diversion of traffic. Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G would result in reduced traffic volumes 
at all Manhattan CBD crossings but some increase in traffic along circumferential routes that would 
avoid the Manhattan CBD tolls. Tolling Scenario C, D, E, and F would lead to higher traffic diversions 
and potential localized traffic effects at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, as 


well as higher traffic volumes along circumferential routes along the Cross Bronx Expressway and 
the Staten Island Expressway. All tolling scenarios would result in an increase in traffic along the 
FDR Drive between East 10th Street and the Brooklyn Bridge. 


In essence, as the toll rate increases, reductions in both the number of total vehicles and total VMT 
would occur, but the increased rate of vehicles diverting around the Manhattan CBD would limit 
the overall regional improvements. 


e = Truck Toll Price — Across all tolling scenarios, the total number of large- and medium-truck trips within 


the 28-county regional study area would remain relatively consistent. However, because trucks do not 


have an alternative mode available, the only means for avoiding the Manhattan CBD toll would be to 


divert around the Manhattan CBD, leading to localized increases and decreases in truck traffic, the 


magnitude of which varies by scenario. Large trucks, in particular, would be affected by whether the 


CBD toll rates are lower, higher, or similar to tolls on the TBTA bridge and tunnel facilities that provide 


connections to the Manhattan CBD. Thus, the truck toll price, which was modeled at two to three times 
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the amount of the auto toll in Scenarios A through F, and the same as the auto toll in Scenario G, is 
included as a separate parameter to allow a better understanding of the effects of the Project on this 
vehicle class. 


With increasing toll rates, the number of trucks within the Manhattan CBD would decline, but 
diversions would increase. Given that some Hudson River, East River, and Harlem River crossings, as 
well as the New York State parkway network, have vehicle height restrictions, these truck diversions 
would be concentrated for the most part on the regional expressway system, in particular the Cross 
Bronx Expressway, Long Island Expressway, Brooklyn-Queens Expressway, and Staten Island 
Expressway. 


For the Manhattan CBD specifically, increasing the truck toll rates would result in a reduction in truck 
through-trips, those truck trips with an origin or destination within the Manhattan CBD would not be 
as affected. 


The lowest toll rate for trucks would result in fewer truck diversions; however, this would also have the 
lowest reduction in the number of trucks entering the Manhattan CBD and the smallest improvements 
in associated traffic congestion, air quality, and noise within the Manhattan CBD. 


In response to concerns raised during early public outreach regarding the inability of trucks to switch 
to transit for their trips and the potential for truck diversions, especially to the Cross Bronx Expressway, 
Tolling Scenario G was added to demonstrate that truck diversions and associated traffic and air quality 


effects would decrease as the truck toll is priced lower (in this case, the same as the passenger vehicle 
toll). 


e Crossing Credits — Tolling Scenarios C, D, and E would provide crossing credits to drivers who are already 
paying a toll to enter the Manhattan CBD at TBTA and PANYNJ tunnels. (Tolling Scenario C would 
provide a lower credit; Tolling Scenarios D and E a higher credit.) Tolling Scenario F would extend these 
crossing credits to the George Washington, Henry Hudson, and Robert F. Kennedy Bridges. 


With each of these tolling scenarios, there would be an increase in the toll to meet the Project’s 
revenue objective. 


Given that increased crossing credits would come with higher tolls, truck diversions would also 
increase, resulting in noticeable reductions of truck through trips in the Manhattan CBD, but localized 
increases outside the Manhattan CBD. 


With increasing crossing credits, higher vehicle volumes and VMT would occur at currently tolled 
entrance points to the Manhattan CBD, especially the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. Carey 
Tunnel, resulting in more traffic on the Long Island Expressway and a shift of traffic along the Gowanus 
Expressway from the BQE to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, as well as increases in traffic on the local 
Manhattan streets that connect to these tunnels. 


Higher crossing credits would lead to a larger mode shift from auto to transit for drivers entering the 
Manhattan CBD. Those tolling scenarios with the highest crossing credits would also have the highest 
mode shifts to transit outside of New York City, with increased ridership on commuter rail services and 
PATH. 
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e Time of Day — The effect of variable tolling at different times of the day is also considered. 


Particularly in the overnight period, reducing the toll rate on trucks and other vehicles would reduce 
the diversion to alternative routes and limit increases to traffic on circumferential routes. This would 
reduce the overall vehicle and VMT improvement in the Manhattan CBD when compared with other 
tolling scenarios, although these reduced benefits would occur for the time period when congestion is 
less of a concern. 


Previous studies have shown that while trucks are unlikely to shift their travel time, for private vehicles 
such options would be limited for the most part for Tolling Scenarios A through E, where the peak 
period would extend from 6 a.m. to 8 p.m. Tolling Scenario F would instead have two distinct peak 
periods, an AM peak (6 a.m. to 10 a.m.) and a PM peak (4 p.m. to 8 p.m.). A small portion of drivers 
would shift to enter the Manhattan CBD to the period of 5:30 a.m. to 6:00 a.m. in all tolling scenarios. 


e Exemptions and Caps for Taxis and FHVs — As noted previously, while passenger vehicles may be 
charged only once daily, other vehicles may be charged each time they enter or remain in the 
Manhattan CBD. Several tolling scenarios include an option to provide caps to the number of times tolls 
would be charged for taxis and/or FHVs and/or exemptions for taxis and/or FHVs. The more exemptions 
and caps provided, the higher tolls need to be to meet the Project’s congestion and revenue objectives. 
However, if taxis and FHVs are charged for each trip, the demand for their service would decline, as 


would the number of trips they make. 


Introducing caps or exemptions for taxis and/or FHVs would increase the number of vehicles and VMT 
within the Manhattan CBD relative to Tolling Scenario A, which would have no such caps or exemptions. 


Including an exemption for taxis would result in an increase in taxi mode share relative even to cases 
where taxis are capped at once per day; however, this would also result in an associated increase in 
VMT and vehicles. 


As with all the other variables, the more exemptions and caps provided, the higher the tolls would have 
to be to meet the revenue objective. Conversely, fewer (or no) exemptions and caps on taxis and FHVs 
would result in a lower toll and less demand for taxis and FHV trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD, 
which would reduce the number of vehicles and VMT in the Manhattan CBD. 


2.5 PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors have identified the CBD Tolling Alternative as the Preferred Alternative for 
the Project. The CBD Tolling Alternative would meet the Project purpose, which is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for future transportation 
improvements, pursuant to acceptance into the FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would also meet all four objectives identified for the Project (see Chapter 1, “Introduction”), as 
well as the screening criteria FHWA and the Project Sponsors used in the assessment of preliminary 
alternatives discussed in Section 2.3. 
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Table 2-4 illustrates how the CBD Tolling Alternative would meet the Project objectives and the specific 
evaluation criteria that FHWA and the Project Sponsors used in assessing preliminary alternatives and 
Table 2-5 provides more detail comparing the results for each of the tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” provides 
more information on the transportation-related effects of the tolling scenarios. In addition, Chapter 16, 
“Summary of Effects,” compares the effects of the tolling scenarios and provides information on additional 
tolling scenarios considered but not evaluated in detail in this EA. 


A preferred tolling scenario within the CBD Tolling Alternative has not been identified, though the analyses 
inthis EA afford an understanding of how, if warranted, the toll schedule can be structured to avoid adverse 
effects. As described previously, the TBTA Board would adopt a final toll schedule, including toll rates and 
any crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions informed by recommendations made by the Traffic 
Mobility Review Board and following a public hearing in accordance with the State Administrative 
Procedure Act. 


The selected alternative for the Project will be identified in the FHWA’s decision document in consideration 
of comments received throughout the environmental review process, including those received on this EA 
and from the public outreach. 
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Table 2-4. Comparison of Evaluation Results for the No Action and CBD Tolling Alternatives 


SCREENING CRITERION NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 
Purpose and Need: Reduce traffic congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for Does not meet Meets 


future transportation improvements 


Objective 1: 
Reduce daily VMT within the Manhattan CBD Does not meet Meets 
Criterion: Reduce by 5% (relative to No Action) 


Daily VMT reduction (2023) 7.1%-9.2% 
Objective 2: 


Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD 
daily 
Criterion: Reduce by 10% (relative to No Action) 


Daily vehicle reduction (2023) 15.4%-19.9% 


Does not meet Meets 


Objective 3: 

Create a funding source for capital improvements and 
generate sufficient annual net revenues to fund $15 billion for 
capital projects for MTA’s Capital Program 


Net revenue to support MTA’s Capital Program ? $1.02 billion - $1.48 billion 
Objective 4: 
Establish a tolling program consistent with the purposes 
underlying the New York State legislation entitled the “MTA 
Reform and Traffic Mobility Act” 


1 Although Tolling Scenario B would not meet Objective 3 with the toll rates identified and assessed in this EA, additional analysis was 
conducted to demonstrate that it would meet this objective with a higher toll rate; the resulting VMT reduction and revenue for that 
modified scenario would fall within the range of the other scenarios presented. Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” provides more 
information on the modified Tolling Scenario B. 

The net revenue needed to fund $15 billion depends on a number of economic factors, including but not limited to interest rates and term. 
For the purposes of this EA, the modeling assumes the Project should provide at least $1 billion annually in total net revenue, which 
would be invested or bonded to generate sufficient funds. The net revenue values provided in this table are rounded and based on Project 
modeling. 


Does not meet Meets ' 


Does not meet Meets 
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Table 2-5. Comparison of Evaluation Results for CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenarios 


SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
High Crossing Credits 


Low Crossing Credits High Crossing Credits | for Vehicles Using 
for Vehicles Using | High Crossing Credits | for Vehicles Using Manhattan Bridges 
Base Plan Tunnels to Access the} for Vehicles Using | Tunnels to Access the |and Tunnels to Access Base Plan with 
with Caps and CBD, with Some Caps | Tunnels to Access the | CBD, with Some Caps | the CBD, with Some Same Tolls for All 
SCREENING CRITERION Base Plan Exemptions and Exemptions (o=}0) and Exemptions Caps and Exemptions Vehicle Classes 


Purpose and Need: Reduce traffic congestion 

inthe Menke tame) iia mennet that vil} Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets 

generate revenue for future transportation 

improvements 

Objective 1: 

Rede eally Mee winithe Neon euanced Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets 
Criterion: Reduce by 5% (relative to 
No Action) 


Daily VMT reduction (2023)) 78% 7.8% 78% 80% a ae (9H 7. TN 8.4% 


Objective 2: 

Reduce the number of vehicles entering the 

Manhattan CBD daily Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets 
Criterion: Reduce by 10% (relative to 
No Action) 


Daily vehicle reduction (2023) 15.4% 15.7% 17.3% 18.7% 19.9% 18.3% 16% 


Objective 3: 

Create a funding source for capital 

improvements and generate sufficient annual Meets Does not meet! Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets 
net revenues to fund $15 billion for capital 

projects for MTA’s Capital Program 


Net revenue to support MTA’s Capital Program 2 $1.06 billion $830 million $1.10 billion $1.34 billion $1.48 billion $1.02 billion $1.10 billion 


Objective 4: 

Establish a tolling program consistent with the 

purposes underlying the New York State Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets Meets 
legislation entitled the “MTA Reform and Traffic 

Mobility Act” 


1 Although Tolling Scenario B would not meet Objective 3 with the toll rates identified and assessed in this EA, additional analysis was conducted to demonstrate that it would meet this objective with a slightly higher toll rate and 
the resulting VMT reduction and revenue for that modified scenario would fall within the range of the other scenarios presented. Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” provides more information on the modified Tolling Scenario 
B. it would meet this objective with a modified toll rate, while continuing to meet the other objectives. 

2 The net revenue needed to fund $15 billion depends on a number of economic factors, including but not limited to interest rates and term. For the purposes of this EA, the modeling assumes the Project should provide at least 
$1 billion annually in total net revenue, which would be invested or bonded to generate sufficient funds. The net revenue values provided in this table are rounded and based on Project modeling. 
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3.1 FEDERAL APPROVALS AND CLASS OF ACTION 


The CBD Tolling Program is classified as a NEPA Class III EA action in accordance with 23 Code of Federal 
Regulations (CFR Section 771.115). NEPA Class Ill actions are those in which the significance of the 
environmental impact is not clearly established. This EA has been prepared to determine whether the 
Project is likely to have a significant impact and requires the preparation of an Environmental Impact 
Statement. 


3.2 COORDINATION WITH FEDERAL AND STATE RESOURCE AGENCIES 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors have sought the expertise of and/or information from the following Federal 
and New York State agencies in preparing this EA: 


e U.S. Federal Transit Administration (FTA) 

e US. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) 

e US. National Park Service (NPS) 

e New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 

e New York State Department of State (NYSDOS) 

e New York State Historic Preservation Office at the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and 
Historic Preservation (OPRHP or SHPO) 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors coordinated with these agencies about their areas of expertise with respect 
to methodologies for documenting environmental conditions and assessing effects. The Project Sponsors 
also coordinated with New York City agencies about potential effects on resources under their jurisdiction, 
including the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation, the New York City Department of 
Environmental Protection, and the New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission. There have been 
and will continue to be meetings with the agencies during this NEPA review. The recommendations of these 
agencies have been considered and incorporated into this EA, as appropriate. 


FHWA has also coordinated with Federally recognized Native American tribes, and FHWA and the Project 
Sponsors coordinated with transportation agencies from throughout the New York City region. The Project 
Sponsors also conducted extensive outreach to environmental justice (minority and low-income) 
populations in the regional study area. (Refer to Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public 
Participation,” for more information about agency participation in the NEPA process.) 
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3.3 ANALYSIS FRAMEWORK 


This EA describes the potential environmental effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative compared to the No 
Action Alternative. This environmental analysis complies with FHWA’s Environmental Impact and Related 
Procedures (23 CFR Part 771) and applicable Federal guidance and procedures, including FHWA guidance 
provided in its environmental review toolkit. Although the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act exempts 
the Project from the environmental review procedures of the New York State Environmental Quality Review 
Act and New York City Environmental Quality Review, NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual and New York 
City’s City Environmental Quality Review Technical Manual (CEQR Technical Manual!) were used for certain 
analyses because these are widely accepted methodologies for environmental studies in New York State 
and New York City, respectively.” ? 


NYSDOT and the New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination oversee The Environmental 
Manual and the CEQR Technical Manual, respectively. Both are updated regularly to reflect changes in 
regulations or to incorporate new or modified methodologies that reflect experience gained through 
environmental reviews and real-world conditions. Updates to these documents are undertaken in 
consultation with other New York State and New York City agencies, including the following: 


e New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) 
e OPRHP and SHPO 

e MITA 

e New York City Department of City Planning (NYCDCP) 

e New York City Department of Environmental Protection 

e NYCDOT 

e New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 


Each chapter of this EA identifies the methodology used for the analysis presented in the chapter. 


The 2021 CEQR Technical Manual, issued in December 2021, establishes that the lead agency should 
consider whether supplemental analysis to reflect an updated methodology of the 2021 CEQR Technical 
Manual! should be undertaken, taking into account as necessary the scheduled timing of completion of 
environmental review under the applicable approval process. Based on the timing of completion of analyses 
and scheduled public and agency review, the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual is used as the basis for this EA. 


- https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov. 

2 NYSDOT. The Environmental Manual. https://www.dot.ny.gov/divisions/engineering/environmental-analysis/manuals-and- 
guidance/epm. 

2 The 2021 CEQR Technical Manual, issued in December 2021, establishes that the lead agency should consider whether 
supplemental analysis to reflect an updated methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual should be undertaken, taking into 
account as necessary the scheduled timing of completion of environmental review under the applicable approval process. 
Based on the timing of completion of analyses and scheduled public and agency review, the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual is 
used as the basis for this EA. 
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3.3.1 Study Areas 


A regional study area and multiple local study areas were used to assess the potential effects of the Project. 
The regional study area was used to examine changes in travel patterns resulting from the CBD Tolling 
Alternative while different local study areas were used to identify more localized effects like the potential 
effects of constructing tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, changes in roadway traffic and 
access to transit stations; and social, economic, or environmental effects. Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 
provides an overview of development patterns, demographic characteristics, and commuting patterns 
within the study areas. The affected environment sections of the subsequent chapters of this EA describe 
the Project setting within the study areas relevant to, and appropriate for, the technical topic that is the 
subject of the chapter. The affected environment section provides context for the assessment of the 
Project’s effects presented in the environmental consequences sections that follow in each chapter. 


3.3.1.1 Regional Study Area 

The regional study area includes 28 counties that are incorporated in the Best Practice Model (BPM), which 
is the New York City region’s primary long-range travel forecasting model (Figure 3-1). These 28 counties 
represent the main catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD: 


e New York City counties (Bronx, Kings [Brooklyn], New York [Manhattan], Queens, and Richmond [Staten 
Island]) 


e Long Island counties (Nassau and Suffolk) 
e New York counties north of New York City (Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester) 


e New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, 
Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren) 


e Connecticut counties (Fairfield and New Haven) 


3.3.1.2 Local Study Areas 

As previously stated, multiple local study areas were used for the analyses presented in this EA. Figure 3-2a 
through Figure 3-2g show the areas where installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment associated with the Project is proposed, and this is referred to as the local study area for tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. In addition, Figure 3-3a through Figure 3-3j show the 
proposed locations of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


The local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment includes more locations than the 
Project Sponsors would need to implement the Project because the ability of the Project Sponsors to locate 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on property controlled by the Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey (PANYNJ) is uncertain. The Project Sponsors are coordinating with PANYNJ about potentially 
locating tolling infrastructure and equipment on property associated with the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels. If 
PANYNJ agrees to locate the tolling infrastructure and equipment on its property, then the Project Sponsors 
can eliminate several detection points on local streets near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels. This EA includes 
the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment both on PANYNJ property and at locations nearby that 
could be eliminated if PANYNJ approves the use of its property by the Project Sponsors. 
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Figure 3-1. | Regional Study Area 
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Source: ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 
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3.3.2 Analysis Years 


This EA examines future conditions in the opening year of the Project and in a long-term planning horizon 


year: 


e Estimated Time of Completion (Opening Year 2023): This EA uses an estimated time of Project 
completion date of 2023, when the system would be fully operational. 


e Long-Term Planning Horizon Year (2045): FHWA typically considers the environmental effects of its 
undertakings for a long-term horizon year, which is 20 to 30 years after a project’s estimated time of 
completion. For this Project, the long-term planning horizon analysis year aligns with the BPM’s long- 
range forecast year, which is 2045. 


3.3.3 CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenarios 


This EA includes multiple tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling Alternative to identify the range of 
potential effects that could occur from implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative. (See Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” Section 2.4.2.4 for more information on the tolling scenarios.) The Project Sponsors 
conducted quantitative modeling of the potential transportation effects of each tolling scenario using the 
BPM (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”). 


The tolling scenarios are relevant to the environmental analyses that quantify the potential benefits or 
negative effects of changes in traffic and/or transit riders on a particular topic of analysis (e.g., intersection 
operations, pedestrian circulation, air quality, noise). For each of these topics, this EA describes the effects 
of the tolling scenario that would result in the greatest potential negative effects for that particular topic 
of analysis. For example, the analysis of potential impacts on traffic intersection operations is based on the 
tolling scenario that would result in the greatest increase in vehicle volumes at the intersections in the 
study area. This methodology results in the most potential negative effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
and other tolling scenarios would result in lesser or fewer negative effects. This EA identifies the tolling 
scenario used for the analysis presented in each chapter. In addition, Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” 
compares the effects of the tolling scenarios. 


3.3.4 Social and Economic Data 


The social and economic conditions analysis in this EA incorporates data from two primary sources—the 
U.S. Census Bureau and the BPM. 


The EA incorporates census data to describe existing conditions (also known as the “affected 
environment”). The data are from multiple census products, including the 2015-2019 American 
Community Survey (ACS) and the 2012—2016 Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP). These were 
the most recent versions of these products available at the time the analysis was prepared. Data from the 
2012-2016 CTPP is used when there is not a newer, comparable data set available from the 2015-2019 
ACS. 
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The BPM is a complex transportation model, created by New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 
(NYMTC), used to project future conditions under the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
Metropolitan planning organizations (e.g., NYMTC) are responsible for modeling and documenting their 
region’s compliance with the Clean Air Act, and they use transportation models for that purpose. NYMTC’s 
transportation planning model is based on data from the 2010 Census, traffic and transit ridership data, 
household surveys, and comprehensive projections of social and economic trends for the regional study 
area to project travel behavior in future years. NYMTC has adjusted and calibrated the model so that it can 
predict existing as well as future travel patterns. This EA cites the social and economic data from the BPM 
when describing future conditions based on BPM results (also known as the “environmental consequences” 
of the Project). 


Some data sets from the U.S. Census Bureau and the BPM differ, but they are both valid sources for 
describing the potential changes anticipated to result from the Project. For example, the census population 
and household data are available for more recent years; therefore, it is more current than similar data from 
the BPM. Text, tables, and figures in the chapters of this EA cite the source of the data presented. 
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Figure 3-2a. Local Study Areas for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
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Figure 3-2b. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
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Figure 3-2c. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Williamsburg cca and Manhattan Bridge 
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Figure 3-2d. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Brooklyn Bridge and Holland Tunnel 
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Figure 3-2e. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Battery Park 
Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
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Figure 3-2f. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Lincoln Tunnel 
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Figure 3-2g. Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: 60th Street 
60th Street - Western Portion 
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Figure 3-3a. Key Map and Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
Along FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: New York Statewide Digital Orthoimagery 
Program (NYSDOP) High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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Figure 3-3b. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 


August 2022 3-15 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis Framework 


Figure 3-3c. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Queens- 
Midtown Tunnel 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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Figure 3-3d. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Williamsburg 
Bridge 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.ht 
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Figure 3-3e. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Manhattan 
Bridge 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 


3-18 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis Framework 


Figure 3-3f. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Brooklyn 
Bridge 
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Sources: TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 


August 2022 3-19 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 3, Environmental Analysis Framework 


Figure 3-3g. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Holland Tunnel 
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Figure 3-3h. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Battery Park 
Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
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Figure 3-3i. Proposed Locations of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment: Lincoln Tunnel 
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As the commercial and economic hub of the region, 8 million daily trips are made to and from Manhattan’s 
CBD.! These trips comprise vehicular trips (e.g., auto, truck, motorcycle), transit (e.g., subway, commuter 
rail, bus, ferry), and pedestrian and bicycle trips. Trips to and from the Manhattan CBD are generated 
throughout the 28-county transportation planning region used in this analysis. 


Because of the size of the region and the extent of the analysis, this transportation chapter includes five 
subchapters: 


e Subchapter 4A, Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling 
e Subchapter 4B, Highways and Local Intersections 

e Subchapter 4C, Transit 

e Subchapter 4D, Parking 

e Subchapter 4E, Pedestrians and Bicycles 


A comprehensive analysis of the relevant transportation effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative is provided 
in each of those subchapters, along with description of the analytical framework and process used to assess 
the effects discussed therein. Broadly, the process entailed data collection, regional model development, 
simulations, and quantitative and/or qualitative analyses. Initial context is provided in the following sections 
to describe the density and complexity of the regional transportation network, particularly when traveling 
to the Manhattan CBD. 


4.1 ROADWAY ACCESS TO THE MANHATTAN CBD 


Manhattan is separated from the rest of New York City by the Harlem River, East River, and New York 
Harbor and from New Jersey by the Hudson River, with 20 vehicular bridges and tunnels connecting to 
Manhattan. Figure 4-1 shows the crossings into Manhattan, and Figure 4-2 shows all vehicular entry and 
exit points for the Manhattan CBD. Table 4-1 and Table 4-2 list the bridges and tunnels, and Table 4-3 lists 
the existing (2022) toll rates for automobiles at each of the tolled crossings. 


: New York Metropolitan Transportation Council, Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2017. 
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Figure 4-1. _—_ Existing Vehicular Crossings to Manhattan 
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Figure 4-2. Vehicular Entry and Exit Points for the Manhattan CBD 
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Table 4-1. Bridges and Tunnels Connecting to Manhattan CBD 


BRIDGE OR TUNNEL LOCATION JURISDICTION | BRIDGE/TUNNEL TOLL 


Brooklyn Bridge Untolled 
Manhattan Bridge Untolled 
Williamsburg Bridge Untolled 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge Untolled 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel TBTA Inbound and outbound! 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel TBTA Inbound and outbound! 
Holland Tunnel Inbound’ 
Lincoln Tunnel Inbound’ 


Notes: 

1 Inbound = To or entering Manhattan; Outbound = From or leaving Manhattan. 
NYCDOT = New York City Department of Transportation. 

TBTA = Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority. 

PANYNJ = Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. 


Table 4-2. Bridges Connecting to Manhattan Outside the Manhattan CBD 


BRIDGE LOCATION JURISDICTION | BRIDGE/TUNNEL TOLL 


Broadway Bridge Uniolled 
University Heights Bridge Untolled 
Washington Bridge Unioled 
Alexander Hamilton Bridge (I-95) Untolled 
Macombs Dam Bridge Untolled 


145th Street Bridge Harlem River—Between Bronx and Manhattan NYCDOT Untolled 
Madison Avenue Bridge Harlem River—Between Bronx and Manhattan NYCDOT Untolled 


Harlem River—Between Bronx and Manhattan NYCDOT Untolled 
Harlem River—Between Bronx and Manhattan NYCDOT Untolled 


Robert F. Kennedy Bridge Pat GN FeO aE aaa seat sane au TBTA _ Inbound and outbound" 
Queens, and Manhattan 


Henry Hudson Bridge (Route 9A) Harlem River—Between Bronx and Manhattan TBTA Inbound and outbound’ 


Hudson River-Between New Jersey and 
Manhattan PANYNJ Inbound 


Notes: Vehicles use these bridges to reach Manhattan and then travel by Manhattan streets to the Manhattan CBD. 
1 Inbound = To or entering Manhattan; Outbound = From or leaving Manhattan. 

NYCDOT = New York City Department of Transportation. 

NYSDOT = New York State Department of Transportation 

TBTA = Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority. 

PANYNJ = Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. 


Third Avenue Bridge 
Willis Avenue Bridge 
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Table 4-3. Existing (2022) Passenger Vehicle Toll Rates on Bridges and Tunnels Connecting to 
Manhattan 


TOLL AMOUNT:* | TOLL AMOUNT:* 
BRIDGE OR TUNNEL TOLL DIRECTION’ E-ZPass Peak | E-ZPass Off-Peak | OTHER TOLL AMOUNTS* 


Tolls by Mail = $10.17 

Hugh L. Carey Tunnel Inbound and outbound $6.55 $6.55 Mid-Tier = $8.36 

Tolls by Mail = $10.17 

Queens-Midtown Tunnel Inbound and outbound $6.55 $6.55 Mid-Tier = $8.36 
Robert F. Kennedy Bridge — Inbound and outbound $6.55 $6.55 

Henry Hudson Bridge Inbound and outbound $3.00 $3.00 


Tolls by Mail = $10.17 
Holland Tunnel $13.75 $11.75 


Mid-Tier = $8.36 
Lincoln Tunnel $13.75 $11.75 


Tolls by Mail = $7.50 
PANYNJ |George Washington Bridge $13.75 $11.75 


Mid-Tier = $4.62 
Tolls by Mail = $16.00 
Cash Toll = $16.00 
Tolls by Mail = $16.00 
Tolls by Mail = $16.00 
- Inbound = To or entering Manhattan; Outbound = From or leaving Manhattan. 
Toll amounts are for vehicles with two axles and single rear wheels; higher rates apply to other vehicle classes. 
Discount plans are available for certain vehicles. For more information see https://new.mta.info/fares-and-tolls/bridges-and- 
tunnels/tolls-by-vehicle/cars and https://www.panynj.gov/bridges-tunnels/tolls.html. 
For PANYNJ facilities, E-ZPass rates apply to E-ZPass accounts issued at the E-ZPass New York and New Jersey Customer Service 
Centers. For TBTA facilities, E-ZPass rates apply to E-ZPass accounts issued at the New York Customer Service Center (NYCSC). 
For E-ZPass accounts not issued at the NYCSC, customers pay the Tolls by Mail rate. The Mid-Tier toll rate applies to E-ZPass 
NYCSC customers when not using their properly mounted NYCSC E-ZPass tags, leading to charges being posted to their 
accounts based on their license plate. 
Peak hours for PANYNJ crossings are weekdays 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. and weekends 11:00 a.m. to 
9:00 p.m. TBTA does not vary its tolls by time of day. 


AGENCY 


PANYNJ 


PANYNJ 


BR 


* 


From Brooklyn, motor vehicles can enter the Manhattan CBD using the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel beneath New 
York Harbor and the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, and Williamsburg Bridge across the East River. 
From Queens, vehicles can use the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, which is the western terminus of the Long 
Island Expressway (I-495) and runs beneath the East River to connect with multiple streets between East 
34th and East 41st Streets and Second and Third Avenues, or the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, which 
reaches Manhattan between East 59th and East 60th Streets at the Manhattan CBD boundary and connects 
to multiple streets between East 57th and East 62nd Streets. From New Jersey, vehicles can enter the 
Manhattan CBD using the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels beneath the Hudson River. Motorists from outside 
the Manhattan CBD can also enter via southbound roadways that enter the Manhattan CBD at 60th Street. 


Motorists using the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel pay a toll to TBTA, which operates 
those tunnels and charges a toll in both directions. Motorists using the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels pay a 
toll to the PANYNJ, which operates those tunnels and charges a toll only in the inbound (to Manhattan) 
direction. Motorists using the four East River bridges, which are under the jurisdiction of NYCDOT, do not 
pay a toll. 


Some vehicles enter the Manhattan CBD from the north using Manhattan’s local street grid or the two 
highways on its periphery: the West Side Highway/Route 9A and Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive. Those 
vehicles can enter Manhattan using untolled bridges over the Harlem River from the Bronx or one of three 
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other TBTA and PANYNJ crossings: the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge from the Bronx and Queens, a TBTA facility 
that is tolled in both directions; the Henry Hudson Bridge over the Harlem River from the Bronx, a TBTA 
facility that is tolled in both directions; and the George Washington Bridge over the Hudson River from New 
Jersey, a PANYNJ facility that is tolled in the inbound (to Manhattan) direction.? 


Motorists must use the river crossings or the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the 
region’s interstate highways located outside the Manhattan CBD. From the Holland Tunnel, vehicles may 
connect to the New Jersey Turnpike Extension (I-78) and NJ Route 139 to US Routes 1 and 9. From the 
Lincoln Tunnel, vehicles may connect via NJ Route 495 to the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) and NJ Routes 3 
and 17. From the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, vehicles may access the Gowanus Expressway (I-278) and Prospect 
Expressway (NY Route 27) in Brooklyn. The Williamsburg Bridge has direct access to the Brooklyn-Queens 
Expressway (I-278) in Brooklyn, and the Brooklyn and Manhattan Bridges have ramp connections to the 
Brooklyn-Queens Expressway near their Brooklyn landings. The Queens-Midtown Tunnel leads directly to 
the Long Island Expressway (I-495) in Queens. Motorists can access the interstate network north of the 
Manhattan CBD (I-80, I-87, I-95, and |-278, multiple parkways, and New York and New Jersey state 
highways) via the West Side Highway/Route 9A and Henry Hudson Parkway or the FDR Drive, either directly 
or using various connecting roadways. Some facilities such as the FDR Drive and certain parkways prohibit 
trucks and buses. 


4.2 TRANSIT ACCESS TO THE MANHATTAN CBD 


The New York metropolitan region has a robust transit network, much of it operating 24 hours per 
day/7 days per week/365 days per year, and the Manhattan CBD is the hub for much of it. People traveling 
to the Manhattan CBD can arrive by rail, subway, bus, tram, ferry, and paratransit (Figure 4-3).° 


TBTA collects tolls at its facilities using open-road, cashless tolling. Tolls are charged to E-ZPass accounts for those who have 
E-ZPass tags. For vehicles without E-ZPass tags, customers may participate in the regional Tolls by Mail program through 
which license plate images are matched with information from the relevant Department of Motor Vehicles and a bill is sent 
to the registered vehicle owner. Motorists can also set up temporary, short-term accounts (for example, if they are planning 
to use a rental car in New York City). PANYNJ accepts E-ZPass at all of its bridges and tunnels, including the Holland and 
Lincoln Tunnels and the George Washington Bridge. The Holland Tunnel and the George Washington Bridge operate with 
cashless tolling. PANYNJ currently allows cash toll collection at the Lincoln Tunnel but is transitioning it to cashless tolling. 

A limited number of people also arrive by helicopter at one of three heliports in Manhattan and by seaplane using the 
Midtown Skyport on the East River. 
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Figure 4-3. Transit Routes to/from the Manhattan Central Business District (2019) 
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4.2.1 Subways 


The New York City subway is the most widely used transit mode for access to the Manhattan CBD by 
residents of New York City.’ It is the largest subway system in the United States, both in terms of miles of 
track and number of passengers served per year. The subway system comprises 25 routes serving 
472 stations across the boroughs of the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Queens with 665 miles of track 
for transporting passengers (revenue track) with additional track to support operations (nonrevenue track). 
In 2019, the New York City subway had an average weekday ridership of about 5.5 million people and an 
annual ridership of 1.66 billion passengers. All but three of the 25 subway routes serve the Manhattan CBD, 
and the Manhattan CBD contains the system’s 10 busiest stations.° 


New York subway routes form an integrated network with free transfers between routes at many stations 
in the Manhattan CBD. For example, the Times Square subway station complex, which also includes stations 
on Sixth and Eighth Avenues, provides free connections between 16 subway routes (A, C, and E; N, Q, R, W, 
S, and Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7; and B, D, F, and M). The World Trade Center-Fulton Street Station complex in Lower 
Manhattan provides free transfers between 12 subway routes (E; N, R, and W; and A, C, J, Z, and Nos. 2, 3, 
4,5).® The subway also connects with regional transit hubs in the Manhattan CBD, allowing for connections 
from other modes. These include two stations with direct pedestrian connections to Penn Station New York 
and Moynihan Train Hall, a station complex beneath Grand Central Terminal, and a connection from the 
Times Square station complex via the 42nd Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal subway station to the Port 
Authority Bus Terminal. 


In fall 2019, 2,228,000 people entered the Manhattan CBD by subway on an average weekday, which 
accounted for 58 percent of all people who entered the Manhattan CBD.’ 


4.2.2 Port Authority Trans-Hudson 


Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) is a rapid transit system serving Newark, Harrison, Hoboken, and 
Jersey City in New Jersey, as well as Lower and Midtown Manhattan in New York City. PANYNJ operates the 
PATH system, which comprises four routes and 13 stations (six in the Manhattan CBD and seven in New 
Jersey). PATH trains run from either Newark or Hoboken and into the Manhattan CBD with Manhattan 
termini at the World Trade Center and 33rd Street, just south of Penn Station New York. The system is just 
about 14 miles total in length. The PATH trains that terminate at West 33rd Street make intermediate stops 
within the Manhattan CBD. Trains that go to the World Trade Center make only that single stop in 
Manhattan. PATH train passengers can connect to the New York City subway at multiple PATH stations in 


The subway does not provide access to the Manhattan CBD from Staten Island. 


Metropolitan Transportation Authority. “Subway and Bus Ridership for 2019.” https://new.mta.info/agency/new-york-city- 
transit/subway-bus-ridership-2019. 


The Cortlandt Street (No. 1 line) subway station is located within the World Trade Center site, but there is no fare-free 
connection between this station and the World Trade Center-Fulton Street station complex. 

New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 
https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX_t_Zriw%3d%3d. 


4-8 August 2022 


Chapter 4, Transportation 


Manhattan, but they must pay an additional fare. In fall 2019, an average of 273,447 people entered and 
exited the Manhattan CBD via the PATH train on average weekdays.® 


4.2.3 Commuter Rail 


New York City has the largest commuter rail network in the United States and includes MTA’s Long Island 
Rail Road (LIRR) and Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North), as well as New Jersey Transit Corporation 
(NJ TRANSIT). Two commuter rail stations are in the Manhattan CBD—Grand Central Terminal and Penn 
Station New York. Metro-North serves Grand Central Terminal, while LIRR and NJ TRANSIT serve Penn 
Station New York. Projects are underway that will allow for some LIRR service at Grand Central Terminal 
and some Metro-North service at Penn Station New York. 


LIRR operates between Manhattan and Long Island with station stops in Brooklyn and Queens in New York 
City and Nassau and Suffolk Counties on Long Island. With an average weekday ridership of 
301,000 passengers across 735 trains, it is the busiest commuter railroad in North America. LIRR has 
124 stations across 11 regularly operating branches and 319 miles of track in customer service. Most LIRR 
inbound trains terminate at Penn Station New York. Some LIRR trains terminate at Atlantic Terminal in 
Brooklyn or Hunters Point Terminal in Queens, where passengers can transfer to the subway and continue 
their trip to the Manhattan CBD. In addition to the Manhattan CBD, LIRR serves major commercial centers 
in Downtown Brooklyn and Nassau and Suffolk Counties. In fall 2019, an average of 246,843 people entered 
and exited the Manhattan CBD via LIRR on weekdays.° 


Metro-North runs service between New York City and its northern suburbs in New York and Connecticut 
and provides local rail service within the New York City boroughs of Manhattan and the Bronx. Metro-North 
has five major branches (though some of the branches have multiple spurs) serving 124 stations within the 
regional study area. Two branches serve Rockland and Orange Counties, which are north of New York City 
and west of the Hudson River, and share tracks with NJ TRANSIT en route to their terminal in Hoboken, 
New Jersey. Three branches provide service between Grand Central Terminal and the Bronx, New York 
counties east of the Hudson River, and Connecticut. According to MTA, the system has an annual ridership 
of about 87 million people with close to 400 miles of track in customer service. In addition to serving the 
Manhattan CBD, Metro-North stops at large commercial districts in Yonkers, White Plains, and New 
Rochelle in New York as well as Stamford and New Haven, Connecticut. In fall 2019, an average of 
226,296 people entered and exited the Manhattan CBD via Metro-North on average weekdays. © 


NJ TRANSIT commuter rail connects 13 of the 14 New Jersey counties in the regional study area to the 
Manhattan CBD through its eight branches that serve the New York metropolitan region with close to 
450 miles of track in customer service (excludes the Atlantic City branch). The eastern termini of NJ TRANSIT 


° New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 
https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GSS5smEoyHSsHsyX t Zriw%3d%3d. 

9 Ibid. 

10 Ibid. 
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trains are Penn Station New York, Newark Penn Station, or the Hoboken Terminal. From Newark, 
passengers can transfer to a Penn Station New York-bound commuter rail train or can access PATH. From 
Hoboken, commuters can transfer to PATH or a ferry to complete the journey into the Manhattan CBD. In 
fall 2019, an average of 212,191 people entered and exited the Manhattan CBD via NJ TRANSIT commuter 
railon average weekdays." 


4.2.4 Buses 


New York City and the regional study area have an extensive network of buses. Commuter buses typically 
provide direct service between New York City neighborhoods or suburban communities and the Manhattan 
CBD and other employment centers in the region. Express or limited stop buses provide higher speed 
service on the more heavily patronized routes, and local buses operate throughout New York City and other 
counties in the regional study area. MTA has two subsidiaries—New York City Transit and MTA Bus—that 
operate bus service in New York City. NJ TRANSIT is the primary operator of commuter, express, and local 
buses in New Jersey, although some private bus operators provide both commuter and local bus services. 
Multiple public and private bus operators serve the suburban counties of New York and Connecticut. 


MTA operates an extensive network of buses in New York City. Combined, New York City Transit and MTA 
Bus operate 234 local routes, 20 Select Bus Service routes (with payment prior to boarding to reduce dwell 
times at stops), and 73 commuter/express bus routes. The Manhattan CBD is well-served by buses. Express 
bus services available from Queens, Brooklyn, the Bronx, and Staten Island offer service to locations in 
Lower and Midtown Manhattan. The Manhattan CBD has multiple Select Bus Service routes (M14A, M14D, 
M15, and M23, M34, and M34A), which operate higher speed service with fewer stops than the local bus 
routes. Local bus routes (some of which have limited service with fewer stops) operate on most north— 
south avenues through the Manhattan CBD with continued service to Upper Manhattan. Crosstown local 
bus routes operate between the east and west sides of Manhattan on most two-way crosstown streets 
(e.g., Houston Street, 14th Street, 23rd Street, 34th Street, 42nd Street, and 57th Street). Crosstown service 
is available on pairs of one-way streets (e.g., St. Marks Place/Eighth Street and Ninth Street, 49th Street 
and 50th Street, and East 59th and East 60th Streets). Riders receive one free transfer between local, 
limited, and Select Bus Service routes and other local and Select Bus Service routes as well as the subway 
within two hours of the first swipe of a MetroCard. Customers may transfer to or from a commuter bus 
from a local bus, Select Bus Service bus, or subway, but they must pay the difference in the fare. Riders 
must pay for a transfer to an express service unless using an Unlimited Express Bus MetroCard. 


The busiest bus route in all of New York City is the M15 local/M15 Select Bus Service, which operates along 
First and Second Avenues in Manhattan from the South Ferry Terminal in Lower Manhattan to 126th Street 
in the East Harlem neighborhood of Upper Manhattan. 


4 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 


https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/O0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX_t_Zriw%3d%3d. 
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New York City in cooperation with MTA, has included an extensive bus lane network throughout Manhattan 
and other boroughs to increase bus operating speeds and provide a degree of priority to buses over general 
traffic lanes. 


NJ TRANSIT buses and private bus companies serve New Jersey counties in the regional study area. 
NJ TRANSIT operates an extensive network of commuter and local bus routes. Many commuter buses 
provide one-seat ride service between cities and towns in New Jersey and the Port Authority Bus Terminal 
in the Manhattan CBD, meaning travelers do not need to transfer between buses or from buses to trains 
to get to the Manhattan CBD. More than 65 NJ TRANSIT bus routes operate between New Jersey and the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal (PABT). While not every town in New Jersey has one-seat ride service to the 
Manhattan CBD, NJ TRANSIT provides bus service to all 14 New Jersey counties in the regional study area. 
Other private bus operators (e.g., Academy Bus Lines, Coach USA, and Trans-Bridge Bus Lines) operate 
between New Jersey communities within the regional study area (including park-and-ride lots), and either 
the PABT or curbside stops within the Manhattan CBD. 


Limited bus connections are available from Long Island, New York counties north of New York City, and 
Connecticut to the Manhattan CBD. The Westchester County Department of Transportation’s Bee-Line 
operates an express bus route to the Manhattan CBD from Westchester County. Coach USA operates 
commuter buses between towns in Rockland and Orange Counties, New York, and the PABT. Hampton 
Jitney is a private bus service between towns in eastern Long Island (Suffolk County, New York) and the 
Manhattan CBD. Other private bus operators offer limited operations between communities within the 
regional study area and either the PABT or curbside stops within the Manhattan CBD. 


In the fall 2019, an average of 276,000 people entered and exited the Manhattan CBD by bus on average 
weekdays. 7 


4.2.5 Ferries 


The following ferry operators, both privately owned and publicly owned, provide service to the Manhattan 
CBD from the other boroughs of New York City and waterfront communities in New Jersey: 


e The New York City Economic Development Corporation owns NYC Ferry. The NYC Ferry service is a 
network of six ferry routes (with a seventh planned) that connects certain waterfront neighborhoods 
in the Bronx, Queens, Brooklyn, and Staten Island with various piers in the Manhattan CBD, including 
Wall Street, East 34th Street, and Midtown West at West 37th Street/Pier 79. There are also stops at 
Stuyvesant Cove (East River at East 20th Street) and Corlears Hook (East River at Jackson Street) within 
the Manhattan CBD, but only one ferry route serves each of these stops. 


12 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 


https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX_t_Zriw%3d%3d. 
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e NYCDOT operates the Staten Island Ferry between the South Ferry Terminal in Lower Manhattan and 
the St. George Ferry Terminal in Staten Island. 


e New York Waterway is a privately operated ferry system that operates service on multiple routes across 
the Hudson River between eight piers in Bergen and Hudson Counties in New Jersey and four piers in 
Midtown and Lower Manhattan. 


e Seastreak is a privately owned ferry service that operates between East 34th Street and the Battery 
Maritime Building piers on the East River in the Manhattan CBD and either Atlantic Highlands or Sandy 
Hook Beach in Monmouth County, New Jersey. 


In the fall 2019, an average of 118,525 people entered and exited the Manhattan CBD via ferry service on 
average weekdays. ? 


4.2.6 Tram 


The Roosevelt Island tram connects Roosevelt Island (an island in the East River between Queens and 
Manhattan) with Manhattan. The Manhattan terminus is located on Second Avenue between East 59th 
and East 60th Streets. The entire trip takes about 3 minutes, and the system transports more than 2 million 
passengers annually. The F subway line also provides service between Roosevelt Island and Manhattan. 


4.3 BICYCLE AND PEDESTRIAN ACCESS TO THE MANHATTAN CBD 


People may reach the Manhattan CBD on foot or by bicycle. The north-south avenues that cross 60th Street 
have sidewalks, and bicycle lanes are available on Amsterdam Avenue, Columbus Avenue, Central Park 
West, Second Avenue, and First Avenue. Shared-use bicycle and pedestrian paths are also along the Hudson 
and East Rivers. From Brooklyn and Queens, people may cross the Ed Koch Queensboro, Williamsburg, 
Manhattan, and Brooklyn Bridges by bicycle or on foot. There is no direct bicycle or pedestrian access 
between New Jersey and the Manhattan CBD as pedestrians are prohibited from the tunnel crossings.“ 


13 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. January 2021. Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 


https://www.nymtc.org/Portals/0/Pdf/Hub%20Bound/2019%20Hub%20Bound/DM TDS Hub Bound Travel 2019.pdf?ver 
=GS5smEoyHSsHsyX t_ Zriw%3d%3d. 

4 Pedestrians and bicyclists are permitted to cross the George Washington Bridge and can reach the Manhattan CBD using the 
Hudson River Greenway or one of Manhattan’s north-south avenues. 
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4A.1 OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT 


This subchapter describes the reasonably expected effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on 
the regional transport system, including travel demand and mode choice. It provides a description of the 
Best Practice Model (BPM)—the travel demand forecasting model that the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council (NYMTC) developed and maintains—and explains how the model was used to 
forecast the reasonably expected effects of the Project. The model results show changes in the region’s 
travel characteristics, and specifically how trips would be made to, from, through, and around the 
Manhattan CBD, including any changes in the total number of trips, routes, and mode choice. The analysis 
of traffic impacts and mitigation, effects on transit usage, parking, pedestrians, and bicycle usage are based 
on outputs from these BPM forecasts, and they are evaluated in detail in other subchapters of Chapter 4, 
“Transportation.” 


4A.2 METHODOLOGY 


This analysis is based on a compilation of existing travel characteristics and forecasts of changes in travel 
demand using the BPM, which is the primary tool used to analyze the effects of large-scale regional 
transportation projects including, the New York metropolitan area’s Federally recognized Regional 
Transportation Plan, PANYNJ Bus Terminal Redesign, and New NY Bridge Project. The model has been 
adopted by NYMTC’s member agencies for use in regional transportation planning analyses, and it is the 
Federally recognized transportation forecasting tool for the region. Transportation findings from the BPM 
were augmented with information from academic studies and observed changes from similar cordon tolling 
programs in London, England, and Stockholm, Sweden.* 


4A.2.1 Overview of Best Practice Model 


The NYMTC version of the BPM used for this study was developed for NYMTC’s 2017 Regional 
Transportation Plan and Federal air quality conformity determination. It includes the 28 counties that this 
EA uses for the study area (Figure 4A-1). NYMTC regularly updates and calibrates the BPM as part of its 
regional transportation planning responsibilities, including updating the model’s demographic data, future 
employment and population projections, and changes in the underlying transportation network. 


London and Stockholm were chosen as comparative cities based on the scale and scope of their congestion charging 
programs. Congestion charging programs in these cities offer the most similarities to the proposed CBD Tolling Program. 
Additional cities in Europe and Asia (e.g., Milan [Italy] and Singapore) have congestion charging programs, but the programs 
in these cities differ in substantive ways from the proposed CBD Tolling Program. For example, the Milan program bans late- 
model high-pollution vehicles from the charging zone altogether. Social context is also important for comparative analysis 
where differing government and social norms may result in contrasting outcomes from a congestion charge. 
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Figure 4A-1. The Best Practice Model 28-County Region 
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The BPM includes roadway and transit networks and land use data (observed and forecast) for 2010,7 2017, 
2020, and 2045. For the Project, NYMTC’s 2020 BPM roadway and transit networks and land use data were 
used as the basis to forecast the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative in the opening year (2023) because 
it provides the most recent pre-COVID-19-pandemic data, including but not limited to 2019 traffic counts. 
In addition, as described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” pre-COVID-19-pandemic baseline conditions are 
considered the appropriate way to define near-term 2023 No Action Alternative conditions as the region 
rebounds and to forecast to 2045, a horizon year that reflects a long-term condition not biased by periodic 
disruptions.* * The roadway networks from NYMTC were updated to include projects that have been 
implemented or constructed but were not included in the original BPM roadway networks from NYMTC 
(e.g., two-way tolling on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, reduced lane capacity on the Brooklyn-Queens 
Expressway near Brooklyn Heights, and bike lane projects like the Brooklyn Bridge bike lane) in the opening 
(2023) and horizon (2045) years. 


The BPM is an activity-based model that simulates the number and types of journeys? made on an average 
weekday in the region by each resident. The BPM does not model or forecast weekend travel or other 
atypical days such as Gridlock Alert days.® This creates a realistic analysis that is based on the various 
decisions (e.g., mode, purpose, destination, frequency, location of intermediate stops, and time of day) 
made by travelers between these locations informed by employment and demographic data from NYMTC. 
The BPM generates over 28.8 million journeys per average weekday from the 28-county region’s 8.2 million 
households. 


For vehicular modes, the BPM roadway networks contain more than 61,000 links that include local streets, 
interstates, and freeways, and more than 4,600 Traffic Analysis Zones (TAZs).’ For each roadway link, the 
BPM roadway networks contain information on the number of lanes, functional class,® speed, truck usage, 
and toll collection. The opening year and horizon year roadway and transit networks are used to estimate 
travel times and distances between all parts of the region—from each TAZ to every other TAZ. The roadway 
and transit networks are also used to assign travel demand flows to roadways and transit routes to produce 


2 This version of the BPM is calibrated to 2010 conditions because the regional household travel survey upon which the BPM 
is based was conducted in 2010. 

The 2023 and 2045 transportation networks for the No Action Alternative include the planned improvements documented 
in the Regional Transportation Plan, adopted in June 2017. Source: New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. June 
2017. Plan 2045: Maintaining the Vision for a Sustainable Region. 

The horizon year is typically defined as the year for which a transportation plan describes the envisioned transportation 
system. This is typically the last year of a metropolitan region’s 20-year regional transportation plan. The last year analyzed 
in the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council’s adopted 2017 Regional Transportation Plan is 2045. 

A journey is defined as round-trip travel between principal locations like home and anchor locations such as work, school, 
retail, or entertainment. The BPM also estimates related trips linked to the anchor travel location (e.g., intermediate stops 
such as a day care center or gym). 

Most regional travel demand models in the United States forecast only average weekday travel behavior. In the New York 
region, weekend travel is less than weekday travel. To derive annual estimates of travel and air quality metrics, 
annualization factors derived from observed data are used to extrapolate average weekday trends to average annual trends. 
7 TAZs are approximately the size of U.S. Census Block Groups in the BPM. TAZs are used to aggregate travel origins and 
destinations to computationally manageable sizes for roadway and transit assignment procedures. 

Functional classification describes roadway design, including its speed, capacity, and relationship to existing and future land 
use development. 
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roadway volumes, speeds, and transit boardings and alightings. Roadway volumes can be reported by the 
following vehicle classes: 


e Single-occupancy vehicles” 7° 

e High-occupancy vehicles (HOV) (of a minimum of two or more occupants) 
e = Taxis (including FHVs)** 

e Medium trucks, heavy trucks, and commercial vans 

e Buses?? 


For transit modes, the BPM contains all the routes, stations/stops, service frequencies, and fares for transit 
service throughout the metropolitan region, including the following: 


e MTA subway, bus, and commuter rail 

e NJ Transit Corporation (NJ TRANSIT) commuter rail, light rail, and bus 

e Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) rail service 

e Ferries 

e Other public buses such as the Westchester Bee-Line and Nassau Inter-County Express 
e Private transit bus operators 


The model also generates an estimate of travel demand based on how people travel to their destination 
and from their origin (walk,** drive) or any transfers between routes for commuter rail, subway, light rail, 
bus, ferry, and tramway. 


4A.2.2 Modeling of Toll Rates 


Because the actual tolls will be determined through a process subsequent to the completion of this EA, the 
BPM modeling for this effort makes use of seven tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling Alternative, each 
with a different set of variable toll rates and different exemptions, discounts, and/or crossing credits. Tolls 
are an explicit model input. Through this set of tolling scenarios, the modeling captures the full range of 
potential effects from the Project (see Table 2-3 and Table 2-5 in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives” for a 


Occupancy in this context refers to the number of people in the vehicle during the trip. It is not a reference to the occupant 
capacity of the vehicle. 

10 In the BPM, motorcycles are considered personal vehicles, and they are included in the model’s representation of single- 
and high-occupancy vehicles along with cars, trucks, sport-utility vehicles, and other personal vehicles. Motorcycles 
comprise less than 0.5 percent of overall traffic entering the Manhattan CBD at TBTA facilities. 

FHVs provide pre-arranged transportation. There are four classes of FHV services: Community Cars (Liveries), Black Cars, 
Luxury Limousines, and High Volume For-Hire Services. Prominent examples of High Volume For-Hire Services include Lyft, 
Uber, and Via. 

Bus volumes in the BPM reflect the estimated number of transit buses on a roadway link based on transit operating 
schedules. 

13 The BPM includes private bus operators (not jitneys) that provide contracted transit services to a public transit agency, for 
example, Suburban Transit service on behalf of NJ TRANSIT in Middlesex County. The BPM also includes private, regular 
commuter services to Manhattan like commuter express services from New Jersey, Long Island, and the New York counties 
north of New York City (e.g., Academy, Lakeland, Coach USA). 

Walk includes all nonmotorized access to the transit system including bicycles. 


11 
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description of the tolling scenarios evaluated).* In addition, the BPM represents the cost sensitivity of 
various travelers in response to tolling. The assumptions that drive these sensitivities are described in 
Appendix 4A.1, “Transportation: Section 4A.1-7. Value of Time.” 


4A.3 EVALUATING THE PROJECT 


Results from the BPM for the No Action Alternative and the seven tolling scenarios were used to evaluate 
the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative. This subchapter focuses on key findings from the BPM analysis 
and regional changes in travel behavior across the 28 counties included in the BPM (see Figure 4A-1). More 
detailed results on local roads, highways, local intersections, transit, bicycles, pedestrians, and parking are 
described and discussed in Subchapter 4B through Subchapter 4E across the 28-county region. 


A detailed summary of the BPM outputs for the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (including 
the tolling scenarios) is provided in Appendix 4A.2, “Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario 
Summaries and Detailed Tables,”. In all tables presented here, unless noted, the term “vehicle” in this 
chapter refers to all on-road vehicles, including single-occupancy vehicles, HOVs, motorcycles, taxis, FHVs, *® 
buses, and trucks. 


Three metrics were used to summarize and compare the forecasts of the No Action Alternative and the 
CBD Tolling Alternative in this subchapter: 


1. Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD: This metric conveys the change in the number of vehicles 
that would cross into the Manhattan CBD as a result of the different tolling scenarios, and how those 
changes would vary geographically. Table 4A-1, Table 4A-4, Table 4A-5, Table 4A-11, and Table 4A-12 
report the number of vehicle crossings into the Manhattan CBD as described below: 


— New Jersey Crossings: Lincoln and Holland Tunnels 
— Brooklyn Crossings: Williamsburg, Manhattan, and Brooklyn Bridges and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
— Queens Crossings: Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge”’ and Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
— 60th Street Crossings in Manhattan (divided into three groupings): 
o East Side avenues 
o West Side avenues 


15 As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this Environmental Assessment (EA) evaluates multiple tolling scenarios to 


identify the range of potential effects that would occur from implementing the Project. These tolling scenarios have a range 

of different toll amounts and toll structures, such as crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions. Ultimately, the TBTA 

Board will determine the toll amounts and toll structure to be implemented. 

Since the BPM does not distinguish between taxis and FHVs, taxi and FHV maximum CBD toll rates were blended to evaluate 

policy differences in tolling. Appendix 4A.1, “Transportation: Implementation of Tolls in the Best Practice Model,” provides a 

more detailed discussion of modeling taxi and FHV travel. 

7 The Manhattan-bound upper ramp of the Queensboro Bridge is considered part of the Queens-inbound crossing locations 
to the Manhattan CBD, and it is also reported in the 60th Street outbound crossing locations. Currently, all Manhattan- 
bound traffic enters the bridge via the northern upper-level lanes of the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and enters the 
Manhattan CBD but immediately exits the Manhattan CBD on the northbound ramp to 62nd Street (except for AM peak- 
period HOV lanes that use the southern lanes, typically reserved for outbound traffic, which enter the Manhattan CBD at 
59th Street). The Queensboro Bridge entrances and exits are consistent with the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report. All 
traffic using the northern upper roadway of the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge to access Manhattan north of 60th Street 
would not be subject to CBD tolling in the tolling scenarios modeled in this EA. 


16 
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o Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A (combined volumes) *® 


Daily VMT: The analysis conveys the change in the aggregate level of driving or traffic that would occur 
within the BPM’s modeled area. Table 4A-2, Table 4A-6, Table 4A-7, Table 4A-13, and Table 4A-14 
report the quantity of VMT (i.e., total miles traveled by vehicles) forecast in each reporting area. 
Changes in VMT are correlated with changes in level of service, air quality, and noise discussed in 
Subchapter 4B, “Highways and Local Intersections,” Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” and Chapter 12, “Noise.” 


Figure 4A-2 displays the reporting subareas used within New York City (NYC Subareas 1, 2, and 3). The 
subareas are defined based on their proximity to the Manhattan CBD entry and exit locations. The 
Manhattan CBD comprises the surface streets within the CBD, referred to below as the CBD Core and 
the highways that circumnavigate the surface streets, referred to as the Peripheral Highways. The 
Peripheral Highways include: 

— West Side Highway/Route 9A south of 60th Street 

— FDR Drive south of 60th Street, including the Battery Park Underpass 

— Lincoln, Holland, Hugh L. Carey, and Queens-Midtown Tunnels 


Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridges 


Outside New York City, VMT is reported for the remaining seven New York counties that are inside the 
BPM boundary: Nassau County and Suffolk County on Long Island and five counties to the north of New 
York City (Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester). In Connecticut, VMT is reported for 
Fairfield and New Haven Counties. In New Jersey, VMT is reported for the 14 northeastern counties. 
(See Figure 4A-1 for a map of the 28 counties in the BPM.) 


Mode Shares for Manhattan CBD-Related Person-Journeys. The analysis conveys the share of journeys 
that would be made by transit, auto, and nonmotorized (e.g., walk and bike) travel modes related to 
the Manhattan CBD. Manhattan CBD-related journeys are those with one or both ends of the journey 
inside the Manhattan CBD. These metrics are reported in Table 4A-3, Table 4A-8, and Table 4A-15. 


Table 4A-8 and Table 4A-15 report changes in the percentage share of transit journeys that 
would originate outside and travel into the Manhattan CBD; journeys that would originate inside and 
travel out of the Manhattan CBD; and journeys that would be completely internal to the Manhattan 
CBD. Transit share reported is the number of people who would make a transit journey—including 
via subway, commuter rail, buses, ferries, and trams—as a percentage of people who would 
travel by all motorized vehicles and nonmotorized modes such as walking and biking. 


Vehicles traveling south of 60th Street on the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive would not be charged a CBD 
toll if they remain on these roadways and do not enter the Manhattan CBD. 
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Figure 4A-2. Reporting Locations in New York City for Additional Vehicle-Miles Traveled 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Roadway Network 
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4A.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


4A.4.1 No Action Alternative 

This section presents the predicted changes in regional travel patterns between the opening year (2023) 
and the horizon year (2045) for the No Action Alternative. The 2023 and 2045 transportation networks for 
the No Action Alternative include the planned improvements documented in the Regional Transportation 
Plan, adopted in June 2017.19 Additional network updates (described in Appendix 4A.1, “Transportation: 
Implementation of Tolls in the Best Practice Model,” Table 4A.1-3) were implemented to reflect existing 
conditions as of September 2021.7° Land use, population, and employment assumptions come from the 
NYMTC Socioeconomic and Demographic Forecasts. NYMTC routinely develops these forecasts for the 
region, which include population, households, employment, and labor force projections. 


With these assumptions, BPM-generated forecasts show a 4.8 percent increase (about 0.25 percent per 
year) in daily vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD (Table 4A-1) between 2023 and 2045. The largest 
absolute increase would occur on the 60th Street crossings, with an additional 12,410 vehicle trips. 


Table 4A-1. Forecast Growth in Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD: No Action Alternative 


OPENING YEAR | HORIZON YEAR PERCENTAGE 
CROSSING LOCATIONS (2023) (2045) DIFFERENCE CHANGE 


60th Street 288,876 12410 | 4.5% 
FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A‘ 168,499 4.2% 
West Side Avenues 13.9% 
East Side Avenues? 2.0% 
Queens «142,596 = s«154,348 8.2% 
Brooklyn 192,604 5,118 2.7% 
New Jersey 114867 |= 5265 | 4.8% 


TOTAL 716,150 750,695 34,545 4.8% 


1 Vehicle volumes entering the Manhattan CBD reported in this table for the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A 
and are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the 
Manhattan CBD from one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the FDR Drive and the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. The 
volumes here are reported in this manner to be consistent with counts published in the annual NYMTC Hub Bound Travel 
Data Report. 

The larger volumes in East Side avenues result from some Queensboro Bridge traffic being counted twice. The NYMTC Hub 
Bound Travel Data Report cordon includes the upper inbound roadway as a Manhattan CBD outbound tolling zone boundary. 
Any traffic that would then circle back into the Manhattan CBD via Second Avenue or York Avenue would be recounted as a 
Manhattan CBD inbound trip. 


19 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. June 2017. Plan 2045: Maintaining the Vision for a Sustainable Region. 


Modeling of tolling scenarios commenced on September 2021; therefore, any road network changes since then are not 
included in this analysis. 
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Table 4A-2 summarizes the changes in forecast daily VMT for all vehicles under the No Action Alternative. 
In the No Action Alternative, VMT is forecast to grow by 8.8 percent regionwide between 2023 and 2045. 
In the Manhattan CBD, VMT is forecast to grow by 4.9 percent. The largest increases in VMT would be on 
Long Island and in the five New York counties north of New York City. For the New Jersey counties in the 
model area, VMT would increase by 10.6 percent (an increase of more than 10 million VMT on an average 
weekday). For the 12 New York State counties in the model area, VMT would increase by nearly 12 million 
VMT (9.8 percent). New York City’s subareas are expected to see increases in daily VMT in the range of 
5.3 percent to 7.2 percent. 


In 2045, the No Action Alternative would have a 1.2 percent increase in Manhattan CBD-related transit 
mode share—from 61.7 percent to 62.9 percent transit share. This growth would be driven primarily by 
journeys that begin outside the Manhattan CBD (Table 4A-3). 


4A.4.2 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative 

Travel forecasts were prepared for the opening year (2023) and horizon year (2045) for the CBD Tolling 
Alternative for each of the seven tolling scenarios (see Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for more 
information on the tolling scenarios). The results of these forecasts were compared with the No Action 
Alternative to assess the effects of each tolling scenario. Appendix 4A.2, “Transportation: Travel Forecast 
Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables,” provides detailed statistics for each of the forecasts. This 
section summarizes key metrics for 2023. 


Table 4A-4 and Table 4A-5 show the change in vehicles that would enter or pass through the Manhattan 
CBD. Absolute volumes and percentage change compared to the No Action Alternative are shown. The 
larger reductions on the East Side avenues compared to the West Side avenues are a result of changing 
volumes on the upper level of the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. Tolling Scenarios C through F all offer some 
form of crossing credits for the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. The crossing credits increase the attractiveness 
of the TBTA East River facilities compared to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and divert crossings destined 
for the Manhattan CBD off the bridge and onto TBTA facilities. With fewer Manhattan CBD-bound vehicles 
using the upper level of the bridge, traffic would be reduced on the East Side avenues into the Manhattan 
CBD at greater levels than the West Side avenues. 
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Table 4A-2. Forecast Growth in All Vehicle Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled: No Action Alternative 


GROWTH FROM PERCENTAGE 
LOCATION OPENING YEAR (2023) HORIZON YEAR (2045) 2023 TO 2045 CHANGE 

New York Counties 11,999,864 9.8% 

New York City 2,617,162 5.6% 

Manhattan CBD 157,920 4.9% 

CBD Core 44,292 3.6% 

Peripheral Highways 113,628 5.6% 
(south of 60th Street; excluded from the toll) 

West Side Highway/Route 9A 37,014 6.1% 

FDR Drive 37,97 5.3% 

Bridges and Tunnels* 38,637 5.6% 

NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 4A-2) 2,218,077 2,349,929 131,852 5.9% 

NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 4A-2) 481,910 7.2% 

NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 4A-2) 1,845,480 5.3% 

Long Island Counties (2) 5,227,981 12.6% 

New York Counties North of New York City (5) 4,154,721 12.4% 

New Jersey Counties (14) 10,329,742 10.6% 

Connecticut Counties (2) 153,600 0.4% 

TOTAL 8.8% 


Note: The number of counties are indicated within parentheses ( ). 
* Bridge and tunnel traffic includes VMT from the portion of bridges and tunnels in New York County (Manhattan) entering the Manhattan CBD from Kings County (Brooklyn), 
Queens, and New Jersey. 
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Table 4A-3. Changes in Manhattan CBD Total Daily Mode Share: No Action Alternative 


DIRECTION OF JOURNEY 
Journeys Beginning Outside the Manhattan CBD 
Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 

Transit 

Walk and Bike 

Journeys Beginning Inside the Manhattan CBD 
Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 

Transit 

Walk and Bike 

Journeys Within the Manhattan CBD 

Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 

Transit 

Walk and Bike 

All Manhattan CBD-Related Journeys 

Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 

Transit 

Walk and Bike 


Note: Trucks are excluded from mode share calculations 


August 2022 


OPENING YEAR (2023) HORIZON YEAR (2045) 
18.3% 18.2% 


PERCENTAGE POINT CHANGE 


-14% 
1.5% 
-0.1% 


-0.5% 
0.6% 
-0.1% 


-0.2% 
-0.1% 
0.3% 


-0.9% 
1.2% 
-0.3% 
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Table 4A-4. Daily Vehicles* Entering the Manhattan CBD by Crossing Location: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2023) 
CROSSING LOCATION NO ACTION | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIOG 


60th Street 276,466 220,659 224,318 208,405 198,437 196,204 204,011 216,999 
FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 942 150,734 
West Side Avenues 22,105 
East Side Avenues 44,160 
Queens 142,596 125,030 | 124315 130,020 136,799 136,652 137,229 123,298 
Brooklyn 165,509 
New Jersey 88,196 

TOTAL 716,150 605,913 603,961 592,015 581,926 | 573,295 | 585,168 594,002 


1 Unless noted, the term “vehicles” in this subchapter refers to all on-road vehicles, including single-occupancy vehicles, HOVs, motorcycles, taxis, FHVs, buses, and trucks. 

2 In this table, vehicle volumes reported as entering the Manhattan CBD on the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities 
at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the Manhattan CBD from one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. These volumes are reported in this 
manner to be consistent with how vehicle count data is published in the annual NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report. 


Table 4A-5. Percentage Change (compared to No Action Alternative) in Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD by Crossing Location and 
Tolling Scenario (2023) 


CROSSING LOCATIONS SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


60th Street 21.5% 
FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A° 6.8% 
West Side Avenues 21.1% 
East Side Avenues “49.1% 
Queens “13.5% 
Brooklyn 1.7% 
New Jersey “19.5% 

TOTAL “17.1% 


* In this table, vehicle volumes reported as entering the Manhattan CBD on the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities 
at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the Manhattan CBD from one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. These volumes are reported in this 
manner to be consistent with how vehicle count data is published in the annual NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report. 
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While all the tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce traffic entering the 
Manhattan CBD, the largest total reduction would occur with Tolling Scenario E. Tolling Scenario E would 
also result in the largest reduction of vehicle crossings into the Manhattan CBD from Upper Manhattan at 
60th Street and Brooklyn, while Tolling Scenario G would result in the largest reduction of vehicles crossing 
into the Manhattan CBD from Queens and New Jersey. 


Changes in daily VMT by tolling scenario are shown in Table 4A-6 (absolute values) and Table 4A-7 
(percentage change compared to the No Action Alternative). Consistent with changes in vehicles entering 
the Manhattan CBD, the largest reduction in regional VMT and VMT in New York City would occur under 
Tolling Scenario E. The greatest reduction in VMT on a percentage basis would occur on the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A south of 60th Street, with a maximum reduction of 20.5 percent under Tolling 
Scenario D. New York City Subarea 3 would have an increase in VMT under Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G 


of less than 0.1 percent to 0.3 percent. VMT on the FDR Drive would increase south of 60th Street in Tolling 
Scenario A, B, F, and G because of travelers seeking a free path around the Manhattan CBD using the FDR 
Drive and untolled ramps to the Brooklyn Bridge. VMT would increase by less than 0.2 percent in New 
Jersey in all tolling scenarios, mostly in Bergen and Middlesex Counties, from increased diversions to and 
from the George Washington Bridge and Outerbridge Crossing for through-trips avoiding the Manhattan 
CBD toll. 


Table 4A-8 shows how many journeys would shift from passenger vehicles to transit and walking and biking 
for Manhattan CBD-related journeys. Changes are shown separately for journeys that originate outside and 
travel into the Manhattan CBD, journeys that originate inside and travel out of the Manhattan CBD, and 
journeys that are completely internal to the Manhattan CBD. 


In all tolling scenarios, some Manhattan CBD-related journeys would shift to transit. Tolling Scenarios D and 
E would have the largest shift to transit (an increase in transit journeys up to 2.3 percent) to and from the 
Manhattan CBD. Transit journeys entirely within the Manhattan CBD would change 1 percent or less for all 
tolling scenarios (see Table 4A-8). Walking and biking trips would also increase slightly (up to 0.14 percent). 


Table 4A-9 breaks down the numbers of Manhattan CBD-related journeys for private vehicles (drive alone 
and HOVs), taxis, and FHVs. Table 4A-10 shows the shift in all Manhattan CBD-related transit journeys by 
tolling scenario. 
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Table 4A-6. Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled: No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative, by Tolling Scenario (2023) 


LOCATIONS NO ACTION | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIOG 

New York Counties 122,186,497 121,752,302 | 121,789,089 | 121,438,634 121,227,956 121,111,122 121,464,091 121,662,622 
New York City 46,713,541 
Manhattan CBD 2,970,819 
CBD Core 1,142,077 


Peripheral Highways 2,027,064 1,842,371 1,846,018 1,822,673 1,804,049 1,798,794 1,832,537 1,828,742 
(south of 60th Street; excluded 
from the toll) 


West Side Highway/Route 9A 508,951 
FOR Drive 727.101 
Bridges & Tunnels 592,690 
NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 44-2) 2,031,243 
NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 44-2) 6,616,308 
NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 4A-2) 35,096,171 
Long Island Counties (2) 41,573,420 


New York Counties North of New 33,469,200 33,399,225 33,409,116 33,319,666 33,263,130 33,208,533 33,286,890 33,375,661 
York City (5) 


New Jersey Counties (14) 97,578,100 97,594,939 | 97,590,826 97,748,567 | 97,733,034 | 97,665,181 97,768,338 97,642,310 
Connecticut Counties (2) 34,909,870 34,878,673 34,856,848 34,830,279 | 34,846,493 34,842,671 34,893,239 34,844,682 

TOTAL | 254,674,467 | 254,225,914 | 254,236,763 | 254,017,480 | 253,807,483 | 253,618,974 | 254,125,668 | 254,149,614 
Notes: 


1. The number of counties are indicated within parentheses ( ). 
2. Unless noted, the terms “Vehicle-Miles Traveled” or “VMT” in this subchapter refer to miles traveled by all on-road vehicles, including single-occupancy vehicles, HOVs, 
motorcycles, taxis, FHVs, buses, and trucks. 
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Table 4A-7. Percentage Change (compared to No Action Alternative) in Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Tolling Scenario (2023) 


LOCATIONS SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 

New York Counties 0.4% 

New York City 0.9% 

Manhattan CBD 8.4% 

CBD Cor 52 
(south of 60th Street; excluded from the toll) 

West Side Highway/Route 9A 16.7% 

FDR Drive 0.9% 

Bridges & Tunnels 12.9% -13.4% -14.8% 

NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 44-2) 8.4% 

NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 44-2) 0.7% 

NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 4A-2) 0.3% 


Long Island Counties (2) 04% 00% 0% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.0% 
New York Counties North of New York City (5) 0.3% 
New Jersey Counties (14) 0.1% 
Connecticut Counties (2) 0.2% 


TOTAL -0.2% -0.2% -0.3% -0.3% -0.4% -0.2% -0.2% 


Note: The number of counties are indicated within parentheses ( ). 
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Table 4A-8. Daily Manhattan CBD Journey Mode Share (compared to No Action Alternative) by Tolling Scenario (2023) 


DIRECTION OF JOURNEY NO ACTION | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIO F 
Beginning Outside the Manhattan CBD 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 
Transit 
Walk and Bike 

Change in TransitShare | | 1% 1.0% | 1% | 8H 1.8% 


Beginning Inside the Manhattan CBD 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 30.2% 28.9% 29.0% 28.5% 27.6% 27.6% 28.2% 


Transit 


Walk and Bike 
Change in Transit Share | | 0.9% | 08% | 11% | 1% 19% 1 


Beginning and Ending Within the Manhattan CBD 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 


Trans 
Wak and Bik 


Change in Transit Share | | 0.0% | 0.2% | 0.0% | 01% | 1% | 0.0% 


All Manhattan CBD-Related Journeys 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 16.2% 15.3% 15.5% 15.1% 14.6% 14.5% 14.9% 


Transit 
Walk and Bike 


Change in Transit Share | | 0.8% | 0.7% | 1.0% | 15% 16% 13% 


SCENARIO G 


17.7% 
79.6% 
2.1% 
1.4% 


27.9% 
53.6% 
18.5% 

2.1% 


7.3% 
27.7% 
65.0% 

0.2% 


15.1% 
62.8% 
22.1% 

1.1% 


Note: Table includes only journeys made by single-occupancy vehicles, HOVs, taxis, FHVs, motorcycles, public transit, bicycle, and walking, but does not include commercial trucks. 
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Table 4A-9. Daily Manhattan CBD-Related Auto-Based Vehicle Person-Journeys (compared to No Action Alternative) by Tolling Scenario (2023) 


SCENARIO G 
393,570 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F 


_____ Difference -24,066 19,878 30,285 346,047 49,550 = 38,9386 


Private Vehicles 
(drive alone and 
HOVs) 


55,450 
Taxi/FHV 


449,020 
TOTAL 


Table 4A-10. Daily Manhattan CBD-Related Transit Journeys (compared to No Action Alternative) by Tolling Scenario (2023) 
SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F 


1,856,016 1,856,487 1,864,633 1,874,509 1,878,700 1,872,355 
22,246 22,717 30,863 40,739 44,930 38,585 


SCENARIO G 
1,860,737 


NO ACTION 
1,833,770 
Difference 
Percentage 
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4A.4.3 2045 CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section compares key measures for the horizon year (2045) forecasts with and without the Project. 
Manhattan CBD tolls in 2045 are assumed to grow consistent with inflation between 2023 and 2045. 
Socioeconomic conditions from 2045 are provided by NYMTC and are consistent with the NYMTC 2017 
Regional Transportation Plan. 


Appendix 4A.2, “Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables,” provides 
detailed statistics for each of the forecasts. 


Table 4A-11 and Table 4A-12 show the daily vehicles** entering or passing through the Manhattan CBD by 
tolling scenario for 2045. (Absolute number and percentage change compared to the No Action Alternative 
are shown.) The horizon year (2045) analysis shows results similar to the opening year (2023). The largest 
total reduction in vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would occur with Tolling Scenario E. Tolling 
Scenario E would also result in the largest reduction of vehicle crossings into the Manhattan CBD from 
Upper Manhattan at 60th Street and Brooklyn, while Tolling Scenario G would result in the largest reduction 
of vehicles crossing into the Manhattan CBD from Queens and New Jersey. 


Table 4A-13 shows the regional VMT by tolling scenario, and Table 4A-14 shows the percentage change 
from the No Action Alternative for 2045. Tolling Scenario E would reduce VMT the most at the regional 
level, across the New York City subareas, and in the Manhattan CBD, the last of which would experience an 
8.7 percent reduction in VMT. Localized increases in VMT would be experienced on the FDR Drive south of 
60th Street under Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G because travelers would seek a free path around the 
Manhattan CBD using the FDR Drive and untolled ramps to the Brooklyn Bridge. 


Table 4A-15 shows changes in the share of travelers driving, using transit, and walking and biking compared 
to the No Action Alternative for 2045. For all Manhattan CBD-related journeys, the change in the number 
of journeys by transit would be between 0.6 percent and 1.5 percent, which represents an increase of 
20,000 to 50,000 transit passengers. Journeys on transit that begin outside the Manhattan CBD would 
increase up to 2.2 percent for Tolling Scenario E. Table 4A-16 breaks down the numbers of Manhattan CBD- 
related journeys for people in vehicles (drive alone and HOVs) and people in taxis and FHVs. Table 4A-17 
shows the shift in all Manhattan CBD-related transit journeys compared to the No Action Alternative by 
tolling scenario for 2045. 


21 Unless noted, the term “vehicles” in this subchapter refers to all on-road vehicles, including single-occupancy vehicles, 


HOVs, motorcycles, taxis, FHVs, buses, and trucks. 
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Table 4A-11. Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD by Crossing Locations: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2045) 
CROSSING LOCATIONS NO ACTION | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIOG 


60th Street 288,876 236,408 239,250 226,243 212,735 211,409 216,884 233,737 
FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 94* 158,853 
West Side Avenues 25,529 
East Side Avenues 49,355 


Queens 136,884 
Brooklyn 169,120 
New Jersey 114,867 100,060 99,252 107,304 113,300 109,619 112,875 (6,443 


TOTAL 636,184 


In this table, vehicle volumes reported as entering the Manhattan CBD on the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities 
at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the Manhattan CBD from one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. These volumes are reported in this 
manner to be consistent with how vehicle count data is published in the annual NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report. 


Table 4A-12. Percentage Change (compared to No Action Alternative) in Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD by Crossing Locations and 
Tolling Scenario (2045) 


CROSSING LOCATIONS SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


60th Street (18.2% | AT.2% | =PAT% 26% 26.8% 249% 19.1% 
FDR Drive &and West Side Highway/Route 9A” 5.7% 
West Side Avenues 20.0% 
East Side Avenues “44.2% 
Queens 11.3% 
Brooklyn 12.2% 
New Jersey “16.0% 

TOTAL 15.3% 


In this table, vehicle volumes reported as entering the Manhattan CBD on the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities 
at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the Manhattan CBD from one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. These volumes are reported in this 
manner to be consistent with how vehicle count data is published in the annual NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report. 
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Table 4A-13. Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2045) 


LOCATIONS NO ACTION | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIO G 
New York State 133,576,575 
New York City 49,271,140 
Manhattan CBD 3,144,017 
CBD Core 1,197,152 


Peripheral Highways 2,140,692 1,962,903 1,980,780 1,934,172 1,880,906 1,876,230 1,901,526 1,946,865 
(south of 60th Street; excluded 
from the toll) 


West Side Highway/Route 9A 550,459 

FOR Drive 763,263 
Bridges & Tunnels 633,143 
NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 4A-2) 2,173,895 
NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 44-2) 7,083,658 
NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 44-2) 36,869,570 
Long Island Counties (2) 46,757,385 


New York Counties North of New 37,623,921 37,490,304 37,531,719 37,484,719 37,361,477 37,332,982 37,353,485 37,548,050 
York City (5) 


New Jersey Counties (14) 107,907,842 | 107,914,688 | 107,948,940 | 108,040,676 | 107,970,946 | 107,950,075 | 108,024,196 | 107,882,082 
Connecticut Counties (2) 35,063,470 35,045,234 35,006,855 35,042,347 35,004,182 35,002,445 34,998,648 35,059,459 
TOTAL | 277,157,673 | 276,509,024 | 276,558,918 | 276,490,464 275,986,669 275,893,707 | 276,079,519 | 276,518,116 


Note: The number of counties are indicated within parentheses ( ). 
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Table 4A-14. Percentage Change (compared to No Action Alternative) in Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Tolling Scenario (2045) 


0.1% 0.0% 
0.2% 0.0% 


TOTAL -0.2% -0.2% -0.2% -0.4% -0.5% -0.4% -0.2% 


New Jersey Counties (14) 
Connecticut Counties (2) 


LOCATIONS SCENARIOA | SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
New York State 0.5% 
New York City “1.0% 
Manhattan CBD “7.6% 
CBD Core “5.1% 
(south of 60th Street; excluded from the toll) 
West Side Highway/Route 9A 15.0% 
FDR Drive 0.6% 
Bridges & Tunnels 13.8% 
NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 4A-2) “7.5% 
NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 44-2) 0.8% 
NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 4A-2) 0.0% 
Long Island Counties (2) 0% 0% 02% 2% MH | 0H A 
New York Counties North of New York City (5) -0.7% -0.2% 


Note: The number of counties are indicated within parentheses ( ). 
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Table 4A-15. Daily Manhattan CBD Journey Mode Share: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2045) 


NO ACTION SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF 
Beginning Outside the Manhattan CBD 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 17.7% 16.6% 16.9% 16.4% 15.7% 15.5% 15.9% 


Transit 79.7% 80.8% 80.5% 81.0% 81.7% 81.9% 81.5% 
Walk and Bike 


Change in Transit Share | — | 11% | 08% | 13% | 2.0% | 2H 18% 


Beginning Inside the Manhattan CBD 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 29.7% 28.3% 28.7% 28.1% 27.2% 27.1% 27.7% 


Transit 

Walk and Bike 
Change in Transit Share | = — | 0.9% =| 0.6% | 1.0% | 1.8% | 1% | 1.3% 

Within the Manhattan CBD 

Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 

Transit 

Walk and Bike 


Change in Transit Share | = — | 0.0% =| 0.1% | 0% 0% 1% ON 


All Manhattan CBD-Related Journeys 


Auto (including HOV, Taxi, FHV) 15.3% 14.5% 14.7% 14.3% 13.8% 13.7% 13.9% 


Transit 62.9% 63.7% 63.5% 63.8% 64.3% 64.4% 64.2% 
Walk and Bike 21.8% 21.8% 21.8% 21.9% 21.9% 21.9% 21.9% 


Change in Transit Share | = — | 0.8% | 0.6% | 09% 1H 18% 18H 
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SCENARIO G 


16.4% 
81.0% 
2.6% 
1.3% 


27.6% 
54.0% 
18.4% 

1.9% 


6.9% 
27.8% 
65.2% 

0.4% 


14.3% 
64.0% 
21.8% 

1.1% 
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Table 4A-16. Daily Manhattan CBD-Related Auto-Based Vehicle Person-Journeys: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2045) 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


374,270 | _ 393,717 
64,241 56,056 
79,863 455,399 462,738 450,328 432,727 429,676 438,511 449,773 
“41,352 “30,090 


Note: Table includes only motorized journeys. 


Private Vehicles 
(drive alone and 
HOVs) 


Taxi/FHV 


TOTAL 


Table 4A-17. Daily Manhattan CBD-Related Transit Journeys: No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios (2045) 
SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F 


2,014,453 2,011,180 2,021,324 2,033,609 2,038,364 2,033,022 
24,429 21,156 31,300 43,585 48,340 42,998 


SCENARIO G 
2,018,632 
28,608 


NO ACTION 
1,990,024 
Difference 
Percentage 
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4A.4.4 CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario Summaries 

All tolling scenarios within the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in travel pattern changes that would 
support congestion relief: reduced automobile and truck trips to the Manhattan CBD, reduced VMT to and 
within the Manhattan CBD and regionally, and a shift from auto trips to transit.*? Percentage reductions in 
2023 vehicle trips entering the Manhattan CBD range from 15.4 percent (Tolling Scenario A) to 19.9 percent 
(Tolling Scenario E; see Table 4A-5). As summarized in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the primary 
differences revolve around the magnitude and the distribution of the reductions resulting from the toll 
rates and potential crossing credits, which vary by tolling scenario. Appendix 4A.2, “Transportation: Travel 
Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables,” describes the opening year (2023) travel pattern 
changes for each tolling scenario followed by horizon year (2045) travel pattern changes for each tolling 
scenario compared to the No Action Alternative, and also provides details for both the 2023 and 2045 
results. While the results of the 2045 model runs are different in terms of actual numbers (because they 
reflect the longer-term background growth in the model’s forecast), the patterns from tolling scenario to 
tolling scenario are consistent between 2023 and 2045. 


4A.4.5 Key Findings 

The BPM assessment of regional travel demand and trip characteristics shows that implementing the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would reduce vehicular traffic within the Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action 
Alternative in all tolling scenarios analyzed. Based on the BPM, which looks at the time and cost associated 
with a trip-making decision, the imposition of a Manhattan CBD toll would reduce the number of vehicles 
entering the Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action Alternative for both the 2023 and the longer-term 
2045 analysis years. 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, total regional VMT and vehicle-hours traveled would be reduced. The 
largest changes would occur in the Manhattan CBD and would diminish farther away from the Manhattan 
CBD. Roughly three-quarters of the auto-trip reductions into and through the Manhattan CBD would result 
from travelers avoiding the Manhattan CBD for through-trips (e.g., Jersey City to Brooklyn). These trips 
either would switch modes or, more often, would find alternative paths around the Manhattan CBD. Other 
auto-trip reductions would result from people switching modes for trips into the Manhattan CBD. Modeling 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative indicates that drivers would have three basic ways to avoid paying the 
Manhattan CBD toll: 


e Switch to another mode such as transit. 
e Choose a new and different path to avoid the Manhattan CBD for vehicular through-trips. 
e Choose not to make the trip to the Manhattan CBD. 


22 Buses on the roadways are included in the calculation of volumes and VMT. However, the number of buses reflects the No 


Action Alternative and does not vary between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative. This is because the 
model does not include additional buses that may be needed to serve increased transit demand. Subchapter 4C, 
“Transportation: Transit” provides an analysis of transit demand. 
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AUTO TRIPS 

Across all the tolling scenarios, non-taxi, Manhattan CBD-related auto-based person-journeys would 
decline between 4 percent and 10 percent in the 2023 analysis year, representing 16,000 to 42,000 fewer 
people accessing the Manhattan CBD in a private automobile*? on an average weekday (see Table 4A-9). 
Among drivers who would continue to drive to the Manhattan CBD, some would choose different routings 
under tolling scenarios that introduce crossing credits. 


For Tolling Scenarios A and D, taxis and FHVs would have a higher sensitivity to the Manhattan CBD toll 
because they would be charged each time they enter the Manhattan CBD, while private automobiles would 
be charged just once per day. Overall, the total decline in auto-based person-journeys to the Manhattan 
CBD would be between 24,000 and 46,000 person-journeys for Tolling Scenario A and Tolling Scenario D. 


Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” examines the potential impacts on 
highways and local intersections from changes in traffic volumes projected under the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 


TIME-OF-DAY SHIFTING 

Because the traffic in the Manhattan CBD builds throughout the day, extending well into the evening, six 
of the seven tolling scenarios considered in this analysis (Tolling Scenarios A through E, plus Tolling Scenario 
G), have extended peak periods from 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. Tolling Scenario F has peak periods more 
consistent with those on the surrounding bridges and tunnels, from 6:00 a.m. to 10 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 
8:00 p.m. 


While arguably less important for this Project, which aims to move people from their vehicles to transit, 
time of day still has a role to play and is helpful to consider briefly. 


In 2005, PANYNJ studied the impact of peak-period tolling on trip diversions to the off-peak period.7* The 
study evaluated whether travelers shifted to the off-peak period after the PANYNJ implemented a 
$1 discount (20 percent lower than the peak period) for off-peak travel in 2001 on its roadway facilities 
entering New York City. The key findings relevant to this study indicated the following: 


e Some people switched travel to the preceding hour in the AM peak. 
e Trucks did not change their time-of-day choice in response to the 20 percent price difference, in part 
because their delivery times are dependent upon receivers and shippers. ”° 


The study indicated about 10 percent of travelers were willing to shift their travel times based on time-of- 
day tolling, with many travelers indicating they do not have flexibility to change their travel times. The 


23 Person-journey reductions in private automobile includes drive-alone person-journeys and HOV or carpool person-journeys. 


Carpool person-journeys result in fewer vehicular trips than person-journeys due to higher auto occupancy. 
24 Holguin-Veras, J., K. Ozbay, and A. C. de Cerrefio. (2005). Evaluation Study of Port Authority of New York and New Jersey's 
Time of Day Pricing Initiative. 
The CBD tolling scenarios would offer a deeper reduction in the overnight (50 percent lower than peak-travel), which would 
encourage some travelers and some trucks to shift. 


25 
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average amount of time travelers were willing to arrive early was 20 minutes, and the average amount of 
time travelers were willing or able to be late was 12 minutes. 


AUTO AND TRUCK TRAVEL-TIME SAVINGS 

The Project would alter the driving paths people choose to access the Manhattan CBD. Tolling Scenario A 
does not include any crossing credits and would result in a general reduction of auto travel to the 
Manhattan CBD from across the region. Due to reduced congestion, auto travel times to the Manhattan 
CBD would be faster in each tolling scenario from most areas of the region compared to the No Action 
Alternative. Some trips would experience longer auto travel times to the Manhattan CBD due to increased 
diversionary trips avoiding the Manhattan CBD via highways in the Bronx and Staten Island. For example, 
auto and truck trips from Connecticut would be slower to the Manhattan CBD due to increased diversionary 
traffic on the Cross Bronx Expressway and Bruckner Expressway. Longer auto and truck travel times from 
Central New Jersey and Staten Island would result from increased traffic on the Staten Island Expressway. 


Crossing credits would make the Hugh L. Carey and Queens-Midtown Tunnels relatively more attractive to 
the Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Williamsburg Bridges compared to Tolling Scenario A because the net toll 
paid by a driver using a tolled tunnel would be closer to the cost of using one of the untolled bridges. This 
leveling of net tolls across the East River would increase traffic in the East River tunnels and decrease traffic 
on the East River bridges. As a result of this increased tunnel traffic, in tolling scenarios with crossing credits, 
some auto and truck travel times from Long Island to the Manhattan CBD would increase due to additional 
congestion in the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 


Similar diversions would also occur in Northern New Jersey and Southern Orange and Rockland Counties 
because traffic would move to the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels from the George Washington Bridge to take 
advantage of the tunnel crossing credits in Tolling Scenarios C, D, and E. However, traffic volumes at the 
Lincoln and Holland Tunnels still decrease in all scenarios. 


AUTO AND TRANSIT COMMUTE COSTS 

The monetary cost of accessing the Manhattan CBD by auto versus transit is also important to take note of. 
The Manhattan CBD is the anchor of the regional economy and a destination for millions of daily trips. As 
discussed in many chapters of this EA, the vast majority of these trips are made via public transportation, 
but there are also tens of thousands of trips made by auto commuters. There are likely many reasons why 
a person may prefer to drive to Manhattan, but choosing to drive is an expensive undertaking for many 
reasons—notably extra vehicle operating costs due to congestion, existing tolls on various facilities, and 
limited and expensive parking. 
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To establish perspective, a representational typical commute from throughout the region has been 
evaluated to estimate the daily average cost of that trip either by auto or by transit. As shown in 
Figure 4A-3, this includes locations in New York City (Bronx, Queens, Brooklyn, and Staten Island), on Long 
Island (Central Islip), in New York communities to the north of New York City (Spring Valley, Croton-on- 
Hudson, Brewster), in New Jersey (Ridgewood to the north, Nutley in the central area, and Princeton to the 
south), and in Connecticut (Fairfield County). The average cost of each representative trip was developed 
using trip destinations to both a lower (World Trade Center) and upper (42nd Street, Bryant Park) 
Manhattan CBD location, which reflect different costs due to different routing and transit options. For these 
trips, when the cost of mileage, parking, and tolls are factored in, it is less expensive to take transit to the 
Manhattan CBD than to use a car. 


For those who continue to use a car to travel to the Manhattan CBD, the overall trip cost would increase 
with the CBD Tolling Alternative because the CBD toll would be applied. During early public outreach, 
concern was raised by drivers who already pay tolls on tunnels and bridges before they enter the 
Manhattan CBD. To better understand the cost implications for drivers currently paying tolls to access the 
Manhattan CBD, Table 4A-18 provides information on the percentage increase in the cost of travel by auto 
that drivers could expect under the CBD Tolling Alternative for each tolling scenario for a representative 
trip to the World Trade Center. Table 4A-19 further provides sample toll costs for those same trips when 
using different crossing facilities. 
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Figure 4A-3. Representative Commuting Costs in the Regional Study Area 
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Source: WSP, Best Practice Model, Google Maps 
Notes: See Appendix 4A.3, “Transportation: Representative Commuting Costs by Auto and Transit” for more detail on costs 
shown here. 

1. Cost based on auto distance as measured by the BPM travel demand model and averaged for two destinations within the 
CBD (World Trade Center and 42nd Street, Bryant Park). 

2. Atypical driving route and transit route were obtained by reviewing recommended directions from Google Maps for an 
approximately 7:30 a.m. commute trip (and were compared for consistency with the BPM results). 

3. Costs include the daily round-trip mileage expense using IRS Q1 2022 auto operating rate of 58.5 cents per mile, all 
applicable tolls, and parking. 

4. For transit, the costs include the single or combination of fares and an added level of origin parking and destination travel 
cost. 
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Table 4A-18. Percentage Change in Round-Trip Driving Costs for Representative Route by Auto to the World Trade Center Using E-ZPass at 7:30 a.m. 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE - % INCREASE IN TRAVEL COST BY TOLLING SCENARIO (CBD TOLL FOR E-ZPASS PEAK AUTO) 
SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


High Crossing Credits for 


High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Manhattan 
Low Crossing Credits for High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Bridges and Tunnels to Base Plan with 
CROSSING NO ACTION Base Plan Vehicles Using Tunnels to Vehicles Using Tunnels to Access the CBD, with Some Access the CBD, with Some Same Tolls for All Vehicle 
USED FOR ALTERNATIVE Base Plan with Caps and Exemptions Access the CBD, with Some Access the CBD Caps and Exemptions Caps and Exemptions Classes 
COUNTY ORIGIN ROUNDTRIP TRAVEL COST ($9) ($10) Caps and Exemptions ($14) ($19) ($23) ($23) ($12) 


= 21.69 
Queens 197% 
San and 155% 
slo ‘14% 
Rocland 135% 
Westchester 134% 
Pana 100% 
Bergen 152% 
Essex ‘8.4% 
ere 100% 
Fifield 103% 


Source: WSP, BPM, Google Maps 

Notes: See Appendix 4A.3, “Transportation: Representative Commuting Costs by Auto and Transit” for more detail on the No Action Alternative costs in this table. 

1. Auto costs based on the auto route distance as measured by the BPM travel demand model. 

2. Atypical driving route was obtained by reviewing recommended directions from Google Maps for an approximately 7:30 a.m. commute trip (and were compared for consistency with the BPM results). 
3. Costs include the daily round-trip mileage expense using IRS Q1 2022 auto operating rate of 58.5cents per mile, all applicable tolls and parking. 

4. GWB-George Washington Bridge; HCT—Hugh L. Carey Tunnel; HHB—Henry Hudson Bridge; HT—Holland Tunnel; QMT—Queens Midtown Tunnel; RFK—Robert F. Kennedy Bridge. 
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Table 4A-19. Total Tolls, Round-Trip, for Representative Routes by Auto to the World Trade Center Using E-ZPass at 7:30 a.m. 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE — TOTAL TOLLS BY TOLLING SCENARIO( CBD TOLL FOR E-ZPASS PEAK AUTO) 
SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F 
High Crossing Credits for 
High Crossing Credits for | Vehicles Using Manhattan 
Low Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using Tunnels to Bridges and Tunnels to 


Base Plan Vehicles Using Tunnels to | High Crossing Credits for Access the CBD, with Access the CBD, with 
NO ACTION with Caps and Access the CBD, with Vehicles Using Tunnels to Some Caps and Some Caps and 
CROSSING USED FOR ALTERNATIVE TOLL Base Plan Exemptions Some Caps and Access the CBD Exemptions Exemptions 
COUNTY ORIGIN ROUNDTRIP" COST, ROUND-TRIP2 ($9) ($10) Exemptions ($14) ($19) ($23) ($23) 


Robert F Kennedy Bridge $13.10 $22.10 $23.10 $27.10 $32.10 $36.10 $23.00 


TeBronk | Forcham"aversiy "Wilis Ave Bridge =| SS SOSS*«sSC“‘éCSCSN’;#O#*C#O#‘#«STOOOOC $14.00 
ne $20.55 
“BrookynBridge =i (s(tt(t=‘SSSC*«<C‘C“‘Sé™C‘#SOOS#O#*#*#~#~*#«*SAOOO:SC*C~*# $14.00 
as ere $20.55 
“BrookynBridge = SS*~<“‘;C;é‘CSéC‘SON”:*CO#*#*«CSKOWOOSC*# $14.00 
eae $33.65 
$27.10 
ce exis $20.55 
“BrookynBridge = SSt*~<“‘“‘(‘ié‘S;C‘~*SOONSC#*C‘“‘C‘CSSOWOOSCOC*# $14.00 
as a $27.75 
$1745 
anes aaa $20.00 
‘WilisAveBridge = SSs~=<‘“(CS;‘C‘CSOO;CO#O#;#;*‘«SHOOOSC*# $14.00 
aren ee $27.10 
“WilisAveBridge = CSSC*~<“(;C‘S™C‘*SOS:CO#*#*#*«STOOOSCOC*# $14.00 
ens (naee $2775 
$21.20 
Essex $21.20 
, $47.40 
Mercer Princeton : 
$30.53 
> $77.10 
Fairfield Fairfield = : 
“WilisAveBridge = SSSC~SC=“‘éCN’*CSN:;#*®#C#*#*;*‘«SOOSCOC™ $14.00 


Sources: TBTA, PANYNJ, NYSTA, Google Maps 

1 Atypical driving route was obtained by reviewing recommended directions from Google Maps for both toll and non-toll choices, where available. 

2 Toll rates as of July 2022. 

7 MCB—Mario Cuomo Bridge. At the Mario Cuomo Bridge, the commuter E-ZPass cost of $3.45 is used here. The resident cost is $4.75; standard E-ZPass is $5.75; and out of state E-ZPass pays $6.61. 
4 OBX-Outerbridge Crossing; VNB—Verrazzano Narrows Bridge; HCT—Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. 
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Base Plan with 
Same Tolls for All Vehicle 
Classes 
($12) 
$25.10 
$12.00 
$25.10 
$12.00 
$25.10 
$12.00 
$38.20 
$25.10 
$25.10 
$12.00 
$25.75 
$15.45 
$18.00 
$12.00 
$25.10 
$12.00 
$25.75 
$25.75 
$25.75 
$51.95 
$35.08 
$25.10 
$12.00 
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BROOKLYN BRIDGE AND HUGH L. CAREY TUNNEL 

The Brooklyn Bridge and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would provide access across the East River to and from the 
FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A that would not be subject to the Manhattan CBD toll. The 
Battery Park Underpass is not tolled and would not be tolled in the future, and therefore offers an untolled 
connection between the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A around the southern edge of 
Manhattan. 


These Manhattan CBD toll exemptions for the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel ramps to the West Side Highway/Route 
9A and Brooklyn Bridge ramps to the FDR Drive would provide a toll-free route around the Manhattan CBD 
to and from Brooklyn. Traffic from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Brooklyn Bridge directly accessing 
Manhattan CBD streets would pay the Manhattan CBD toll. For all tolling scenarios, the total number of 
vehicles using the Brooklyn Bridge toward Manhattan would decrease, but volumes on the ramp 
connecting Manhattan-bound bridge traffic to the FDR Drive would increase (Table 4A-20). Tolling 
scenarios that provide crossing credits on TBTA facilities into the Manhattan CBD would subdue these 
increases, because crossing credits would increase the relative attractiveness of using TBTA tunnels. 


Table 4A-20. Brooklyn Bridge Average Weekday Vehicle Volumes (Manhattan-Bound): No Action 
Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 
NO SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
DIRECTION ACTION A B Cc 1) E F G 
Manhattan-Bound 


Main Span 58,976 54,883 50,181 45,361 44,995 44,691 55,096 
Ramp to FDR Drive | 39,415 44,718 44,293 42,337 42,155 41,830 45,270 


Ramps to 19,164 10,091 9,767 5,491 2,626 2,442 2,463 9,428 
Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan-Bound (Difference from No Action Alternative) 


Main Span “3,880 
Ramp to FDR Drive 6,855 


Ramps to -9,397 -13,673 -16,538 -16,722 -16,701 -9,736 
Manhattan CBD 
Note: Volumes in this table are results directly from the BPM. Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local 
Intersections,” includes more detailed traffic engineering analysis with additional bridge capacity and operational 
restrictions, which are beyond the scope of regional analysis considered by the BPM. 


Manhattan-bound volumes in the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would increase for all tolling scenarios. For Tolling 
Scenario A and Tolling Scenario B, volume increases would result from increased demand to West Street 
and the FDR Drive via the Battery Park Underpass (Table 4A-21). This connection would not be subject to 
the Manhattan CBD toll in any of the tolling scenarios. For Tolling Scenarios C, D, E and F, use of the tunnel 
would also increase in response to the crossing credits for the TBTA tunnel toll. In these tolling scenarios, 
the increase in traffic would be derived from travelers diverted by the advantage of Manhattan CBD 
crossing credits offered by using the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel to access the Manhattan CBD. 
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Table 4A-21. Hugh L. Carey Tunnel Average Weekday Vehicle Volumes (Manhattan-Bound): No Action 
Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
DIRECTION ACTION A =} Cc ) E 


Manhattan-Bound 


Volume 31,063 | 31,785 31,580 


Manhattan-Bound (Difference from No Action Alternative) 


Volume a ae 517 


Note: Volumes in this table are results directly from the BPM. Subchapter 48, “Transportation: Highways and Local 
Intersections,” includes more detailed traffic engineering analysis with additional tunnel capacity and operational 
restrictions, which are beyond the scope of regional analysis considered by the BPM. 


TRUCK TRIPS 

BPM analysis of truck trips assumed that deliveries would still be made to restaurants, businesses, and 
residents regardless of Project implementation. The BPM assumed that trip origins and destinations of 
trucks and other commercial vehicles would remain consistent across all the tolling scenarios. As a result, 
all modeled reductions in trucks into the Manhattan CBD would result from through-trips diverting around 
the Manhattan CBD, balancing increased cost to access the Manhattan CBD and increased travel times to 
avoid the Manhattan CBD. The BPM analysis also assumed that trucks would use only valid truck routes. 


The model estimates a reduction in trucks through the Manhattan CBD ranging from approximately 1,700 
trucks in Tolling Scenario G to nearly 6,800 trucks in Tolling Scenario F compared to the No Action 
Alternative (Table 4A-22). Tolling Scenario F would have the highest tolls for trucks entering the Manhattan 
CBD. 


Table 4A-22. Average Daily Truck Trips through the Manhattan CBD: No Action Alternative and Tolling 
Scenarios 


NO 
ACTION A 


B Cc ) E F 
8,392 3,746 3,424 3,139 2,705 1,788 1,607 


= 4645 | 4967 6,253 | 5.687 | 6,604 6,784 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
G 


Truck Trips 
Through 
Manhattan CBD 


Difference 


In addition to the BPM analysis, an assessment of truck travel changes from the congestion pricing 
programs in London and Stockholm were reviewed, along with findings from academic research on the 
propensity of shippers to switch toward overnight (or lower-toll period) deliveries once the Project is 
underway. Most importantly, the London and Stockholm post-implementation studies suggest that truck 
delivery companies continue to deliver their goods regardless of a congestion pricing program. Commercial 
stores still need their goods delivered. In some instances when reduced congestion in the core could 
improve travel times, some truck companies switched their deliveries into the peak period to deliver their 
goods. 
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For example, the congestion pricing program trial in Stockholm resulted in more truck deliveries in the 
middle of the day between commuting peak hours. Stockholm truck distribution companies were surveyed, 
and feedback showed that companies felt positively about the program regarding reduced congestion and 
more efficient deliveries.”° 


Transport for London reported that approximately 10 percent of business sectors changed their policies on 
the timing of deliveries in response to the congestion pricing program. Like Stockholm, these temporal 
changes have resulted in truck companies either taking advantage of reduced congestion or avoiding 
congestion charges altogether.”’ 


A report published in 201178 concludes that truck delivery carriers are limited in their ability to change 
delivery times because receivers need to agree to overnight deliveries. Receivers are not likely to choose 
overnight delivery times because there are too many disadvantages, ranging from lack of staff to limited 
lighting and security. As a result, trucking and delivery companies have limited opportunities to shift their 
delivery schedules to lower tolled times of day. Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” provides an analysis of 
the economic effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on truck delivery companies and the receivers of their 
deliveries. 


VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED 

Under all tolling scenarios, daily VMT would decline across the 28-county region, with the greatest declines 
occurring within the Manhattan CBD (see Table 4A-7). For the tolling scenarios analyzed, higher toll rates 
lead to more daily VMT reductions. Tolling scenarios with crossing credits temper daily VMT reductions in 
the Manhattan CBD, while leading to greater reductions outside of the Manhattan CBD. Within the 
Manhattan CBD Core, daily VMT would decline from 1.22 million in the No Action Alternative to between 
1.14 million and 1.18 million (a decrease of between 2.8 percent and 6.2 percent). For the entire 
Manhattan CBD, daily VMT would decline from 3.24million in the No Action Alternative to between 
2.95 million and 3.02 million (a decrease of between 9.2 percent and 7.1 percent). In 2023 for all tolling 
scenarios, the regional daily VMT would decline from 254.7 million to between 253.6 million and 
254.2 million daily VMT (a decrease of between 0.4 percent and 0.2 percent). 


Due to traffic diverting around Manhattan to avoid the Manhattan CBD toll, VMT would increase on Staten 
Island for all tolling scenarios and in the Bronx for Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, F, and G. Table 4A-25 and 
Table 4A-27 present the quantity of these changes. Through the early outreach for the Project, the Project 
Sponsors heard from environmental justice communities that they would like a better understanding of the 
composition of vehicles that would be responsible for these VMT increases. Thus, Table 4A-26 and 


26 Congestion Charge Secretariat, City of Stockholm. Facts and results from the Stockholm Trials. December 2006. 


http://www.planetizen.com/files/Final%20Report_ The%20Stockholm%2O0Trial.pdf. 
*7_ Transport for London. Impacts monitoring: Second Annual Report. April 2004. http://content.tfl.gov.uk/impacts-monitoring- 


report-2.pdf. 
28 Holguin-Veras, José. (2011). Urban delivery industry response to cordon pricing, time-distance pricing, and carrier-receiver 


policies in competitive markets. Transportation Research Part A: Policy and Practice. Volume 45, Issue 8, 2011, pp. 802-824, 
ISSN 0965-8564, https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tra.2011.06.008. 
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Table 4A-28 provide the vehicle types related to these changes for Staten Island and the Bronx, 
respectively. 


Some increases in VMT would occur within or near environmental justice communities. Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” discusses a broader description of these increases. However, VMT changes were 
tabulated for environmental justice and non-environmental justice communities and are presented in 
Table 4A-23 and Table 4A-24 for the various subareas of the region. A comparison of the two tables reveals 
the following: 


e Within New York City, non-environmental justice areas would have slightly higher reductions in VMT in 
all but tolling scenario F compared to environmental justice areas. 


e Within the Manhattan CBD core, environmental justice areas would have higher reductions in VMT for 
all tolling scenarios compared to non-environmental justice areas. 


e Within NYC Subarea 1, environmental justice areas would have slightly lower reductions in VMT 


compared to non-environmental justice areas for Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G (tolling scenarios 
without crossing credits) and slightly higher reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice 
areas for Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F (tolling scenarios with crossing credits). 


e Within NYC Subarea 2, environmental justice areas would experience similar but slightly lower 
reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice areas, in all but Tolling Scenario F. 


e Within NYC Subarea 3, environmental justice areas would experience slight reductions in VMT in Tolling 
Scenarios C, D, E, and F, while non-environmental justice areas would experience increases in VMT. 


e For all New York counties, environmental justice areas would experience slightly higher reductions in 
VMT compared to non-environmental justice areas for Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F. 


For all Long Island counties, environmental justice areas would experience similar or slightly higher 
reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice areas for all tolling scenarios. For all New Jersey 
and Connecticut counties, environmental justice areas would experience similar changes in VMT compared 


to non-environmental justice areas for all tolling scenarios. 


MODE SHIFT TO TRANSIT 

Some of the decline in auto access to the Manhattan CBD would translate to increases in transit trips. 
Transit trips (e.g., commuter rail, subway, bus, tram, and ferry) to the Manhattan CBD from outside the 
Manhattan CBD would increase between 1 percent and 2 percent, depending on the tolling scenario (see 
Table 4A-8). These transit trips represent an AM peak period (6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.) increase of between 
22,000 and 45,000 people each weekday. See Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” for a more 
complete description of the changes in transit use. 
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Table 4A-23. Vehicle-Miles Traveled Percentage Changes by Tolling Scenario in Environmental Justice Census Tracts by Subarea (2023) 
SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 


LOCATIONS NO ACTION A B Cc ) E F G 
New York State 0.4% 
New York City 0.5% 
Manhattan CBD 8.7% 
CBD Core 11.4% 


(south of 60th Street; excluded from the toll) 
West Side Highway/Route 9A “13.6% 
FDR Drive 2.0% 
18.4% 
871,420 7.3% -7.6% -10.7% -14.5% 14.9% 14.4% -8.3% 
0.2% 
NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 44-2) 0.0% 
Long Island Counties (2) 0.1% 
New York Counties North of New York City (5) -0.2% 
New Jersey Counties (14) 0.0% 
Connecticut Counties (2) 0.2% 
TOTAL 0.2% 


Bridges & Tunnels 
NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 4A-2) 
NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 4A-2) 
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Table 4A-24. Vehicle-Miles Traveled Percentage Changes by Tolling Scenario in Non-Environmental Justice Census Tracts by Subarea (2023) 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 


LOCATIONS NO ACTION A B Cc ) E F G 

New York State 0.4% 0.5% 

New York City “1.6% 

Manhattan CBD 8.3% 

CBD Core “4.2% 
(south of 60th Street; excluded from the toll) 

West Side Highway/Route 94 “17.9% 

FDR Drive 0.1% 


Bridges & Tunnels 13.4% 

NYC Subarea 1 (see Figure 44-2) 1,346,653 7.8% 7.6% -9.0% 10.1% 10.7% 9.7% 8.5% 
NYC Subarea 2 (see Figure 4A-2) 2,668,602 1.4% 
NYC Subarea 3 (see Figure 44-2) 0.8% 
Long Island Counties (2) 0.0% 
New York Counties North of New York City (5) 0.3% 
New Jersey Counties (14) 0.1% 
Connecticut Counties (2) 0.2% 
TOTAL 0.2% 
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While Table 4A-8 shows a more aggregate change in transit activity, Figure 4A-4 shows a more detailed 
picture of the changes in transit trips (crossings) into the Manhattan CBD from different locations outside 
of the Manhattan CBD. All tolling scenarios would lead to an increase in transit trips from each location 
shown in the map. 


Figure 4A-4. Change in Transit Crossings into the Manhattan CBD 


aes 
Upper Manhattan / Bronx 4 


Transit Crossings 


1% - 2% 
A 


New Jersey / West of 
Hudson Transit Crossings 


1% - 2% 
A 


Queens 
Transit Crossings 


A 2%-3% 


2 


Brooklyn 
Transit Crossings 


1% - 2% 
A 


a 


Source: BPM, range of results across all tolling scenarios 


DIVERSIONS TO OTHER ROUTES 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, some people who previously traveled through the Manhattan CBD in 
vehicle or truck would choose a different path to avoid the Manhattan CBD altogether. For example, a 
person traveling by car from Caldwell, New Jersey, to Lincoln Center in Manhattan typically uses the Lincoln 
Tunnel between New Jersey and New York. Under some of the tolling scenarios, that same person would 
likely choose to reroute across the George Washington Bridge to avoid the Manhattan CBD toll. Between 
72 percent and 82 percent of the total traffic reductions in the Manhattan CBD would be from through- 
trips finding other paths that do not include the Manhattan CBD. 


In addition, some drivers who would continue to drive to the Manhattan CBD would choose a different 
route based on the introduction of Manhattan CBD crossing credits. In tolling scenarios with crossing 
credits, some drivers would choose more direct paths using free or reduced crossing credits when the cost 
of the toll is crossing-credited against their CBD toll, thereby minimizing the cost differential of traffic on 
East River crossings. Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” examines these 
specific highway- and intersection-based consequences and potential impacts of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 
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DIVERSION EFFECTS ON STATEN ISLAND 

As a result of diversions, average daily traffic and congestion would increase in certain corridors outside of 
the Manhattan CBD. VMT, average daily traffic, and congestion in Staten Island would increase as a result 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative. This increase would be limited mostly to highways, with a minimum of 
change on local streets. In Staten Island, 92 percent of the total increase in VMT in Tolling Scenario A would 
be on highways (Table 4A-25). For tolling scenarios with crossing credits, the share of additional VMT on 
the highways in Staten Island would decline to 84 percent of the total increase. 


On Staten Island highways, more than 90 percent of the increase in VMT would be caused by increased 
personal vehicle traffic, with the remaining percentage from commercial trucks in all tolling scenarios 
(Table 4A-26). 


DIVERSION EFFECTS IN THE BRONX 

As a result of diversions, average daily traffic and congestion would increase in certain corridors outside of 
the Manhattan CBD. In the Bronx, VMT would increase across Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, F, and G, with all 
the increase in VMT in the tolling scenarios occurring on highways (in each direction of travel) and ramps 
while local streets would have less VMT (Table 4A-27). In Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, F, and G, VMT in the 
Bronx would increase for personal vehicles, while VMT for commercial trucks would increase in all tolling 
scenarios except G (Table 4A-28). 


During the public outreach phase of the Project, several commenters raised questions about the type and 
location of diversions in the Bronx, and particularly on the Cross Bronx Expressway, the Bruckner 
Expressway, and the Major Deegan Expressway. Additional analysis was conducted to address these 
questions, and it is presented here. 


Increases in VMT in the Bronx would be driven largely by increases in VMT on the Cross Bronx Expressway 
between the Alexander Hamilton Bridge and the two Long Island Sound crossings (Whitestone and Throgs 
Neck Bridges). Personal vehicle VMT would comprise most of the VMT increases on the Cross Bronx 
Expressway, with commercial truck VMT contributing roughly 25 percent of the overall VMT increase in all 
tolling scenarios (Table 4A-29). 


On Bronx highways other than the Cross Bronx Expressway, VMT would increase in Tolling Scenarios A, B, 
F, and G. All tolling scenarios with crossing credits would have lower VMT changes than Tolling Scenarios A 
and B, and Tolling Scenarios C, D, and E would have a decrease in VMT on other Bronx highways. 
(Table 4A-31). 
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Table 4A-25. Staten Island Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Roadway Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 

Staten Island Vehicle-Miles Traveled 

All Roads 4,076,004 _|_4,085,745 4,098,571 
Highways 2,040,204 2,052,174 
Local Streets 1,857,188 1,858,658 
Ramps 188,354 187,739 
Staten Island Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 

All Roads 84598 91,723 92.526 89,547 99,288 112,113 
Highways — 77,988 82,952 84,035 77,303 85,834 79,299 97,804 
Local Streets 080845837, 827 9,762 
Ramps es ee ee 4,548 


Table 4A-26. Staten Island Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled on Highways by Vehicle Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Staten Island Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


Personal Vehicle 1,885,233 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van 49,767 
Commercial Truck 111,186 
Bus 5,988 
Staten Island Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 

Personal Vehicle 79.285 8TH 83.216 75,496 83,283 | 78.598 | __*101,220 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van 8.279.228 4969 OMA 705 | 4986 | 560 
Commercial Truck 408358 78958528257 588TH, 
Bus* a es ee a | Es ee 


* In the BPM, all buses (e.g., MTA NYCT, MTA Bus Company, NJ TRANSIT and private operators) were considered insensitive to Manhattan CBD tolling, because such buses were 
assigned a fixed route and headway based on existing or planned service. Transit vehicles in the model were not allowed to deviate from those routes or headways based on 
tolls or congestion. Therefore, bus volumes are the same across tolling scenarios. 
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Table 4A-27. Bronx Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Roadway Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Bronx Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


All Roads 7,491 356 7,497,337 
Highways 4,950,635 4,956,677 
Local Streets 2,008,325 2,006,147 
Ramps 532,397 534,513 


Bronx Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 


All Roads ee 22,475 19,308 1,722 9, . -23,764 5,470 7,703 


Highways 23,460 23,287 8,803 -7,638 11,967 14,844 
Local Streets =e -4,797 -7,041 -8, -10, a -16,024 -9,504 -11,049 


Ramps fo 3,812 3,063 1266  -102 | 3,007 3,907 


Table 4A-28. Bronx Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled on Highways by Vehicle Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


Personal Vehicle 4275956 | 4,208,318 | 4,204,704 4,282,357 4,275,223 | 4,264,603 4,282,572 4,296,317 
TaxilF HV/ Commercial Van 244,131 
Commercial Truck 405,582 
Bus 10,647 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 

Personal Vehicle 236218748 ATH 11354 8618 20,360 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van 67864024 895882045 5H 5.600 
Commercial Truck 784A 8,564 636089425680 SOT “16 
Bus* bite 


* In the BPM, all buses (e.g., MTA NYCT, MTA Bus Company, NJ TRANSIT and private operators) were considered insensitive to Manhattan CBD tolling, because such buses were 
assigned a fixed route and headway based on existing or planned service. Transit vehicles in the model were not allowed to deviate from those routes or headways based on 
tolls or congestion. Therefore, bus volumes are the same across tolling scenarios. 
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Table 4A-29. Cross-Bronx Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Vehicle Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


Personal Vehicle 574,355 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van 36,352 
Commercial Truck 100,226 
Bus 58 
TOTAL 710,991 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 
Personal Vehicle =| 97a 8483 5.086 7.426 | 5059 12,242 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van | 179A 9891854 1808 438 
Commercial Truck | | 886 | toe | ton | ton |e] 
Bus* ar 
TOTAL, = — 138,814 12,675 10,474 8,100 10,097 571 12,573 


* In the BPM, all buses (e.g., MTA NYCT, MTA Bus rae NJ TRANSIT 5 private ae were ee insensitive to TEER CBD are? because such buses were 
assigned a fixed route and headway based on existing or planned service. Transit vehicles in the model were not allowed to deviate from those routes or headways based on 
tolls or congestion. Therefore, bus volumes are the same across tolling scenarios. 


Finally, several comments were made regarding traffic and VMT increases on the three primary highways in the South Bronx—the Cross Bronx 
Expressway, Major Deegan Expressway, and Bruckner Expressway. The increases on the Cross Bronx Expressway are covered earlier in this section. 
The Major Deegan Expressway and Bruckner Expressway would both have lower VMT in all the tolling scenarios compared to the No Action 
Alternative. With the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD decreasing, fewer drivers would use these two highways to access the CBD 
thus reducing VMT on these two highways (Table 4A-32).This is consistent as well with an overall decline in driving on local streets within the Bronx 
(Table 4A-27). 


During early public outreach, concern was raised regarding the incremental increase in truck traffic, specifically, over the Cross Bronx Expressway. 
Additional analysis was done to provide more insight into the number of trucks that would divert. As a result of that analysis, Tolling Scenario G was 
added to this EA to demonstrate how that number could be reduced through the toll structure. Table 4A-30 shows the volume of trucks on the 
Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Road, a location with a particularly high increase in daily truck volume. Analysis of the reason behind the truck 
volume increases revealed that long-distance trucks that previously passed through the Manhattan CBD would switch to the Cross Bronx Expressway 
in large numbers in Tolling Scenarios A through F. The significant reduction in additional trucks in Tolling Scenario G would result from reducing the 
truck toll to match the passenger vehicle toll. 
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Table 4A-30. Cross-Bronx Daily Truck Volume Changes (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Cross Bronx Expressway Daily Truck Volume at Macombs Road 


Commercial Trucks 27,592 28,100 28,296 27,762 28,102 27,970 28,128 27,642 


Cross Bronx Expressway Daily Truck Volume at Macombs Road (Difference from No Action Alternative) 


Commercial Trucks = HH 50 


Source: WSP, BPM 


Table 4A-31. Bronx Highways excluding Cross Bronx Expressway Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Vehicle Type (2023): No Action Alternative and 
Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


Personal Vehicle 3,721,962 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van 214,057 | 207,093 209,001 209,160 206,457 210,215 | 212,459 207,780 
Commercial Truck 305,356 
Bus 10,589 
TOTAL 4,245,687 
Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 
Personal Vehicle = 106138 | 9,002,082 5819 18.779 1,857 8118 
TaxilFHV/ Commercial Van — | 6.964 4966 4807 HOT | 3.843 | 4598 8.278 
Commercial Truck 5908 8576 5257 5.283 BRT 8.488 431 
Bus* pe 
TOTAL 9646 10,612 6718871773 3,396 


* In the BPM, all buses (e.g., Metropolitan Transportation Agency [MTA] New York City Transit, MTA Bus Company, NJ TRANSIT and private operators) were considered 
insensitive to Manhattan CBD tolling, because such buses were assigned a fixed route and headway based on existing or planned service. Transit vehicles in the model were not 
allowed to deviate from those routes or headways based on tolls or congestion. Therefore, bus volumes are the same across tolling scenarios. 


2,271 
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Table 4A-32. Select Bronx Highways Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled by Vehicle Type (2023): No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenarios 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Select Bronx Highways Vehicle-Miles Traveled 


Major Deegan Freeway 1,119,278 1,115,360 1,114,715 1,106,730 1,105,357 1,103,220 1,111,200 1,113,208 
Bruckner Expressway 476,409 472,256 476,060 472,911 467,568 465,258 471,241 472,443 


Select Bronx Highway Vehicle-Miles Traveled (Difference from No Action Alternative) 


Major Deegan Freeway == — -3,918 4,563 12,548 13,921 16,058 -8,078 6,070 
Bruckner Expressway = 8 393-— -4,154 -3,499 -8,842 11,151 5,169 -3,966 
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TRIP SUPPRESSION 

Trip suppression is a trip to the Manhattan CBD that would be “canceled” as a result of the Project. The trip 
would either no longer take place or divert to a different destination outside of the Manhattan CBD. These 
types of trips are different from trips that switch modes from driving to transit as discussed earlier in this 
chapter. The BPM includes explicit representations of destination change and mode choice; however, the 
BPM has a limited accounting for the third and smallest type of trip suppression (i.e., trip cancellation). 


It is anticipated that some trips would be canceled due to the implementation of the Project based on 
similar program implementations in London and Stockholm. In those implementations, there is a strong 
relationship between trip cancellation and congestion pricing programs, although the available data varies 
between London and Stockholm. Of the available data, the trends in London and Stockholm similarly show 
that the implementation of congestion pricing programs are effective in reducing car traffic and 
suppressing trips to a CBD. After one year of implementing congestion pricing in Central London in February 
2003, the number of vehicles entering the Central London CBD charging zone decreased by 18 percent, 
and there was an average daily decrease of approximately 60,000 trips made to the Central London CBD. 
Of these 60,000 trips, approximately 50 percent switched to public transit, approximately 20 percent of 
trips avoided the Central London CBD charging zone, roughly 15 percent switched to car share, and the 
remaining 15 percent of trips were assumed to be suppressed. In 2020, the program charged a flat weekday 
fee of £15 (around $20.25) when entering the zone between 7:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m. 


Similarly, after a six-month trial, Stockholm saw a 22 percent decrease in car traffic entering the Stockholm 
CBD charging zone between 2005 and 2006. Less than 50 percent of car users who stopped commuting 
into the Stockholm CBD charging zone switched to transit. It can be inferred that the remaining 50 percent 
or so of trips that were no longer made to the Stockholm CBD were suppressed, transferred to car share, 
routed elsewhere outside the Stockholm CBD, or switched to take place outside of tolling hours. The 
Stockholm CBD charges were effective weekdays from 6:30 a.m. to 6:30 p.m., and the price was set at 
10 SEK to 20 SEK (US $1.33 to $2.67 at 2006 rates) for off-peak and peak periods. 


TAXIS AND FHVS 

The tolling scenarios test a variety of tolling policies for taxis and FHVs ranging from charging a toll each 
time a taxi or FHV enters the Manhattan CBD to a complete exemption from paying the CBD toll. 
Table 4A-33 provides an overview of the CBD tolling policy for taxis and FHVs in each tolling scenario. The 
CBD tolls would be collected in addition to the New York State Congestion Surcharge’? of $2.50 and $2.75 
for taxis and FHVs, respectively, for trips that start, end, or pass through the congestion surcharge zone— 
Manhattan south of 96th Street. 


22 Congestion Surcharge. New York City Taxi & Limousine Commission. December 25, 2021. 


https://www1.nyc.gov/site/tlc/about/congestion-surcharge.page. 
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Table 4A-33. Taxi and FHV Manhattan CBD Tolling Policy 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
Cc G 


) E F 
Day 
FHV Manhattan ; Once per Up to 3x a : Up to 3xa Once per All Entries 
CBD Toll Policy All Entries Day All Entries Day 


The CBD tolling policy for taxis and FHVs when combined with varying CBD toll rates would change demand 


TOLLING POLICY 


A i) 
Taxi Manhattan Once per 
CBD Toll Policy | Al Enttes 


for taxis and FHVs into, out of, and within the Manhattan CBD. Figure 4A-5 demonstrates how the different 
tolling policies would affect taxi and FHV VMT. Exemptions and caps decrease the toll burden on taxi/FHV 
drivers, while increasing the toll rate for other drivers to meet the Project’s congestion and revenue 
objectives. If taxis and FHVs are charged for each trip, the demand for their service would decline, 
particularly in New York City, reducing trips and better meeting the Project objectives, but creating new 
direct costs and/or potential job insecurity. 


Figure 4A-5. Changes in Daily Taxi/FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD, CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling 
Scenarios Compared to the No Action Alternative 


CBD Relative to No Action Alternative 


-17% 
Cc E B F D 


Change in Daily Taxi/FHV VMT in the Manhattan 


Taxis Exempt Tolls Once Per Day Uncapped Tolls 
FHVs Capped at 3x/Day 


Tolling Scenario and Taxi/FHV Toll Policy 


Source: Best Practice Model, WSP 2021 


Additional Analyses of Taxis and FHVs 

In response to concerns expressed during the public outreach process with respect to the anticipated 
effects of the Project on both taxi and FHV drivers, additional analyses were conducted. Specifically, 
analyses were done to assess the revenue and traffic effects of implementing Tolling Scenarios A and D 
with a cap of once per day for taxis and FHVs (like Tolling Scenarios B and F) and implementing Tolling 
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Scenario D with both taxis and FHVs exempt from the toll. In the following tolling scenarios, the revenue 
objectives of the Project would be maintained. The results of these analyses are presented as follows: 


e Tolling Scenario A with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day. The estimated value of implementing a cap 
on taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would be charged once each day is $100 million in forgone net 
annual revenue under the tolling rates used in Tolling Scenario A. The cap would result in about 
20 percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD as compared to the original Tolling 
Scenario A presented earlier in this subchapter. To still meet the congestion and revenue objective of 
the Project, tolls would need to be raised 10 percent to 15 percent on all vehicle classes in Tolling 
Scenario A to offset forgone taxi and FHV revenues. This would further reduce personal vehicles and 
trucks at the Manhattan CBD boundary by 2 percent to 3 percent compared to Tolling Scenario A. 
However, the decline in personal vehicles and trucks would be mostly offset by the increase in taxis 
and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD. As a result, the volumes of all vehicles entering the Manhattan 
CBD would not change in aggregate. 


e Tolling Scenario D with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day. The estimated value of implementing a 
cap on taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would be charged once each day is $150 million to 
$180 million in forgone net annual revenue under the tolling rates used in Tolling Scenario D. The cap 
would result in about 25 percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD compared to the 
existing Tolling Scenario D. Tolling Scenario D—as presented originally with uncapped tolling of taxis 
and FHVs—would exceed the annual net revenue objectives of the Project by over $300 million. Thus, 
it is reasonably expected that a cap on taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would be charged once 
each day could be accommodated without needing to raise toll rates presented in Tolling Scenario D. 


e Tolling Scenario D with Taxi/FHV Tolling Exemption. The estimated value of a taxi and FHV toll 
exemption is $200 million to $250 million in forgone net annual revenue under the tolling rates used 
in Tolling Scenario D. Exempting taxis and FHVs from the CBD toll would increase the number of 
additional taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD by up to 50 percent compared to the existing 
Tolling Scenario D. Tolling Scenario D—as presented originally with no exemptions for taxis and FHVs— 
would exceed the annual net revenue objectives of the Project by over $300 million. Thus, it is 
reasonably expected that including an exemption for taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would not 
be charged could be accommodated without needing to raise toll rates presented in Tolling Scenario D. 


e Tolling Scenario G with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day. A variation of Tolling Scenario G was run 
to test the impact of adding a one-charge-per-day cap to taxis and FHVs. Adding this cap required 


increasing tolls on other vehicles by about 10 percent to meet the Project’s revenue goal. This toll 
increase was low enough so as not to notably affect the results from Tolling Scenario G and, 
importantly, still addresses the concerns regarding commercial truck traffic in the South Bronx, though 
the number of trucks on the Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Road, would shift from 50 to 251, 
still lower than every other tolling scenario except Tolling Scenario C. 
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“WHO PAYS” ANALYSIS 

To better understand the distribution of toll revenue (burdens) and CBD trips (benefits) by geography, an 
analysis was conducted that quantified the share of revenues paid by drivers from different geographies 
versus the share of trips made to the Manhattan CBD from each of those same geographies. This analysis 
became known as “Who Pays.” This was conducted using results from the 2023 BPM Tolling Scenarios A 
through G. Table 4A-34 contains the results of this analysis. Each cell contains the percentage of total net 
revenue paid by drivers from a particular geography and the percentage of total trips to the Manhattan 
CBD made by drivers from that geography. For example, in Tolling Scenario A, Bronx drivers would pay 
6.2 percent of total net revenue and would make 6.6 percent of total CBD vehicle trips. 


The percentages of CBD toll revenue and trips shown in Table 4A-34 tend to be more balanced for tolling 
scenarios that do not offer crossing credits (Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G), while the percentages tend to 
diverge for tolling scenarios that offer crossing credits (Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F). 
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Table 4A-34. Projected Percentage of Total Revenue/Percentage of Total Trips 


GEOGRAPHY SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


New York (Manhattan) 13.5% / 14.0% 13.0% / 13.5% 15.7% 1 13.6% 19.6% / 12.5% 17.9% 112.4% 20.0% / 12.5% 13.1% / 13.5% 
Kings (Brooklyn) 19.0% / 17.9% 18.9% / 17.8% 20.3% | 18.7% 17.1% / 16.5% 17.1% 116.7% 17.5% | 16.5% 19.1% / 18.0% 


Queens 17.9% | 16.4% 18.1% / 16.6% 17.7% | 17.6% 15.8% / 16.4% 16.6% / 16.5% 16.4% | 16.1% 18.2% | 16.7% 
Bronx 6.2% | 6.6% 6.2% | 6.7% 7.9% 17.1% 9.9% | 6.6% 9.1% / 6.6% 10.2% / 6.6% 6.3% / 6.8% 


Richmond (Staten Island) 1.6% / 1.6% 1.6% / 1.5% 1.7% 11.8% 1.1% 11.7% 1.4% / 1.8% 1.4% 11.7% 1.6% | 1.6% 
Long Island 7.6% | 6.8% 7.7% 16.9% 7.2% | 7.0% 6.3% | 6.7% 6.8% / 6.8% 6.3% / 6.6% 7.7% 16.9% 
Hudson Valley 6.6% / 7.1% 6.6% / 7.2% 8.4% 17.7% 10.4% /7.1% 9.4% 17.1% 10.8% / 7.2% 6.6% / 7.1% 


New Jersey 17.7% | 20.0% 17.8% | 20.0% 11.6% / 16.5% 10.0% / 21.9% 11.8% / 21.4% 7.8% | 21.9% 17.5% | 19.6% 
Connecticut 2.4% 12.5% 2.4% | 2.6% 3.1% / 2.8% 4.0% | 2.6% 3.5% / 2.5% 4.1% 12.6% 2.4% | 2.6% 


Other 7.5% 17.2% 7.5% 17.3% 6.4% / 7.1% 5.8% / 8.1% 6.5% / 8.4% 5.5% / 8.3% 74% 17.2% 


Note: In this section, revenue includes only projected CBD toll revenue. Other existing TBTA and PANYNJ tolls, including those on crossings leading directly to or from the Manhattan 


CBD, are not included in the revenue calculations. 
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4A.5 CONCLUSION 


This subchapter describes the travel forecasts that were prepared for the opening year (2023) and horizon 
year (2045) for each of the seven tolling scenarios established to evaluate the CBD Tolling Alternative. (See 
Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for more information on the tolling scenarios and how they vary by the 
value of the toll based on specific tolling actions such as exemptions, crossing credits, and daily toll caps.) 


Overall, the BPM provides a baseline representation of the complicated, dense, and congested 
transportation network that serves the New York City region. The model forecast results show that 
compared to the No Action Alternative, the CBD Tolling Alternative would meet the purpose and need and 
established goals for congestion relief in the Manhattan CBD and raise revenue to support transit capital 
improvements. This section identifies and summarizes general effects on travel patterns from 
implementing the Project and describes high-level changes to travel and trip-making decisions as well as 
effects on the taxi/FHV industry. 


4A.5.1 General Effects 

All tolling scenarios would result in travel pattern changes that would support congestion relief such as 
reduced automobile and truck trips to the Manhattan CBD, reduced VMT to and within the Manhattan CBD 
and regionally, and a shift from auto trips to transit. Percentage reductions in 2023 vehicle trips entering 
the Manhattan CBD would range from 15.4 percent to 19.9 percent. These travel pattern changes are the 
basis for many of the impact evaluations found in subsequent chapters of this EA. 


e = Transit: The declines in auto-based trips to the Manhattan CBD would result in increases in transit trips. 
Transit trips (e.g., commuter rail, subway, bus, tram, and ferry) to the Manhattan CBD from outside the 
Manhattan CBD would increase between 1 percent and 2 percent, depending on the tolling scenario 
(see Table 4A-8). 


e VMT: For the tolling scenarios analyzed, each tolling scenario would result in reductions in VMT in the 
Manhattan CBD, as well as across the region (see Table 4A-7). Each tolling scenario has a different 
combination of toll rates, crossing credits, and exemptions that combined would reduce daily VMT 
between 7.1 percent and 9.2 percent in the Manhattan CBD. Crossing credits temper daily VMT 
reductions in the CBD, while leading to greater reductions outside of the CBD. Patterns of VMT changes 
would be consistent across the region with similar changes in areas identified as environmental justice 
and non-environmental justice communities. 


e Travel Times: While the Project would improve travel times to the Manhattan CBD, some areas would 
experience longer auto travel times to the Manhattan CBD from increases in diversionary trips to avoid 
the Manhattan CBD via highways in the Bronx and Staten Island. 
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4A.5.2 Crossing Credits 
Four of the seven analyzed tolling scenarios offer a range of crossing credits to vehicles that pay tolls on 
TBTA and PANYNJ bridges and tunnels. While the location and amount of the crossing credits differ in those 


tolling scenarios, *° common general effects include the following: 


Some drivers who continue to drive to the Manhattan CBD would choose a different route based on 
the introduction of Manhattan CBD crossing credits. 


Crossing credits would increase the attractiveness of TBTA East River facilities (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel, and the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge) compared to existing free bridges. The 
travel model indicates that increased demand for these routes has the effect of increasing auto and 
truck travel times from much of Long Island to the Manhattan CBD market due to additional congestion 
in the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. While these effects are observed in the four tolling scenarios that 
would provide crossing credits, they are less prevalent in the three tolling scenarios that would not 
provide crossing credits. With crossing credits in place, there are certain travel markets where travel 
times and congestion could increase due to the Project, while other travel markets could see less 
congestion compared to tolling scenarios without crossing credits. 


For the Hudson River crossings in three of the tolling scenarios, some drivers bound to the Manhattan 
CBD from west of the Hudson River would divert to the Lincoln Tunnel and Holland Tunnel based on 
the availability of crossing credits to offset existing tolls as part of the total vehicle cost with Manhattan 
CBD tolling. As a result, volumes on the George Washington Bridge to Manhattan would decline; 
however, this decline is reversed in the tolling scenario that offers crossing credits to George 
Washington Bridge users. 


Tolling scenarios with crossing credits lead to lower VMT in environmental justice communities than 
tolling scenarios without crossing credits. 


4A.5.3 Diversions/Toll Avoidance 


Every tolling scenario would cause diversions of traffic by drivers wishing to avoid or minimize the tolls paid. 


The particular diversions for different travel markets are explained in more detail in this chapter, but 


important themes are: 


30 


Modeling of the CBD Tolling Alternative indicates that passenger auto trips (i.e., not truckers) have 
three basic ways to avoid paying the CBD toll: 


— Choose anew and different path to avoid the CBD toll. 
— Switch to another mode such as transit. 
— Choose not to make the trip to the Manhattan CBD. 


Credits offered in tolling scenarios are described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” as well as in the narrative descriptions 
of the tolling scenarios found in “Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed 
Tables (2023 and 2045).” 
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e For trucks, only through-traveling trucks that do not stop in the Manhattan CBD can avoid tolling by 
switching paths. The modeling of CBD tolling scenarios indicates that the level of tolls imposed on trucks 
would have an impact on the amount of diverted truck traffic seen outside the Manhattan CBD. 


e Trucks of different sizes exhibit different diversion behavior. Because through-traveling small and 
medium trucks have access to all bridges and tunnels, their potential to divert to non-Manhattan CBD 
routes is greater than through-traveling large trucks, which face prohibitions and height restrictions in 
certain tunnels and roadways. 


4A.5.4 Taxis and FHVs 

Taxis and FHVs are an important part of the CBD transportation network; in addition, taxi and FHV drivers 
largely identify as minority populations and are therefore an environmental justice population. The CBD 
tolling policy for taxis and FHVs when combined with varying CBD toll rates would change demand for taxis 
and FHVs into, out of, and within the Manhattan CBD. In every tolling scenario, taxi and FHV journeys into, 
out of, or within the Manhattan CBD would decrease between 1 percent and 22 percent. When the taxi 
and FHV toll is charged only once per day per vehicle, the cost would be spread across multiple trips and 
passengers during the day, with minimal effect on travel patterns, while taxi and FHV trips would decline 
the most in tolling scenarios that charge a toll for each entry into the Manhattan CBD. 


4A.6 SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Finally, Table 4A-35 is provided to summarize the effects of the tolling scenarios across various topics. All 
tolling scenarios would reduce traffic volumes within the Manhattan CBD, but to varying degrees. Tolling 
Scenario D results in the greatest overall reduction in vehicle trips entering the Manhattan CBD because it 
has the greatest reduction in daily work trips by automobile. Tolling Scenario E results in the greatest 
reduction of truck trips traveling through the Manhattan CBD, while Tolling Scenario G minimizes the 
increase in truck trips diverting through the Bronx. Overall, the tolling scenarios result in a 7 percent to 
9 percent reduction in VMT in the Manhattan CBD and less than 1 percent reduction in VMT elsewhere in 
the regional study area. 
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Table 4A-35. Summary of Effects of Tolling Scenarios on Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
DATA SHOWN IN ADVERSE 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE Cc D E EFFECT MITIGATION 
= Decreases in daily % Increase or 
vehicle trips to rossi decrease in daily Nownitiaation 
Vehicle Manhattan CBD ae fo vehicles entering neade a 
overall. the Manhattan -15% -16% -17% -19% -20% -18% -17% No A 
Volumes ete Manhattan A Beneficial 
= Some diversions to CBD relative to 
. . CBD : effects 
different crossings to No Action 
Manhattan CBD or Alternative 


around the % increase or 
Manhattan CBD decrease in 
altogether, worker auto 
pa on a journeys to 5% 5% TM% 9% | -11% | -10% | -6% 
scenario. As traffic, Manhattan CBD 
Auto including truck trips, relative to No No mitigati 
Journeys increase on some sinataan Action Alternative aa 
circumferential : 
en highways, CBD i or ee 
ceD | serena te sor a 
traffic on other worker auto 12,571 | -12,883 | -17,408 | -24,017 | -27,471 | -24,433 | -14,578 
journeys to 
a segments to Manhattan CBD 
aaa relative to No 
* Diversions would Action Alternative 


increase or decrease iiss 
Ties |) iccalesaelens decrease in tuck No mitigation 
Through nearthe Manhattan Manhattan —_| trips through 4645 | -5,695 | -5,253 | -5,687 | -6,604 | -6,784 | -6,567 needed. 
es 0, ~R29 ~RQ90, 7 249 9 H 
Manhattan CBD crossings. CBD Manhattan CBD | (-55%) | (-59%) | (-63%) | (-68%) | (-79%) | (-81%) | (-21%) Beneficial 
CBD relative to No effects 


Action Alternative 
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TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
DATA SHOWN IN ADVERSE 
LOCATION TABLE EFFECT MITIGATION 


% Increase or 
decrease in daily No mitigati 
Manhattan CBD- aaa 
Manhattan 49 - needed. No 
related transit 1% to 3% 
CBD : , adverse 
journeys relative effects 
to No Action 
Alternative 


Manhattan 00, tn .70 No mitigation 


NYC (non- Beneficial 
Manhattan -1 to 0% effects in 
CBD) Manhattan 
% increase or CBD, NYC 
ae decrease in daily 1% to 0% (non- 
VMT relative to Manhattan 
Long Island | No Action Less than (+) 0.2% change CBD), north of 
New Jersey | Alternative Less than (+) 0.2% change NYC, and 
Connecticut; 
no adverse 
Connecticut -0.2% to 0% effects in Long 
Island and 
New Jersey 
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4B. Highways and Local Intersections 


This subchapter presents the highways and local intersections traffic assessment of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative for the 2023 analysis year.’ This subchapter provides an overview of the regional highway 
network and evaluates the potential traffic effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on key highway segments 
accessing the Manhattan CBD and along circumferential highways. It also examines the potential change in 
traffic operations at local intersections that could increase or decrease volumes with the implementation 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Throughout the public outreach process, the potential effects of traffic 
changes at key locations, many of which are in or adjacent to environmental justice communities, was 
raised, and are discussed in this subchapter. 


4B.1 INTRODUCTION 


This subchapter focuses on regional highways at points where they would experience the greatest potential 
effect of shifts in travel and roadways near Manhattan CBD access points and circumferential routes that 
avoid the Manhattan CBD. The traffic on local roadways resulting from these shifts was analyzed at 
intersections, using accepted standards of level of service (LOS) and vehicle delay criteria as the basis for 
evaluating changes in traffic operations. While the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act (Traffic Mobility 
Act) exempts the Project from any state or local environmental review, the methodology used for this 
analysis is based on the State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA).? 


To evaluate the potential effects of the Project on the highway system and local intersections the following 
steps were performed and documented in Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic 
Methodology for NEPA Evaluation”: 


e Used the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council Best Practice Model (BPM) to model regional 
travel for the seven tolling scenarios, in addition to the No Action Alternative, to identify changes in 
regional travel demand and patterns (shift in modes and diversion of traffic). 


e Assigned BPM traffic flows to the highway and street network for all tolling scenarios. 


e Performed a screening analysis using the BPM for all tolling scenarios to identify additional highway 
segments, in addition to the four tunnels within the Manhattan CBD, with a potential increase in traffic 
volumes greater than 5 percent. In consultation with the Project Sponsors, 10 highway corridors 
were analyzed for traffic operations using a using a traffic model or qualitative analyses as shown in 
Figure 4B-1. 


e Determined the tolling scenario that would be representative of those with the highest potential to 
increase traffic along certain alternate routes and at local intersections (Section 4B.4). 


A 2045 horizon year traffic analysis is not required for this Environmental Assessment because the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would be expected to have a similar effect on traffic in 2045 as the 2023 analysis year due to capacity constraints at the 
Manhattan CBD crossings, which resulted in very low growth in traffic. However, a 2045 regional transportation and air 
quality analyses were performed using the BPM in order to meet state and Federal regional conformity requirements. 
Traffic analyses for intersections were also performed using the methodology in the New York City Environmental Quality 
Review (CEQR) Technical Manual. See Appendix 4B.5, “Transportation: Traffic LOS CBD Tolling Alternative with Mitigation.” 
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e To determine whether there was an adverse effect, changes in queue length, delay times, density, 


speeds, and LOS were assessed (Section 4B.4). 


e Performed an assessment of effects on roadways in Central Park (Section 4B.5). 


e Inconsultations with NYCDOT, identified and analyzed 102 local intersections within and outside the 
Manhattan CBD, grouping them functionally into 15 local study areas to be assessed (Section 4B.6). 


Figure 4B-1._ — Analytical Approach Diagram 
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Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
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Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation” documents 
the following steps taken to assess the effect of the CBD Tolling Alternative on local intersections: 

e Calibrated Synchro traffic model to reflect baseline intersection counts and operations. 

e Determined analysis hours. 

e Established traffic volumes for the No Action Alternative. 


e Screened traffic volumes for various tolling scenarios to identify representative incremental traffic 
volumes. 


e Projected CBD Tolling Alternative incremental traffic volumes and total traffic at each intersection 
based on regional travel model forecasting and trip assignment. 


e Projected potential delays and LOS at key intersections. 


e Identified potentially affected study area intersections with potential increases in delays that would 
exceed SEQRA criteria.* 


e Developed minor intersection improvements (e.g., signal-timing, striping) to be incorporated into the 


Project that would reduce delays at the potentially affected intersections and avoid adverse effects. 


In both the highway corridors and at the intersection locations, if an adverse effect was found after 
additional analyses were performed, mitigation was developed. 


4B.2 SUMMARY OF EFFECTS OF THE CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE TOLLING SCENARIOS AND 
DETERMINATION OF TOLLING SCENARIO WITH LARGEST INCREASE IN LOCAL TRAFFIC 
VOLUMES 


As set forth in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the proposed CBD Tolling Alternative is being evaluated 
through a range of tolling scenarios reflecting variations in tolls and application of possible discounts, 
exemptions, and/or crossing credits that would reduce or eliminate the CBD tolls paid by certain motorists 
or vehicle classes but would result in generally higher tolls needed to offset potential loss in revenues. 
These discounts, exemptions, and crossing credits have the potential to alter travel behavior and travel 
patterns in a manner that could result in increased traffic at some locations, although overall traffic would 
be reduced for all tolling scenarios. 


Tolling Scenario A has the lowest overall CBD tolls with no discounts, no exemptions, and no crossing credits 
(limited to only those identified in the Traffic Mobility Act). This tolling scenario, if adopted, would result in 
a reduction of traffic volumes at all Manhattan CBD crossings. 


Tolling Scenarios B and C have higher CBD tolls but with some discounts, exemptions, and/or crossing 
credits. These tolling scenarios would generally reduce traffic; however, Tolling Scenario C, with partial 
crossing credits, has the potential for a modest shift in traffic from currently toll-free facilities to tolled 
facilities where the crossing credits would be applied. Tolling Scenario G is similar to Tolling Scenarios A and 


3 See Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation,” for a detailed discussion 


of the applicable SEQRA criteria used to determine the significance of adverse traffic effects. 
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B, with lower toll costs for truck trips in the region. Tolling Scenario G would generally reduce traffic, and 
the lower truck toll rate would reduce truck diversions to circumferential routes around the Manhattan 
CBD. 


Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F have the highest CBD tolls along with even higher discounts, exemptions, 
and/or crossing credits. These tolling scenarios would provide a full crossing credit at currently tolled 
facilities so that motorists would not have to pay both a facility toll and a CBD toll. This would equalize the 
effective tolls at all Manhattan CBD crossings and provide an incentive for some motorists currently using 
a toll-free facility (to avoid paying a toll) to shift to a currently tolled facility. The two facilities potentially 
most impacted by crossing credits are the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. The 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel would be expected to handle additional traffic volumes diverting primarily from 
the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would be expected to handle additional 
traffic diverted from the Brooklyn Bridge and the Manhattan Bridge. The shift of traffic to the Hugh L. Carey 
Tunnel and the Queens-Midtown Tunnel has the potential of increasing traffic at these tunnels, along the 
highway approaches leading to the tunnels, and at nearby intersections adjacent to the tunnel portals. 
Under Tolling Scenarios C, D, and E, the regional vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is expected to have larger 
reductions than Tolling Scenarios A, B, F, and G. However, for the Manhattan CBD, Tolling Scenarios D, E, 
and G would have the most significant reductions in VMT. 


All tolling scenarios would be expected to divert some Manhattan CBD through traffic originating from 
Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island to points in New Jersey and beyond to circumferential routes using the 
George Washington Bridge via the Cross Bronx Expressway and the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge via the 
Staten Island Expressway. The higher overall CBD tolls under Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F would result in 
higher circumferential diversions compared to Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G, with lower CBD tolls. 


4B.2.1 Summary of Highway Analysis to Determine Representative Tolling Scenario with 
Largest Increases in Traffic 


Preliminary analyses were performed for all tolling scenarios to identify which tolling scenario(s) would 
have the greatest potential for traffic effects at local intersections and along highway segments, and these 
tolling scenarios were analyzed in detail. Table 4B-1 presents the change in peak-hour traffic volumes, 
referred to as the increment, for all tolling scenarios analyzed using the BPM. These increments were used 
to determine the representative tolling scenario for analysis, the facilities/highways to analyze in detail, 
and the direction of the highway that needed to be analyzed, inbound or outbound. * 


The Lincoln Tunnel and Holland Tunnel would be expected to have negative increments in both directions, 
with reduced traffic volumes under all tolling scenarios during the peak hours in the inbound direction. 
Since these two facilities would be expected to generally operate with less or the same delay they were not 
analyzed further. 


4 Highways are analyzed by direction using peak hour one-way traffic volumes while VMT, air quality, and noise analyses 
utilize two-way traffic volumes as inputs. Therefore, the applicable tolling scenario(s) with the highest potential for adverse 
effects may be different for traffic analyses than the scenario(s) used to analyze VMT, air quality, and noise effects. 
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Table 4B-1. Peak-Hour Incremental Traffic Volumes: Comparison of Tolling Scenarios* 


TIME PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME INCREMENT (VEHICLES) 

FACILITY/HIGHWAY DIRECTION PERIOD | SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
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TIME 
PERIOD 


PEAK-HOUR TRAFFIC VOLUME INCREMENT (VEHICLES) 
SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE 


FACILITY/HIGHWAY 


Robert F. Kennedy 
Bridge 


DIRECTION SCENARIOA | SCENARIO B SCENARIOF | SCENARIO G 


Inbound 


Outbound 


1-95 Eastern Spur 


Inbound 


Outbound 


Source: BPM Facility Volumes (CBD Tolling Alternative minus No Action Alternative). 

* Analyzed demand volumes. 

1 Table 4B-21 shows a detailed breakdown of the projected traffic volume increases along the Trans-Manhattan Expressway and Cross Bronx Expressway, which would be 
lower. 


August 2022 4B-7 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


Two facilities crossing the Manhattan CBD—the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel— 
would be expected to have higher increases in traffic volumes inbound under Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and 
F compared to other tolling scenarios, some of which have a negative increment. The volume increments 
for these tolling scenarios generally fall within a very narrow range and are expected to have similar effects. 
Only the inbound direction was analyzed because that direction experiences higher levels of congestion 
and delays. 


Two facilities that handle circumferential diversion of through Manhattan CBD trips—the Verrazzano- 
Narrows Bridge and the George Washington Bridge—are expected to have higher increases in outbound 
(westbound) traffic volumes under Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F compared to other tolling scenarios. The 
George Washington Bridge/Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway corridor was assessed analytically 
and qualitatively because the data to properly build and calibrate a Vissim microsimulation model were not 
available (and current data would not be representative given the COVID-19 pandemic). Only the outbound 
(westbound) direction was analyzed for both the George Washington Bridge (New Jersey-bound) and the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge (Staten Island bound) because the volume increments and congestion would 
be higher in that direction. 


For all highway analyses, Tolling Scenario D was chosen as the representative tolling scenario due to having 
daily volumes that land between Tolling Scenarios E and F. In addition, Tolling Scenario D generally 
presented larger peak-hour volumes. For these reasons, Tolling Scenario D was analyzed in detail. For 
congested roadway segments, a Vissim microsimulation model was used to analyze the No Action 
Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative for the representative tolling scenario where a model was 
available. For roadways operating at higher speeds of 40 mph or greater, the Highway Capacity Software 
(HCS) model was used. A qualitative and analytical method was used to analyze congested roadways where 
neither a Vissim model nor reliable pre-COVID-19-pandemic traffic data were available since the HCS is not 
applicable for evaluation of congested roadways. A qualitative approach was also used in instances where 
all tolling scenarios would result in lower traffic volumes at a facility and its approaches. 
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4B.2.2 Summary of Intersection Analysis to Determine Representative Tolling Scenario with 
Highest Potential Increase in Traffic 

The number of intersections projected to have an increase of 50 or more vehicles in a peak hour was used 
as a basis for evaluating the relative potential of each tolling scenario to trigger adverse effects and to 
determine which tolling scenario(s) to analyze in detail. The tolling scenarios with the highest crossing 
credits produced the highest number of intersections that would experience an increase of 50 or more 
vehicles in a peak hour. Because the number of intersections that would be potentially adversely affected 
correlates directly with the increase in facility crossing volumes feeding those intersections, this 
methodology was also used to identify which tolling scenario(s) to analyze in detail to evaluate potential 
adverse effects along highways leading to these crossing facilities. Diversion to circumferential routes that 
avoid the Manhattan CBD was found to be directly related to the level of CBD tolls (due to CBD toll crossing 
credits); therefore, the methodology also works to identify which tolling scenario(s) to analyze in detail for 
circumferential routes. The results of the BPM modeling confirmed that tolling scenarios with the highest 
tolls (and tolling crossing credits) produced the highest diversions to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens- 
Midtown Tunnel, as well as along circumferential routes. 


Table 4B-2 summarizes the number of times the peak-hour volume increment meets or exceeds the 
threshold of 50 or more vehicles for any given intersection (or intersection approach) within the traffic 
study areas established for this EA. Peak-hour traffic increments generated by each tolling scenario were 
assigned to evaluate the potential increase (or decrease) in traffic per the methodology described in 
Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation.” This 
evaluation was the basis for determining the representative tolling scenario to use for detailed traffic 
impact analysis.° 


As shown in Table 4B-2, Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G—with the lowest tolls along with the fewest discounts 
or exemptions, and no crossing credits—would result in an overall reduction in traffic and minimal shift of 
traffic to alternate routes. Increases in traffic volumes along alternate routes would result in 9, 10, and 
10 instances out of 363,° respectively, where intersection or approach volumes would increase by 50 or 
more vehicles in a peak hour. Tolling Scenario C—with higher tolls along with discounts, exemptions, and 
partial crossing credits—would result in routing changes that lead to 24 instances where peak-hour 
volumes would increase by 50 or more vehicles at intersections or approaches. Tolling Scenarios D, E, and 
F incorporate higher tolls and more widely applied crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions, leading 
to 50, 48 and 50 instances out of 363 of an increase of 50 or more peak-hour vehicles at any intersection 


or intersection approach, respectively. 


5 The 50 or more additional vehicles threshold was used only to determine the representative tolling scenario for detailed 
traffic analysis; all intersections in the 15 study areas were analyzed regardless of whether traffic volumes increased or 
decreased. 

5 A total of 363 intersection analyses were performed at 102 locations during the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours. 
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Table 4B-2. Instances of Intersections Meeting/Exceeding the Traffic Volume Screening Threshold in an Analysis Hour: Comparison of Tolling 
Scenarios 


oe iaies SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO aes 
STUDY AREA =} Cc ) E 
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Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—Bronx 
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Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F provide the most extensive crossing credits for tolls paid at existing tolled 
facilities and would result in the greatest shift of traffic to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel. These tolling scenarios also have the highest tolls, due to the need to offset the revenue 
loss due to crossing credits, resulting in the highest diversion to circumferential routes via the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and the George Washington Bridge. Although Tolling Scenarios D and F have 
the same number of exceedances of the threshold with 50 instances, Tolling Scenario D was selected for 
detailed traffic analysis because it has a higher number of potentially affected intersections in the critical 
Lower Manhattan Study Area. However, it should be noted that Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F are very 
similar and would be expected to have very similar potential traffic effects; therefore, Tolling Scenario D is 
considered to be the representative tolling scenario inclusive of Tolling Scenarios E and F. 


The Synchro traffic model was used to perform a detailed analysis of intersections for Tolling Scenario D. 
An additional Synchro analysis was performed in the Downtown Brooklyn study area for Tolling Scenario C, 
which was determined to have a higher potential for traffic effects in two instances where the increase in 
traffic volumes is projected to be 50 or more vehicles. 


Calibrated Vissim microsimulation traffic models adapted for the CBD Tolling Alternative were used to 
perform detailed traffic analyses of the highway approaches to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens- 
Midtown Tunnel, which are projected to have the highest increase in traffic volumes under Tolling Scenario 
D. A Vissim analysis was also performed at the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and its approaches to evaluate 
the potential traffic effects due to circumferential route diversion. An analytical and qualitative traffic 
analysis was performed at the George Washington Bridge including its approaches, and the Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (FDR) Drive near the Manhattan Bridge because pre-COVID-19-pandemic data were not available 
to create a Vissim traffic model at these locations. An estimation of the potential traffic effects was made 
based on the projected increase in traffic volumes in relation to the projected increase in traffic volumes 
at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Long Island Expressway where detailed modeling was performed. 
Additional analyses were completed using HCS for the Bayonne Bridge, the Eastern Spur of I-95 New Jersey 
Turnpike, and a section of the Robert F. Kennedy (RFK) Bridge from Queens to the ramp connecting with 
the Manhattan leg of the RFK Bridge. 
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4B.3 OVERVIEW AND CONTEXT 


An extensive network of highways serves the 28-county regional study area (see Figure 3-1 in Chapter 3, 
“Environmental Analysis Framework”). This section describes the existing highway network at two levels: 


e Abroad discussion of highways throughout the regional study area 
e Amore detailed presentation of the highways that directly connect to the Manhattan CBD or are used 
to bypass the Manhattan CBD 


Many of the region’s highways connect directly with the bridges, tunnels, and local roadways that access 
the Manhattan CBD. Other major highways are circumferential in nature and provide regional access, 
bypassing the Manhattan CBD. The highway network includes several primary interstates (e.g., I-78, I-80, I- 
84, I-87, and I-95), auxiliary interstate routes (e.g., I|-278, I-287, |-495, and |-684), and other limited-access 
state highways (e.g., NJ Route 3, NJ Route 4, NJ Route 17) and parkways (e.g., Grand Central Parkway, Henry 
Hudson Parkway). See Appendix 4B.8, “Transportation: Overview of Highways Throughout the Study Area.” 


The potential effects on area highways from the Project under the representative tolling scenario would be 
concentrated on certain highways that directly lead into the Manhattan CBD and those that provide 
circumferential service around the Manhattan CBD. Direct highway routes to the Manhattan CBD that are 
unlikely to experience increases in traffic volumes from diversions would be expected to have reductions 
in traffic across all tolling scenarios and, therefore, a beneficial effect on traffic operations. Locations farther 
from the Manhattan CBD (or without direct routes to and from the Manhattan CBD) would be less affected 
as Manhattan CBD traffic becomes more dispersed throughout the region. 


4B.3.1 Overview of Roadways and Highways Leading to the Manhattan CBD 

This section gives an overview of the key roadways and highways that lead directly to the Manhattan CBD, 
for the purpose of providing appropriate background and context for the highway and intersection impact 
analyses later in this subchapter. The roadway descriptions are grouped by crossing location: Uptown 
Manhattan, Queens, Brooklyn, and New Jersey. 


Figure 4B-2 shows the key highways in the area directly leading to the Manhattan CBD. 
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Figure 4B-2. Highways Leading to the Manhattan CBD 
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UPTOWN MANHATTAN APPROACHES (60TH STREET CROSSINGS) 

The northern boundary of the CBD tolling area inclusive of 60th Street is accessed by two highways and 
16 avenues. From west to east, these highways and avenues are listed below, along with the number 
of lanes at the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary: 


e Route 9A runs along the east side of the Hudson River from Lower Manhattan continuing northward 
through Upper Manhattan, the Bronx and Westchester County. It is known as West Street from the 
southern tip of Manhattan to West 14th Street, Eleventh Avenue from West 14th Street until West 
22nd Street, Twelfth Avenue from West 22nd Street until West 58th Street, the Joe DiMaggio Highway 
from West 58th Street to West 72nd Street, and the Henry Hudson Parkway from West 72nd Street 
through the Bronx. In the Bronx, Route 9A serves as a local arterial up to the northern end of 
Westchester County. It is a bi-directional highway with six to eight lanes, with an elevated northern 
section (from West 59th Street to West 72nd Street) and an at-grade southern section south of West 
59th Street. Trucks and buses are permissible only on the surface section, south of West 59th Street. 


e Twelfth Avenue is a one-way, northbound street. It begins at an intersection with West Side 
Highway/Route 9A at West 54th Streets and continues to West 61st Street with one traffic lane and 
one parking lane. At West 61st Street, it continues as Riverside Boulevard, which is a two-way street 
with one traffic and one parking lane in both directions. 


e Eleventh Avenue/West End Avenue starts at the West Side Highway/Route 9A between West 21st 
Street and West 22nd Street and continues north along the west side of Manhattan. South of West 
34th Street, it is one-way southbound. Between West 34th and West 40th Street it is a two-way street. 
Between West 40th and West 57th Street, it is one-way southbound. North of West 57th Street, it is a 
two-way street. The number of traffic lanes varies; at the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has 
two traffic lanes and a parking lane in both directions, plus a striped median/turn lane. 


e Tenth Avenue/Amsterdam Avenue begins at West 14th Street and carries northbound traffic as far as 
West 110th Street (Cathedral Parkway), where it then continues as a two-way street. At the 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary, it has three traffic lanes, a dedicated bicycle lane, and two parking (also 
used for loading and bus stop locations) lanes. 


e Ninth Avenue/Columbus Avenue is a southbound street. It ends south of West 14th Street at 
Gansevoort Street in the West Village and extends uptown to West 59th Street, where it becomes 
Columbus Avenue. Columbus Avenue extends through the Upper West Side to West 110th Street, 
where it changes name to Morningside Drive, and runs north through Morningside Heights to West 
122nd Street. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has three traffic lanes, two parking lanes, 
and a protected bicycle lane. 


e Broadway originates in Lower Manhattan and runs diagonally across the Manhattan street grid through 
the length of Manhattan, through the Bronx and into Westchester County to counties north of New 
York City. The street width and street direction vary widely, and in certain segments such as in Times 
Square, the street has been pedestrianized. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has three 
traffic lanes and one parking lane in each direction, separated by a landscaped median. 
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e Eighth Avenue is a one-way northbound street that starts in the West Village at the intersection of 
Hudson Street and Bleecker Street and runs north to Columbus Circle at West 59th Street and then 
changes name to become Central Park West. North of West 110th Street the name changes to 
Frederick Douglass Boulevard. This avenue ends north of West 155th Street and merges into Harlem 
River Drive. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has two traffic lanes, one parking lane, one 
loading/no standing lane, and a protected bicycle lane. 


e Seventh Avenue is a one-way southbound street that originates at West 59th Street/Central Park South 
and runs south to the intersection of Carmine Street/Clarkson Street and Seventh Avenue, before 
turning into Varick Street. The northern boundary of the avenue connects to the Central Park roadway 
system, which is open to authorized vehicles part time. 


e Sixth Avenue is a one-way northbound street that starts in Tribeca at the intersection of Church Street 
and Franklin Street and runs north to West 59th Street/Central Park South. The northern edge of the 
avenue connects to the Central Park roadway system, which is open to authorized vehicles part time. 


e Fifth Avenue is a southbound avenue that originates at the Harlem River Drive near 143rd Street and 
passes through Manhattan along the east side of Central Park and through Midtown to Washington 
Square Park in Greenwich Village. At its northern end, the avenue is fed by both the Harlem River Drive 
and Madison Avenue Bridge (from the Bronx) and is bisected by Marcus Garvey Park near 120th Street. 
At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has two traffic lanes, one bus lane, one parking lane, 
and a turn lane. 


e Madison Avenue is a north-south avenue beginning at Madison Square Park (at East 23rd Street) to 
the Madison Avenue Bridge over the Harlem River at West 142nd Street. Madison Avenue carries one- 
way northbound traffic from East 23rd Street to East 135th Street. Between East 135th Street and East 
142nd Street, Madison Avenue only carries traffic to/from the Madison Avenue Bridge, though there 
is also a service road on this segment named Madison Avenue that is not connected to the rest of the 
avenue in Manhattan and carries southbound traffic only from the Harlem River Drive. At the 60th 
Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has two traffic lanes, a double bus lane, and a turn lane. 


e Park Avenue extends from Astor Place in Cooper Square to East 138th Street and carries both 
northbound and southbound traffic south of East 132nd Street. The avenue is called Union Square East 
between East 14th and East 17th Streets, and Park Avenue South between East 17th and East 32nd 
Streets. Between East 33rd Street and East 40th Street, there is a one lane northbound vehicular 
tunnel. Park Avenue splits by direction to wrap around Grand Central Terminal and other adjacent 
buildings at East 42nd Street. It rejoins at East 45th Street. North of East 97th Street, the landscaped 
median is replaced by Metro-North Railroad’s four tracks as it transitions from tunnel to an elevated 
structure. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, Park Avenue has three traffic lanes and a 
parking lane in each direction, separated by a wide landscaped median. 


e Lexington Avenue carries southbound, one-way traffic from East 131st Street to Gramercy Park at East 
21st Street. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has three traffic lanes, one weekday-only 
curb bus lane (parking lane on weekends), and one parking lane. 
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e Third Avenue begins at the intersection of Cooper Square and East 6th Street and continues north to 
128th Street. It carries two-way traffic between East 6th Street and East 24th Street, whereupon it is 
one-way, northbound until it terminates at 128th Street in Manhattan. At the 60th Street Manhattan 
CBD boundary, it has four traffic lanes, one parking lane, and a turn lane. 


e Second Avenue carries southbound traffic from Harlem River Drive at East 128th Street to Houston 
Street. South of Houston Street, the roadway continues as Chrystie Street south to Canal Street. At the 
60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has five traffic lanes, one bus lane, and a bicycle lane. Second 
Avenue provides a connection to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 


e = First Avenue begins at Houston Street and travels northbound for over 125 blocks before terminating 
at the Willis Avenue Bridge into the Bronx at the Harlem River near East 126th Street. South of Houston 
Street, the roadway continues as Allen Street south to Division Street. First Avenue is a one-way, 
northbound street. At the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, it has four traffic lanes, one bus lane 
and a protected bicycle lane. 


e Sutton Place/York Avenue is a two-way street between East 53rd and East 92nd Streets. At the 60th 
Street Manhattan CBD boundary, York Avenue has two traffic lanes and one curb lane in each direction. 
Both curb lanes are used as a bus stop/additional travel lane. 


e FDR Drive follows the East River shoreline between the Battery Park Underpass and approximately East 
125th Street where it continues to Dyckman Street as the Harlem River Drive. It is a limited-access 
highway with interchanges at principal east-west streets. It also provides direct connections to the 
Brooklyn, RFK and George Washington Bridges. Commercial vehicles are prohibited on the FDR Drive, 
and there are height restrictions along its route. 


Connections to the north end of Manhattan are provided by the George Washington Bridge (I-95), the 
Alexander Hamilton Bridge (I-95), the Henry Hudson Parkway and Henry Hudson Bridge, the RFK Bridge, 
and eight local roadway bridges that cross the Harlem River from the Bronx. 


QUEENS CROSSINGS 

The Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge connects the Upper East Side of Manhattan to Long Island City, Queens. 
It is a two-level bridge over the East River, passing over Roosevelt Island. In Queens, it is fed by Queens 
Boulevard, Northern Boulevard, 21st Street, and other local streets. The upper level of the bridge has 
four lanes, with two vehicular lanes in each direction. The lower level has five vehicular lanes and one 
shared-use bicycle and pedestrian path. During the AM time period, the upper-level southern roadway 
operates as a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) contra-flow into Manhattan. The inner four and the 
southernmost lanes are used for automobile traffic. The northernmost lane was converted into a 
pedestrian walk and bicycle path in 2000.’ In Manhattan, there are exits from the upper level of the bridge 
to East 62nd Street and East 63rd Street and from the lower level of the bridge to Second Avenue and East 


NYCDOT plans to convert the southern outer roadway on the lower level to a dedicated pedestrian path and to move 
pedestrians from the existing dedicated shared bicycle/pedestrian lane on the northern outer roadway to the southern 
outer roadway. It was assumed that this plan will be implemented by 2023 and was therefore included in the No Action 
Alternative roadway network. 
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60th Street. There are entrances from Second Avenue, East 57th, East 58th, and East 59th Streets. There is 
no toll to cross this bridge. 


The Queens-Midtown Tunnel is a vehicular tunnel under the East River from the east side of Manhattan, in 
the residential neighborhood of Murray Hill, to the Hunters Point District of Long Island City. In Queens, the 
tunnel merges directly into the Long Island Expressway (I-495), which is approximately 1.5 miles west of 
the Long Island Expressway interchange with the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE). There are two 
tubes—one eastbound and one westbound—with two travel lanes each, although one lane of the 
eastbound tube is operated contra-flow during the AM peak period. In Manhattan, the tunnel is accessed 
via East 34th Street, East 36th Street, and Second Avenue. Vehicles exiting the tunnel can access East 37th 
Street or East 41st and East 34th Streets via Tunnel Exit Street. The TBTA collects tolls in both directions. 


BROOKLYN CROSSINGS 

The Williamsburg Bridge connects the Lower East Side of Manhattan at Delancey Street with the 
Williamsburg neighborhood of Brooklyn. In Brooklyn, it is fed by the BQE (I-278) and various local streets. 
In Manhattan, it is primarily fed by Delancey Street. The Williamsburg Bridge has eight lanes of vehicular 
traffic, two subway tracks, a pedestrian walkway, and a bikeway. There is no toll to cross this bridge. 


The Manhattan Bridge connects Lower Manhattan at Canal Street to Downtown Brooklyn at Flatbush 
Avenue. In Manhattan, it is primarily fed by Canal Street. In Brooklyn, it is fed by the BQE (I-278), Flatbush 
Avenue, and various local streets. The Manhattan Bridge has seven lanes of vehicular traffic, four subway 
tracks, a pedestrian walkway, and a bikeway. There is no toll to cross this bridge. 


The Brooklyn Bridge connects Lower Manhattan near City Hall to Downtown Brooklyn. In Manhattan, it is 
fed by the FDR Drive, Center Street/Park Row, and other local streets. In Brooklyn, it is fed by the BOE 
(Il-278), Cadman Plaza, and various local streets. The bridge has two inbound travel lanes, three outbound 
travel lanes, and a pedestrian path. A travel lane in the Manhattan-bound direction was recently converted 
into a two-way bicycle lane, which is included in the No Action Alternative roadway network. There is no 
toll to cross this bridge, and commercial vehicles are prohibited. 


The Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (|-478) connects the southern tip of Manhattan with Red Hook in Brooklyn. There 
are two tubes—one northbound and one southbound—with two travel lanes each. During the AM and PM, 
one of the lanes operates in a contra-flow direction to provide more peak direction lane capacity. In 
Manhattan, the tunnel is fed by West Side Highway/Route 9A and local streets. In Brooklyn, it is fed by the 
BQE (I-278), the Gowanus Expressway, Prospect Expressway, and local streets. The TBTA collects tolls in 
both directions. 


NEW JERSEY CROSSINGS 

Three vehicular Hudson River crossings provide connections between New Jersey and Manhattan of which 
only the two tunnels connect directly to the Manhattan CBD. The Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey collects tolls on the following crossings in the eastbound direction. 
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e The Holland Tunnel is a vehicular tunnel under the Hudson River, connecting Lower Manhattan and 
Jersey City. In New Jersey, it is fed by the New Jersey Turnpike Extension (I-78), the Pulaski Skyway 
(US 1/9), and local roadways. The tunnel consists of two tubes, with two traffic lanes in each tube. The 
northern tube, which carries westbound traffic, originates at Broome Street in Manhattan between 
Varick and Hudson Streets and continues to 14th Street east of Marin Boulevard in Jersey City. The 
southern tube, carrying eastbound traffic, originates at 12th Street, east of Marin Boulevard, in Jersey 
City, New Jersey, and surfaces at the Holland Tunnel rotary in Manhattan just south of Canal Street. 


e The Lincoln Tunnel is a vehicular tunnel under the Hudson River, connecting Midtown Manhattan and 
Weehawken, New Jersey. The tunnel consists of three vehicular tubes, with two traffic lanes in each 
tube. The center tube contains reversible lanes and is heavily used by buses, particularly during the 
morning peak when it serves as a de facto final leg of the Exclusive Bus Line (XBL) along NJ Route 495 
leading to the Lincoln Tunnel. The northern and southern tubes exclusively carry westbound and 
eastbound traffic, respectively. In New Jersey, the Lincoln Tunnel is fed by NJ Route 495, which 
connects to the New Jersey Turnpike and NJ Route 3. In Manhattan, it is fed by Ninth and Eleventh 
Avenues, and a combination of local streets with dedicated ramps to the Port Authority Bus Terminal. 


4B.4 HIGHWAY ASSESSMENT 


4B.4.1 Methodology 


TRAFFIC ASSIGNMENT 

The BPM was used to determine projected changes in traffic volumes at bridges, tunnels, and/or highways 
crossing into or out of the Manhattan CBD, along major north-south roadways in Manhattan, and along 
bypass routes including the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, George Washington Bridge, and RFK Bridge and 
their approaches. This increase or decrease in volume is referred to as the BPM increment. The initial 2017 
BPM forecast volumes were compared to observed traffic volumes for 2017 and then calibrated at each 
facility within each sector to account for over- or under-assignment of trips by the BPM as detailed in the 
methodology for trip assignments in Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic 
Methodology for NEPA Evaluation.” ® 


To evaluate the potential effects of the Project on the highway system, 10 highway corridors potentially 
affected were identified using the BPM and assessed as described below:° 


e = Long Island Expressway (1-495) leading to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel 


Additional adjustments were made to account for a bounce back factor to adjust modeled demand in consideration of 
available capacity at any given facility when drivers would likely quickly return to their original route choice due to higher 
congestion and delays along the diversion route. The bounce back traffic volumes were subtracted from the initial CBD 
Tolling Alternative facility traffic volumes and added back to the original facility traffic volumes. Please see Appendix 4B.1, 
“Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation” for additional information on this 
methodology. 

These corridors were initially identified using the BPM, which showed traffic volume increases along these corridors for 
some tolling scenarios. Subsequent post-processing was used to determine the volume increment after adjusting for 
calibration variance and capacity constraints. Subsequent BPM screening runs were made for all tolling scenarios to identify 
additional highway segments that are projected to have volume increases greater than 5 percent. 
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e Gowanus Expressway leading to I-278 Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 

e Staten Island Expressway leading to the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge 

e  |-78 approach to the Holland Tunnel?° 

e NJ Route 495 approach to the Lincoln Tunnel 

e Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway between the George Washington Bridge and I-87" 
e FDR Drive—East 10th Street to Brooklyn Bridge 

e The Bayonne Bridge and Approaches 

e Eastern Spur of I-95 New Jersey Turnpike 

e RFK between Queens and Ramps to/from Manhattan 


Refer to Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation,” 
for more information about the analysis methodology. It should be noted that throughout the public 
consultation period, concerns were expressed regarding potential traffic impacts on several of these 
highway corridors, given their proximity to environmental justice communities. 


Two of the 10 corridors, the NJ Route 495 approach to the Lincoln Tunnel, and the I-78 approach to the 
Holland Tunnel were assessed analytically for the Existing conditions and qualitatively for the No Action 
Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative since there would be a net reduction in traffic under the 
analyzed tolling scenarios (Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F) and a higher net reduction in traffic for all other 
tolling scenarios. Therefore, these two corridors would be expected to have fewer delays and improved 
traffic operations under all tolling scenarios. 


The remaining eight highway corridors analyzed would be expected to have higher traffic volumes at certain 
locations for some tolling scenarios. A variety of analytic tools and methods were used to evaluate the 
effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative, depending on the level of congestion and the appropriateness of the 
use of available models. 


With highway peak-hour traffic assignments, and particularly in the absence of detailed Vissim 
microsimulation modeling, SEQRA and National Environmental Policy Act evaluations have used an initial 
assessment of incremental volumes as a more qualitative measure of potential effect. This is essentially an 
estimate of whether the variation in total volume falls within a reasonable band of typical volume variations 
that could be expected with or without a proposed project and where there would not be a noticeable 
change in speeds, travel times, or delays. For assessment purposes, it is assumed to be a change of 
5 percent or less under congested conditions at LOS E or LOS F” based upon the analyzed effects of such 
volume increases where microsimulation was performed. If that is determined to be the case, then it can 
be expected that there would be no adverse effect. 


10 There was a small net decrease in traffic volumes at the Holland Tunnel approaches since the traffic reduction due to CBD 


tolling was greater than diverted traffic to the facility. 

An analytical and qualitative analysis was performed at the George Washington Bridge and its approaches and along the FDR 
Drive south of East 10th Street because a Vissim model was not available for this location. 

Under SEQRA, a higher increase in volume is not considered to have an adverse effect if the LOS for the build condition is D 
or better. 


11 


12 
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For three highway locations, there was a Vissim model available which was adapted and used to analyze 
the potential traffic effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Each model was recalibrated to the existing 
condition volumes, geometry, and travel times. This type of model is particularly useful under congested 
conditions but can also be used at non-congested locations. 


For three highway locations without an available Vissim model (the Bayonne Bridge and approaches, the 
eastern spur of I-95 New Jersey Turnpike, and the RFK Bridge between Queens and ramps to/from 
Manhattan), the HCS was used to evaluate the incremental traffic volume and obtain performance 
measures including change in delay and LOS. HCS models cannot be used effectively under congested 
conditions where the volume/capacity ratio is greater than 1. None of the models exceed the 
volume/capacity ratio threshold under any condition. 


For two congested highway segments without an available Vissim model (the Trans-Manhattan 
Expressway/Cross Bronx Expressway and the FDR Drive south of East 10th Street), and where the HCS 
methodology is not appropriate, evaluation of the incremental traffic volume change provides the basis for 


the assessment of potential adverse effects. 7° 


HIGHWAY ANALYSIS METHODOLOGY AND DETERMINATION OF POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS 

To determine whether diversions of traffic to hignway segments from new tolls are significant, FHWA 
typically consults with state sponsoring agencies—such as NYSDOT as well as, in this case, the TBTA, an 
affiliate of MTA, a New York State public benefit corporation—with expertise in transportation analyses, to 
determine the appropriate criteria. After careful review of how other state agencies have applied SEQRA 
to determine the significance of diversionary effects on highways, along with detailed Vissim or HCS 
analyses used to evaluate roadway stress thresholds, TBTA and NYSDOT, in consultation with NYCDOT, have 
agreed that the following criteria are appropriate for determining the significance of traffic effects along 
highways potentially affected by the Project: 


e Under very congested conditions, at soeeds of 20 mph or less, an increase in traffic volumes of up to 


5 percent would not be considered significant. 


e At speeds over 20 mph, an increase in traffic volume of up to 10 percent would not be considered 


significant. 


The above guidelines are intended as a screening threshold under congested conditions. Highway segments 
on the fringe of the threshold would be carefully evaluated. Cases where highway segments surpass the 
volume threshold but would have only a minimal degradation in traffic operations and speed would not be 
considered as having an adverse effect. Determination of adverse traffic effects needs to consider the 
overall trip length and the variability in travel time that affects user perceptions of travel time. In general, 
based on modeling results along congested and uncongested corridors, the 5 percent and 10 percent 
thresholds would produce decreases in speeds and increases in travel times that would be relatively small 
within the context of average travel times in the New York City area; therefore, the change in delays and 


13 A similar approach was used for the Tappan Zee Bridge Hudson River Bridge Crossing Project FEIS, Vol. 1, Chapter 4, 
Page 4-18. 
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travel times would not be noticeable to most motorists. More information on the highway screening 
process can be found in Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA 
Evaluation.” 


SEQRA CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE ADVERSE TRAFFIC EFFECTS FOR HIGHWAYS 

Where a detailed traffic analysis was performed using the Vissim model or HCS an additional SEQRA 
criterion was applied to determine adverse highway effects that relies on an increase in delay of 
2.5 minutes or greater. This criterion was derived from an examination of average weekday travel times to 
the Manhattan CBD from the outer Boroughs based on FHV recorded travel time and distance between 
passenger pickups and drop-offs prior to COVID-19 and during spring 2022 when average travel times 
rebounded to pre-pandemic levels. 


Average travel times to the Manhattan CBD from the outer boroughs during the weekday between 
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. vary from about 35 minutes from Brooklyn, 45 minutes from the Bronx, 45 minutes 
from Queens, and about 58 minutes from Staten Island. A 2.5 minute increase in travel time under the 
SEQRA threshold would represent about a 5 percent increase in total travel time, depending on the trip 
origin, with shorter trips experiencing a higher percent change and longer trips experiencing a smaller 
percent change in travel time. See Appendix 4B.7, “Transportation: Average Travel Time by Borough.” 


Because up to a 2.5 minute increase in travel time would not be noticeable to most drivers over the length 
of the average trip, it is an appropriate threshold for determining adverse traffic effects. This threshold was 
applied at all locations where a detailed traffic analysis was performed. Where a detailed traffic analysis 
was not performed due to the lack of availability of a calibrated Vissim model, or where reliable 
pre-COVID-19 traffic data were not available, the following SEQRA criteria were used to determine adverse 
effects: an increase in traffic volumes greater than 5 percent at speeds of less than 20 mph, or an increase 
in traffic volumes greater than 10 percent at speeds of 20 mph or higher. 


It should be noted that the average travel time savings within the Manhattan CBD is estimated at about 
4 minutes inbound and 4 minutes outbound which would offset any potential increases in travel times to 
the Manhattan CBD that would be experienced by some drivers under certain tolling scenarios. 


MICROSIMULATION MODEL 

Vissim microsimulation models were developed” along the key highway segments potentially affected 
under Tolling Scenario D, which is representative of the tolling scenarios (including Tolling Scenarios E and 
F), to simulate vehicular movements in a dynamic setting and to create a virtual environment to replicate 
traffic conditions. These models were calibrated based on 2019 existing conditions, including traffic 


14 Calibrated Vissim models were derived from previous studies, where available, and adapted and updated for the Project 


traffic study. Vissim models were not available for the Trans-Manhattan Expressway/Cross-Bronx Expressway corridor and 
the FDR Drive corridor. These two corridors were analyzed using a combination of analytical and qualitative methods. As 
noted in Section 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA Evaluation,” current data would 
not be representative due to the pandemic and thus could not be used to develop a Vissim model for certain roadways. 
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volumes processed’ by the model, average speed, and observed queue lengths. Processed volumes reflect 
the number of vehicles that were able to enter the simulation model and traverse the analyzed segment 
within the analysis time period. Vehicles that are not processed in the analysis time period are considered 
to be the unmet demand and are therefore in queue outside of the simulated area at the end of the analysis 
time period. Average speed is calculated over the length of the analyzed segment for the processed 
vehicles. Observed queue lengths are recorded for vehicles that enter the simulation model. Unmet 
demand is assumed to be the additional vehicle queue in the real world that would be added to the end of 
the observed queue in the model. Once the Vissim models were calibrated, traffic was adjusted to 2023 by 
adding the No Action Alternative incremental volume?® derived from the No Action Alternative BPM to 
evaluate the No Action Alternative traffic conditions. Measures of performance included traffic density, 
speed, delays, and LOS. 


For the highway analysis, the Vissim modeling focused on the 3 weekday peak 1-hour periods (AM, midday 
[MD], and PM) in the Manhattan-bound direction where queuing and delays on the highway network would 
be expected to be the most severe for the tolling scenario with the largest increases in traffic. The peak 1- 
hour period for the AM, MD, and PM periods vary by highway corridor and are not the same for each 
corridor. These models produce density outputs that enabled the evaluation of the increase in density and 
delays between the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


HIGHWAY CAPACITY SOFTWARE ANALYSIS” 
HCS analyses were performed along three highways where existing speeds were about 40 mph or higher 
during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours: 


e RFK-Queens leg 
e Bayonne Bridge 
e New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) Eastern Spur 


The HCS provides density, LOS, speed, and measures of performance where the LOS is E or better. At LOS F, 
the HCS does not provide speed and density as outputs. 


15 Processed traffic volumes is a measure of performance representing the ability of a roadway to meet traffic demand. When 
the processed volume is less than the traffic demand, the excess volume is converted to queues which result in increased 
travel times. 

16 Incremental volumes were added to the No Action Alternative condition to account for network changes implemented by 
NYCDOT including a dedicated bike lane on the Brooklyn Bridge, a dedicated bike lane on the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, 
geometric changes at some intersections, and the reduction in travel lanes along portions of the BQE from three lanes to 
two lanes in each direction. 

Vv The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) is a macroscopic traffic simulation software that implements the methodology in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition. This tool is useful when speeds are generally 40 mph or higher. It provides 
LOS, speed, and density as measures of performance. At LOS F, this software does not provide useful output and, therefore, 
cannot be used effectively under congested conditions. 
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SUMMARY OF ANALYTICAL TOOLS AND CRITERIA USED TO DETERMINE ADVERSE EFFECTS 
Table 4B-3 summarizes the analytical tools and the criteria used to determine adverse effects for the 10 
highway study locations. 


Table 4B-3. Analysis Type and Criteria Used for the Determination of Adverse Effects 


CRITERIA USED 

% CHANGE | NOACTION PASS RESULT OF TO DETERMINE 
ANALYSIS IN VOLUME SPEED AT | SCREENING | ANALYSIS ADDITIONAL ADVERSE ADVERSE 
LOCATION’ (SEQRA) FACILITY TYPE ANALYSIS EFFECT EFFECT? 


Holland Traffic No further | N/A > 5% volume 

Tunnel volumes analysis volumes increase 

decrease decreased 

No further | N/A > 5% volume 

analysis Volumes increase 
decreased 


? 

Vissim Up to 4 min > =2.5 minutes of 

model additional delay | increased delay 

Vissim Up to 2.3 min > =2.5 minutes of 

model additional delay | increased delay 

Vissim < 10 second > =2.5 minutes of 

model increase in increased delay 
delay 


Lincoln Traffic 
Tunnel volumes 
decrease 


QMTILIE 


VNB/SIE 


CBX/TME SEQRA No additional > 5% volume 
Volume analysis increase 


Threshold 


SEQRA No additional > 5% volume 
Volume analysis increase 
Threshold 


FDR Drive 


RFK Bridge 


HCS Minor changes | >= 2.5 minutes of 
in density/speed | increased delay* 

HCS Minor changes | >= 2.5 minutes of 
in density/speed | increased delay* 


Bayonne 
Bridge 


Eastern Minor changes | > =2.5 minutes of No 
Spur of NJ in density/speed | increased delay* 
Turnpike 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 

1 QMT-Queens-Midtown Tunnel; LIE-Long Island Expressway; HCT-Hugh L. Carey Tunnel; VNB-Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge; 
SIE-Staten Island Expressway; CBX-Cross Bronx Expressway; TME-Trans-Manhattan Expressway. 

* For HCS analyses, it is assumed that additional delays along the corridor are less than 2.5 minutes if speeds remain at 
40 mph and above. 


Vissim models were available at five study locations: Lincoln Tunnel, Holland Tunnel, Queens-Midtown 
Tunnel-Long Island Expressway corridor, the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel-Gowanus corridor, and Verrazzano- 
Narrows Bridge-Staten Island Expressway corridor. Two of the study locations, the Holland Tunnel and 
Lincoln Tunnel, were dropped from further analysis because the volume changes were found to be negative 
for all tolling scenarios and there would not be an increase in delay. The remaining three Vissim study 
locations were analyzed in detail using an increase in delay of greater than or equal to 2.5 minutes as the 
primary criterion for determining adverse effects, although other factors such as speed, queue length, and 
density were also taken into consideration. 


August 2022 4B-23 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


Three study locations were determined to be appropriate for the HCS model where speeds were 40 mph 
or higher: the RFK—Queens leg, the Bayonne Bridge, and the eastern spur of the New Jersey Turnpike. These 
locations were also evaluated using a greater than or equal to 2.5 minutes additional delay threshold as the 
primary criterion for the determination of adverse traffic effects along with other criteria such as LOS, 
speed, and density. (Note: If soeeds remained greater than 40 mph under the CBD Tolling Alternative it was 
assumed that delays would be under 2.5 minutes for the entire corridor). 


The remaining two study locations, the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway and the FDR Drive 
between the Williamsburg Bridge and the Brooklyn Bridge, did not have an available Vissim model and the 
HCS was not an appropriate tool under congested conditions. Therefore, the analysis at these two locations 
defaulted to the SEQRA volume threshold of greater than 5 percent increase in traffic volumes under 
congested conditions (< 20 mph) to determine adverse effects. 


4B.4.2 Long Island Expressway (!-495) Leading to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel 

The Queens-Midtown Tunnel connects the boroughs of Manhattan and Queens. The tunnel is designated 
as NY-495 and in Queens, leads directly to and from the Long Island Expressway (I-495) at the junction with 
the BQE (I-278), although the section from the Queens-Midtown Tunnel to Queens Boulevard in Queens is 
known as the Queens-Midtown Expressway, and the section between Queens Boulevard and the Queens- 
Nassau County line is known as the Horace Harding Expressway. The tunnel has two tubes, an inbound and 
outbound tube, each with two travel lanes. A contra-flow Bus/3+ HOV lane operates westbound in the 
morning from 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. from Van Dam Street to Queens-Midtown Tunnel and then along the 
south tube of the tunnel into Manhattan, providing three travel lanes to Manhattan during this time. 
Figure 4B-3 depicts the location of the highways leading to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and highlights the 
extent of the microsimulation model area for the Queens-Midtown Expressway/I-495 analysis. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

Consistent with other highway analyses for this Project, the highway segment analysis was performed using 
a Vissim model, which incorporated volume data from TBTA toll transaction data and was calibrated based 
on traffic counts and observed speeds using data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. (a third-party, on- 
demand mobility analytics platform that provides past traffic information). Collectively, the TBTA 
transaction data and data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. provided performance metrics including hourly 
volume, travel speed in miles per hour (mph). The data were used to calculate maximum queue length (in 
feet), density (in passenger cars per mile per lane), and overall LOS. For this microsimulation model, the 
maximum queue length is based on length of roadway occupied by vehicles not moving or moving below a 
speed of approximately 6 mph. Table 4B-4 presents a summary of the existing conditions during the 
weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours. 


Based on the October 2019, transaction data provided by TBTA, the highest average weekday hourly traffic 
volume of 3,612 vehicles (2,672 vehicles in the two inbound general-purpose lanes plus 940 vehicles in the 
contra-flow HOV lane) occurred along the Long Island Expressway (I-495) at the eastern portal of the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel in the Manhattan-bound direction during the AM peak hour (8:00 a.m. to 
9:00 a.m.). 
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Figure 4B-3. Highways Leading to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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Table 4B-4. Existing Conditions: Long Island Expressway (I-495): The Queens-Midtown Tunnel 


AM MD PM 


PERFORMANCE (2019) (8 a.m. to 9 a.m.) (1 p.m. to 2 p.m.) (5 p.m. to 6 p.m.) 
Hourly Volume (vehicles) 
1-495 Inbound, Mainline 
1-495 Inbound, High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV)-AM only 
Processed Hourly Volume (vehicles)* 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,436 2,396 2,311 
|-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only ee = 


Travel Time (min:sec) 

1-495 Inbound, Mainline 

1-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 


|-495 Inbound, Mainline 5.6 
|-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only | 6408 | cl — 
Maximum Queue (feet) 

|-495 Inbound, Mainline 5,824 
|-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only i = 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

|-495 Inbound, Mainline 133 
|-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only — a fee ee = 
Level of Service (LOS) 

|-495 Inbound, Mainline F 
|-495 Inbound, HOV-AM only mE a ae ee = 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 

* Processed volume is the volume actually handled by the Vissim model and is used for calibration purposes to make sure the 
model is set to actual traffic. For future conditions, the processed volume is a performance measure and unprocessed 
volumes create backups and longer queues. 


Other hourly Manhattan-bound traffic volumes at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel include 2,581 vehicles and 
2,714 vehicles during the MD peak hour (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) and the PM peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m.), respectively. 


Travel speeds approaching the Queens-Midtown Tunnel depend upon the time of day. In the Manhattan- 
bound direction, speeds along the Long Island Expressway (I-495) at the eastern portal of the Queens- 
Midtown Tunnel during the AM peak hour averaged approximately 9 mph on the mainline lanes and 
approximately 41 mph on the contra-flow HOV lane, which operates only during the morning peak period. 
During the MD and PM peak hours, speeds in the Manhattan-bound direction on the mainline lanes were 
approximately 10 mph and 6 mph, respectively. 


The maximum queue lengths along the Long Island Expressway (|-495) in the Manhattan-bound direction 
as measured east of the Queens-Midtown Tunnel portal in the microsimulation model, are approximately 
3,987 feet, 4,464 feet, and 5,824 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. 


The existing LOS varies from LOS C on the HOV lane during the AM peak hour to LOS F on the mainline lanes 
during all peak hours of a typical weekday day. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table 4B-5, Table 4B-6, and Table 4B-7 present the results of the Vissim analysis for the weekday AM, MD, 
and PM peak hours, respectively, for Tolling Scenario D, which is representative of the tolling scenarios, 
including Tolling Scenarios E and F. The assessment describes the incremental change between the No 
Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


The highway analysis of the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and its approaches indicated that under Tolling 
Scenario D, there would be relatively small increases in traffic during the AM and PM peak hours due to 
capacity constraints and a larger increase in traffic during the MD peak hour. The LOS at critical locations 
during the weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours are projected to remain the same (at LOS F). The most 
notable change is expected to occur in the MD peak hour where travel speeds would potentially drop from 
about 11.8 to 6.0 mph and the travel times would potentially increase by about 4 minutes. 


Under the SEQRA criteria the increase in traffic volumes would be within a 5 percent threshold during the 
AM peak hour with an increase of 125 vehicles. However, during the MD and PM peak hours, the increase 
in volume of 383 and 203 vehicles, respectively, would exceed a 5 percent threshold. However, the 
2.5 minutes of additional delay threshold is exceeded only during the MD peak hour. 


AM Results (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the Manhattan-bound direction is projected to increase by approximately 
125 vehicles leading into the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. This would likely result in an increase in travel time 
during the AM peak of approximately 137 seconds in the mainline lanes, with the travel time in the HOV 
lane remaining the same as the No Action Alternative. Speeds are anticipated to decrease by 2.7 mph, from 
9.1 mph to 6.4 mph, on the mainline lanes, while speeds on the HOV lane would remain the same as the 
No Action Alternative. Queues are expected to increase by approximately 1,719 feet (or approximately 
86 vehicles) along the Long Island Expressway (Il-495) mainline with no increase in the queue length 
expected for the HOV lane. The density along the Long Island Expressway (I-495) mainline lanes is expected 
to increase by approximately 39 pc/mi/In and the LOS service would remain at LOS F. (The HOV lane would 
continue to operate at LOS C and the density is projected to remain the same as the No Action Alternative). 
Under the SEQRA criteria, the projected increase in traffic of 125 vehicles during the AM peak hour would 
be within a 5 percent increase and the additional delay of 2.2 minutes is less than the 2.5 minutes 
threshold; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the AM peak hour. 


MD Results (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 

With CBD tolling, traffic volumes in the Manhattan-bound direction are projected to increase by 
approximately 383 vehicles on the mainline lanes. This is projected to result in an increase of approximately 
242 seconds in travel time and speeds are projected to decrease by 5.8 mph, from 11.8 mph to 6.0 mph. 
The maximum queue length is expected to increase by approximately 1,355 feet (or approximately 
68 vehicles) along the Long Island Expressway (I-495) and the density is expected to increase approximately 
76 pc/mi/In. The LOS is expected to remain at LOS F. Under the SEQRA criteria, the projected increase in 
traffic of 383 vehicles during the MD peak hour would exceed 5 percent and the increased delay of 
4.0 minutes would exceed the 2.5 minutes threshold; therefore, there would be a potential adverse traffic 
effect during the MD peak hour. 
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Table 4B-5. Long Island Expressway (I-495) Approach to Queens-Midtown Tunnel — AM (8:00 a.m. to 
9:00 a.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 


PERFORMANCE (2023) ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 
Hourly Volume (vehicles) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,680 2,805 125 


|-495 Inbound, High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) — AM only 940 0 
Processed Hourly Volume (vehicles)* 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,432 2,434 2 
1 


|-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 943 
Travel Time (min:sec) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 02:17 
1-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 00:00 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

1-495 Inbound, Mainline -2.7 
|-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 0.0 
Maximum Queue (feet) 

1-495 Inbound, Mainline 1,719 
1-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 0 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

1-495 Inbound, Mainline 39 
1-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 0 


Level of Service (LOS) 

1-495 Inbound, Mainline 

1-495 Inbound, HOV — AM only 
Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: — Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 
* Processed volume is the volume actually handled by the Vissim model and is used for calibration purposes to make sure the model is 


set to actual traffic. For future conditions, the processed volume is a performance measure and unprocessed volumes create backups 
and longer queues. 
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Table 4B-6. Long Island Expressway (l-495) Approach to Queens-Midtown Tunnel — MD (1:00 p.m. to 
2:00 p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
PERFORMANCE (2023) ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) INCREMENTAL CHANGE 


Hourly Volume (vehicles) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,594 2,977 383 


Processed Hourly Volume (vehicles)* 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,444 2,490 46 


Travel Time (min:sec) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 04:15 08:17 04:02 


Travel Speed (miles per hour) 


|-495 Inbound, Mainline 11.8 a ee 58 


Maximum Queue (feet) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 3,505 4,860 1,355 


Density (pc/mi/In) 


|-495 Inbound, Mainline 131 76 


Level of Service (LOS) 


1495 Inbound, Mainline = 
Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: — Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 
* Processed volume is the volume actually handled by the Vissim model and is used for calibration purposes to make sure the 
model is set to actual traffic. For future conditions, the processed volume is a performance measure and unprocessed 
volumes create backups and longer queues. 
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Table 4B-7. Long Island Expressway (I-495) Approach to Queens-Midtown Tunnel — PM (5:00 p.m. to 
6:00 p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


PERFORMANCE (2023) ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) INCREMENTAL CHANGE 


Hourly Volume (vehicles) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,687 2,890 203 


Processed Hourly Volume (vehicles)* 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 2,309 2,340 31 


Travel Time (min:sec) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 08:27 09:45 01:18 


Travel Speed (miles per hour) 


|495 Inbound, Mainline 08 


Maximum Queue (feet) 


1-495 Inbound, Mainline 5,859 5,872 13** 


Density (pc/mi/In) 
1-495 Inbound, Mainline 127 141 14 
Level of Service (LOS) 


|-495 (Inbound, Mainline) = 

Source: WSP USA, 2022. 

Note: — Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 

* Processed volume is the volume actually handled by the Vissim model and is used for calibration purposes to make sure the 
model is set to actual traffic. For future conditions, the processed volume is a performance measure and unprocessed 
volumes create backups and longer queues. 

** Maximum queue length is constrained by the extent of the Vissim model. Actual increase in queue length is estimated at 
about 1,500 feet. This is based on an additional 203 vehicles accommodated in three lanes and 22-foot average vehicle 
spacing (15-foot average vehicle length and 7-foot average vehicle separation) 


PM Results (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 

With CBD tolling, Manhattan-bound direction traffic volumes are projected to increase by approximately 
203 vehicles on the mainline lanes. This would likely result in an increase of approximately 78 seconds in 
travel time and speeds are anticipated to decrease slightly. Maximum queues are constrained by the extent 
of the Vissim model but are projected to increase by about 1,500 feet, assuming an additional 203 vehicles 
accommodated in three lanes and 22-foot vehicle spacing (15-foot average vehicle length and 7-foot 
separation between vehicles). Queue delays are projected to increase, but these additional queue delays 
would likely occur east of Van Dam Street, which is outside of the model limits. Density is projected to 
increase by approximately 14 pc/mi/In with the LOS remaining at LOS F. Under the SEQRA criteria, the 
projected increase in traffic of 203 vehicles during the PM peak hour would exceed 5 percent but the 
increase in delay would be 1.3 minutes which would be below the 2.5 minutes threshold; therefore, there 
would not be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour. 


In summary, under Tolling Scenario D, traffic volumes would increase by 125/383/203 vehicles during the 
AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively, resulting in increased queue lengths and delays for all peak 
hours. Under the SEQRA criteria, assuming a potential adverse effect if traffic volumes increase more than 
5 percent under congested conditions and delays increase by 2.5 minutes or more, there would be a 
potential adverse effect in the MD peak hour but no adverse effect during the AM and PM peak hours. 
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Adverse effects that would arise if Tolling Scenario D or another similar tolling scenario were implemented 
will be minimized through implementing Transportation Demand Management measures such as ramp 
metering, motorist information, signage, and/or targeted toll policy modifications to reduce diversions. The 
Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring of traffic patterns specifically tailored to the adopted tolling 
scenario—commencing prior to implementation with data collection approximately 3 months after the 
start of project operations—to determine whether the predicted adverse effects are occurring and to 
determine the appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures (or improvement in existing 
Transportation Demand Management measures) to be implemented. The monitoring program will examine 
changes in traffic volumes, changes in speeds, and changes in delays along the affected highway corridors. 
Volume changes will be determined from before/after traffic counts (where available); soeed changes will 
be determined from actual before/after speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.; and the 
change in delay along major highway corridors will be determined based on actual speeds based on data 
provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. The monitoring program will inform the development and 
implementation of appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures and possible adjustments 
to the tolling policy should traffic volumes increase by more than 5 percent and delays increase more than 
2.5 minutes. 


4B.4.3 Gowanus Expressway Leading to I-278 Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 

The Hugh L. Carey Tunnel consists of two tubes—each with two traffic lanes—one tube for each direction. 
The eastern tunnel portal is in the neighborhood of Red Hook in Brooklyn and the western portal is north 
of Battery Park in Lower Manhattan. 


The Hugh L. Carey Tunnel is part of the Interstate Highway System, designated as I-478, and encompasses 
the length of the tunnel and the short highway connection to |-278. The |-278 designation is applied to 
several expressways, including the Gowanus Expressway in southern Brooklyn and BQE across northern 
Brooklyn and Queens. During the weekday AM peak period, an HOV lane operates along the eastbound 
Gowanus Expressway toward the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, for a total of three lanes toward Manhattan. During 
the weekday PM peak period the HOV lane operates in the reverse direction, westbound, along the 
Gowanus Expressway, for a total of three lanes toward Brooklyn. At all other times, two travel lanes operate 
both east and west. Figure 4B-4 presents the location of the highways leading to and from the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway segment analysis was performed using a Vissim model calibrated using existing speeds based 
on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. The model provides performance metrics including hourly 
processed volumes, travel time (in seconds), travel speed (in miles per hour), maximum queue length (in 
feet), density (in passenger cars per mile per lane), and overall LOS. Table 4B-8 presents a summary of 
existing conditions during the weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours. 
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Figure 4B-4. Highways Leading to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
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Table 4B-8. Existing Conditions: Gowanus Expressway Leading to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 


AM MD PM 


PERFORMANCE (2019) (8a.m.to9 a.m.) | (1 p.m.to2 p.m.) | (5 p.m. to6 p.m.) 
Hourly Volume 


Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 1,205 
Total Volume to Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) 2,964 
Total Volume Weaving Segment 3,759 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 04:54 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 01:35 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane _ 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 9.8 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 18.0 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane — 
Maximum Queue (feet) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 7,006 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 294 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane _ 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 93 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 15 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane _ 
Level of Service (LOS) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment F 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) B 


High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane 


The highest average weekday hourly traffic volume of 2,953 vehicles, based upon October 2019 data 
provided by TBTA, occurs in the Manhattan-bound direction during the AM peak hour (8:00 a.m. to 
9:00 a.m.). Other hourly Manhattan-bound traffic volumes at the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are 1,551 vehicles 
and 1,205 vehicles in the MD peak hour (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) and PM peak hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.), 
respectively. 


The speeds in the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel vary by the time of day. In the Manhattan-bound direction the 
slowest speeds along |-478 at the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are during the AM peak hour, 
averaging 13.8 mph. During the MD and PM peak hours, speeds in the Manhattan-bound direction on the 
same segment are 17.8 mph and 18.0 mph, respectively. The average Manhattan-bound speeds along the 
most critical segment—the I-478 weaving segment between the merge of the Gowanus Expressway with 
the Prospect Expressway, over Hamilton Avenue, to the exit ramp to the BQE and Hamilton Avenue 
(Exit 26)—are 11.6 mph, 12.5 mph, and 9.8 mph during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. In 
the HOV lane, which operates in the Manhattan-bound direction during the AM peak period, vehicles move 
at an average speed of 17 mph. 
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The maximum queue lengths along |-478 as measured east from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel portal segment 
after the exit ramp to the BQE (Exit 26 to Hamilton Avenue access to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel entrance) 
are approximately 1,756 feet, 158 feet, and 294 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
The maximum queue lengths along I-478 measured on the weaving segment between the merge from 
Gowanus/Prospect Expressways and the exit ramp to the BQE are approximately 6,555 feet, 4,687 feet, 
and 7,006 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. 


Three locations on the Manhattan-bound tunnel approach show the existing LOS varies from LOS B to 
LOS F. The |-478 weaving section before the exit ramp to the BQE on the approach to the Hugh L. Carey 
Tunnel operates at LOS F during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. The section along the I-478 segment 
between the exit ramp to the BQE and the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel operates at LOS D, 
LOS C, and LOS B during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The HOV lane operates at LOS F at 
about 17 miles per hour without queues. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


For the 2023 No Action Alternative and 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D), Table 4B-9, 
Table 4B-10, and Table 4B-11 present results of the Vissim assessment for the weekday AM, MD, and PM 
peak hours, respectively. The assessment summarized below describes the incremental change between 
the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Overall, the highway analysis of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and its approaches indicates that under Tolling 
Scenario D, there would likely be a change in travel patterns and an increase in traffic that would result in 
increased travel times, higher densities, and deteriorating LOS, thereby creating potential adverse traffic 
effects under the SEQRA criteria. 


The change in traffic patterns resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative is expected to result in a shift of 
traffic from the BQE to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel in the critical weaving section between the merge of the 
Gowanus and Prospect Expressways and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel split from the BQE based on the route 
choice of the tunnel versus other East River crossings. The anticipated decrease in volume on the BQE 
would improve its operation while the increase in volume to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would be expected 
to result in increased delays at the tunnel approach. The change in traffic volumes during the AM and PM 
peak hours are expected to be small due to capacity constraints at the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel while larger 
changes in volumes are expected during the MD peak hour. Table 4B-9, Table 4B-10, and Table 4B-11 
provide a summary of the results by peak hour. 
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Table 4B-9. Hugh L. Carey Tunnel — AM (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 
PERFORMANCE (2023) ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 


Hourly Volume (vehicles) 


Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 72 
Total Volume to Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) -42 
Total Volume Weaving Segment 0 
Processed Hourly Volume (vehicles) 

Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel -15 
Total Volume to BQE -82 
Total Volume Weaving Segment -41 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 01:13 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 00:09 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane 00:00 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment -4.3 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) -0.4 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane 0.0 
Maximum Queue (feet) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 1,624 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 16 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane _— 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 28 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 9 


High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 
High-Occupancy Vehicle Lane 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 
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Table 4B-10. | Hugh L. Carey Tunnel — MD (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 


PERFORMANCE MEASURES ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 
Hourly Volume 


Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 486 
Total Volume to Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) -428 
Total Volume Weaving Segment 0 
Processed Hourly Volume 

Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 490 
Total Volume to BQE -438 
Total Volume Weaving Segment -3 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment -00:03 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 00:04 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 0.5 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) -0.7 


Maximum Queue (feet) 


Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment | 4277 | -1 oe 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) ee ee 

Density (pc/mi/In) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment a a ee ee 

Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) a ee ee ee 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment ee ee ee ee 

Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) a ee 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 


4B-36 August 2022 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


Table 4B-11. | Hugh L. Carey Tunnel — PM (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
ALTERNATIVE 


NO ACTION (Tolling INCREMENTAL 
PERFORMANCE MEASURES ALTERNATIVE | Scenario D) CHANGE 


Hourly Volume 


Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 47 
Total Volume to Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) -43 
Total Volume Weaving Segment 0 
Processed Hourly Volume 

Total Volume to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 71 
Total Volume to BQE 37 
Total Volume Weaving Segment 93 
Travel Time (min:sec) 
Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment -00:49 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 00:03 


Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 
Maximum Queue (feet) 


Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment -1,681 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 208 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment -13 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) 2 
Level of Service (LOS) 

Gowanus to BQE Off-Ramp, Weaving Segment — 
Mainline to Hugh L. Carey Tunnel After Exit 26 (BQE) _ 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 


2.8 
-0.5 
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AM Results (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 

Under Tolling Scenario D, traffic volumes to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are projected to increase by 
approximately 72 vehicles while traffic volumes to the BQE are expected to decrease by about 42 vehicles. 
Traffic volumes in the critical weaving segment between the merge of the Gowanus Expressway and 
Prospect Expressway to the split to the BQE and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are expected to remain about 
the same. Approximately 42 vehicles would be diverted from the BQE and instead would stay on the main 
travel way to the Manhattan-bound Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. 


This would result in an estimated 73-second increase in travel time in the weaving segment between the 
merge of the Gowanus/Prospect Expressway and the off-ramp to the BQE. There would be an increase in 
travel time of approximately 9 seconds between the BQE off-ramp and the eastern portal of the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel due to increased volumes proceeding directly to the tunnel. The travel time in the HOV lane 
would remain approximately the same. At the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, speeds would 
decrease by about 0.4 mph, while speeds would decrease in the weaving section of the approach between 
the Gowanus/Prospect Expressway merge and the exit ramp to the BQE by about 4.3 mph. 


While total volumes in the weaving segment would be about the same, heavier weaving volumes, from the 
Prospect Expressway, would result in additional queues in the segment between the Gowanus and Prospect 
merge and the split to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and BQE exit ramp. Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, the 
queues are anticipated to increase in the weaving segment before the exit ramp to the BQE by about 
1,624 feet (or approximately 82 passenger cars) and there would be no queues anticipated along the 
HOV lane. An increase in density of 28 pc/In/mi is anticipated for the weave segment. The LOS would 
remain the same under the CBD Tolling Alternative as the No Action Alternative at LOSF along the 
general-purpose lanes. 


Under SEQRA, the increase in volume would be within 5 percent and the increase in delay of 1.2 minute in 
the weaving segment would be below 2.5 minutes; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect 
during the AM peak hour. 


MD Results (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 

With CBD tolling, traffic volumes in the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are projected to increase by 486 vehicles and 
traffic to the BQE is expected to decrease by about 428 vehicles, while total traffic volume on the |-478 
weaving segment between the merge of Gowanus/Prospect Expressway and the exit ramp to the BQE 
would remain about the same. 


Travel time in the weaving segment between the merge of Gowanus/Prospect Expressway and the exit 
ramp to the BQE as well as the approach to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would be expected to remain about 
the same. Overall, at the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, speeds would decrease by about 
0.7 mph, while there would be improvement in speeds on the weaving section of the approach between 
the Gowanus/Prospect Expressway merge and BQE off-ramp by about 0.5 mph. Additional queue delays 
are anticipated and maximum queue lengths on this segment are expected to increase by approximately 
398 feet (or approximately 20 vehicles). Reduction in queuing is anticipated in the weaving segment before 
the exit ramp to the BQE under the CBD Tolling Alternative by about 1,076 feet (or approximately 
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54 vehicles). Density along the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel approach is expected to increase by 11 pc/mi/In, and 
as a result LOS would deteriorate from LOS D to LOS E. A reduction in density is anticipated by 2 pc/mi/In 
in the weaving segment before the exit ramp to the BQE and the LOS is projected to improve from LOS F 
to LOS E. 


Under the SEQRA criteria used for the initial evaluation of potential adverse effects, traffic volumes to the 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would increase more than 5 percent, but the detailed Vissim analysis indicates there 
is sufficient capacity in the tunnel to handle the additional traffic and there would be a minimal increase in 
delay of a few seconds which would be well below the 2.5 minutes threshold; *® therefore, there would not 
be an adverse traffic effect during the MD peak hour. 


PM Results (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 

With CBD tolling, traffic volumes in the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are projected to increase by 47 vehicles. The 
total traffic volume for the critical |-478 weaving segment between the merge of Gowanus/Prospect 
Expressway and the off-ramp to the BQE would remain about the same. Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
approximately 43 vehicles would no longer use the BQE and would instead shift to the Manhattan-bound 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. 


This would result in an estimated 49-second reduction in travel time in the weaving segment between the 
merge of Gowanus/Prospect Expressway and the off-ramp to the BQE. There is a small, anticipated increase 
of 3 seconds in travel time between the BQE exit ramp and the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. 
Overall, at the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, speeds would decrease by 0.5 mph, while there 
would be improvement in speeds on the weaving section of the approach between the Gowanus/Prospect 
Expressway merge and BQE exit ramp by 2.8 mph. Additional queue delays are anticipated and maximum 
queue lengths at the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are expected to increase by approximately 
208 feet (or approximately 10 vehicles). Reduction in queuing is anticipated in the weaving segment before 
the exit ramp to the BQE under the CBD Tolling Alternative by 1,681 feet (or approximately 84 vehicles). At 
the eastern portal of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, density is expected to increase by 2 pc/mi/In. A reduction 
in density is anticipated of 13 pc/mi/In in the weaving segment before the exit ramp to the BQE. The LOS is 
projected to remain the same under the CBD Tolling Alternative as it would in the No Action Alternative for 
all segments. The increase in traffic would not exceed 5 percent and there would be a reduction in delays 
of 49 seconds in the weaving segment; therefore, there would not be an adverse effect during the PM peak 
hour. 


In summary, under Tolling Scenario D, inbound traffic volumes to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would increase 
by 72/486/47 vehicles during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively, resulting in increased queue 
lengths and delays for some time periods. Under the SEQRA criteria, assuming an increase in volume within 
5 percent under congested conditions would not be considered an adverse effect, there would not be an 
adverse effect during the AM and PM peak hours. During the MD peak hour, although the 5 percent 
threshold would be exceeded, further detailed analysis indicates that there would be sufficient capacity in 


18 The capacity of the two inbound lanes is approximately 2,600 vehicles per hour. The projected CBD Tolling Alternative 


volume under the tolling scenario analyzed would be about 2,353 vehicles, which would be below capacity. 
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the two inbound lanes to handle the additional traffic volumes and delays would be well below the 
2.5-minute threshold; therefore, there would not be an adverse effect during the MD peak hour. 


4B.4.4 Staten Island Expressway Leading to the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge 
The Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge is a major regional highway link between Staten Island and Brooklyn, 
providing connections to the Staten Island Expressway and the Gowanus Expressway (Figure 4B-5). 


As established by the BPM modeling results of the total trips currently using the bridge in the eastbound 
direction, only 7 percent are destined to the Manhattan CBD and would be directly affected by the Project. 


In the westbound direction, some CBD through trips destined to New Jersey and points beyond are 
expected to divert to the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge in order to avoid the CBD toll, resulting in higher 
westbound traffic volumes. 


Based upon the BPM results, there would either be a decrease or a marginal increase in traffic, depending 
on the peak period, in the eastbound (Brooklyn-bound) direction on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge. 
Therefore, this highway analysis examined only the westbound (Staten Island-bound) direction where 
potential additional delays and queues would occur along the Staten Island Expressway between the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard due to a projected increase in traffic. 


Because the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge would experience an increase in traffic only in the westbound 
(Staten Island-bound) direction based on traffic projected to navigate around the Manhattan CBD, this 
highway analysis examined only the westbound direction where potential additional delays and queues 
would occur along the Staten Island Expressway between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan 
Boulevard due to a projected increase in traffic. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway analyses were performed using a calibrated Vissim model specifically modified for the Project 
along highways that would be expected to experience an increase in traffic and slower speeds. %° 
Table 4B-12 presents a summary of existing conditions during the weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours. 


Based upon October 2019 weekday transaction data provided by TBTA, the heaviest westbound traffic 
volume occurs during the PM peak hour, with a total of 8,521 vehicles. Traffic volumes during the AM and 
MD peak hours are lower at 5,789 and 5,425 vehicles, respectively. Typically, the average speeds in the 
calibrated Vissim model in the westbound direction along the Staten Island Expressway (1278) between the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard vary in the range of 18.4 to 29.3 mph during the AM peak 
hour and 27.0 to 46.7 mph during the MD peak hour. During the PM peak hour, speeds were observed to 
decrease to the range of 16.8 to 23.7 mph, indicating relatively congested travel conditions during that 
period. 


19 The model was calibrated using existing speeds provided by StreetLight Data, Inc., hourly traffic counts, and observed queue 


lengths. Performance measures include processed volumes, speeds, maximum queue length (in feet), density (in passenger 
cars per mile per lane), and overall LOS. 
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Figure 4B-5. Highways Leading to/from the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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Table 4B-12. —_ Existing Conditions: Staten Island Expressway (I-278) Westbound — Verrazzano-Narrows 
Bridge to Hylan Boulevard 


AM MD PM 


PERFORMANCE (2019) (7 a.m. to 8 a.m.) (1 p.m. to 2 p.m.) (4 p.m. to 5 p.m.) 
Hourly Volume 
Staten Island Expressway (SIE) Westbound (WB) 


Upper Level (UL) 428! 
SIE WB Lower Level (LL) 3,775 
SIE WB - High-Occupancy Vehicle UL 465 


Travel Time (min:sec) 


Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge merge to Lily Pond WB LL 01:03 
To Lily Pond WB UL 00:56 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 02:05 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 02:14 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 03:10 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 03:06 


Travel Speed (miles per hour) 


To Lily Pond WB LL 204 


To Lily Pond WB UL 23.7 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 17.3 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 16.8 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 18.3 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 19.1 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 39 
To Lily Pond WB UL 36 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 44 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 61 
Level of Service (LOS) 

To Lily Pond WB LL E 

To Lily Pond WB UL E 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard F 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard F 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


Travel times vary depending on whether the upper or lower level of the bridge is used. Based upon 
observed travel time data, it took slightly longer for westbound lower-level users to cross the bridge to 
Hylan Boulevard along the Staten Island Expressway (I-278) during the AM and PM peak hours, when the 
traffic volumes were higher. Travel times between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard in 
the calibrated Vissim model were approximately 148 seconds and 190 seconds for the lower-level users 
during the AM and PM peak, respectively. For those using the upper level, travel times were 126 seconds 
and 186 seconds during the AM and PM peak, respectively. 
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The most congested analyzed segment of the westbound Staten Island Expressway (I-278) was between 
Lily Pond Road and Hylan Boulevard during the PM peak hour, with the lowest observed speeds of 
approximately 17.3 and 16.8 mph for the lower and upper levels, respectively. 


There were no queues observed along the westbound Staten Island Expressway (I-278) between the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard throughout all peak hours of the day. The existing LOS on 
westbound Staten Island Expressway (I-278) between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard 
is LOS C or better during the AM and MD peak hours, and LOS E and LOS F during the PM peak hour.?° 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

Table 4B-13, Table 4B-14, and Table 4B-15 present the Vissim results for the weekday AM, MD, and PM 
peak hours, respectively for the 2023 No Action and the 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative for Tolling Scenario D, 
which represents the tolling scenario with the highest increase in traffic. 


In summary, the additional traffic volumes on the westbound Staten Island Expressway (I-278) are relatively 
small during the AM and PM peak hours, and there is sufficient capacity to handle the additional volumes 
expected under Tolling Scenario D and is not anticipated to result in an adverse effect to highway 
operations for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. The relatively small volume changes resulted in 
insignificant changes across several roadway performance metrics, and thus not all metrics are presented 
in the table; therefore, there would not be adverse traffic effects for any of the tolling scenarios being 
considered nor any other tolling scenario adopted that would have lower tolls. 


The results for each peak hour are described below. 


AM Results (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) 

With CBD tolling, there would likely be a small increase in traffic during the AM peak hour in the westbound 
direction on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, with an additional 32 vehicles on the upper level and an 
additional 64 vehicles on the lower level. Traffic in the HOV lane would likely remain the same. Under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative, the average speeds along the Staten Island Expressway (I-278) westbound between 
the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard would likely remain in the range of 17.2 to 29.2 mph. 
There would be no queues between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard resulting from 
the implementation of the Project, and the LOS would remain the same at LOS C or better. The increase in 
volume would be small and within a 5 percent increase and the increase in delay of less than 10 seconds 
would be well below 2.5 minutes; therefore, there would not be an adverse effect during the AM peak 
hour. 


20 Two-way (split) tolling was implemented at the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge on December 1, 2020. The BPM modeling and 
the Vissim analyses incorporated the change in toll collection to two-way tolling. 
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Table 4B-13. Staten Island Expressway (I-278) Westbound—Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge to Hylan 


Boulevard — AM (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


INCREMENTAL 


PERFORMANCE MEASURES ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) 
Hourly Volume 


Staten Island Expressway (SIE) Westbound (WB) Upper 
Level (UL) 


SIE WB Lower Level (LL) 
SIE WB - High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) UL 
Travel Time (min:sec) 


To Liy Pond WB L 
To Liy Pond WB UL 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

To Liy Pond WB LL 
To Lily Pond WB UL 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 


Density (pc/mi/In) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 

To Lily Pond WB UL 

SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 
Level of Service (LOS) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 

To Lily Pond WB UL 

SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 
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Table 4B-14. Staten Island Expressway (I-278) Westbound—Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge to Hylan 
Boulevard — MD (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 


PERFORMANCE MEASURES ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 
Hourly Volume 
Staten Island Expressway (SIE) Westbound (WB) Upper 


Level (UL) et 
SIE WB Lower Level (LL) 256 
SIE WB - HOV UL 0 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 00:01 
To Lily Pond WB UL 00:00 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 00:00 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 00:01 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 00:00 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 00:01 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

To Lily Pond WB LL -1.3 
To Lily Pond WB UL 0.2 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL -0.1 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL -0.2 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard -0.2 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard -0.2 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 3 
To Lily Pond WB UL 2 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 1 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 1 


Level of Service (LOS) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 

To Lily Pond WB UL 

SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 
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Table 4B-15. Staten Island Expressway (I-278) Westbound—Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge to Hylan 
Boulevard — PM (4:00p.m. to 5:00p.m.) 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 


PERFORMANCE MEASURES ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 
Hourly Volume 
Staten Island Expressway (SIE) Westbound (WB) Upper 


Level (UL) - 
SIE WB Lower Level (LL) 97 
SIE WB - High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) UL 0 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 00:00 
To Lily Pond WB UL 00:01 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL 00:04 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL 00:06 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 00:03 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 00:06 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 0.0 
To Lily Pond WB UL -0.4 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB LL -0.6 
Lily Pond to Hylan Boulevard WB UL -0.7 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard -0.3 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard -0.6 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 0.3 
To Lily Pond WB UL 0.7 
SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 1.0 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 2.1 


Level of Service (LOS) 

To Lily Pond WB LL 

To Lily Pond WB UL 

SIE WB LL to Hylan Boulevard 
SIE WB UL to Hylan Boulevard 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: Tolling Scenarios E and F results are expected to be similar to Tolling Scenario D. 


MD Results (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 

Under Tolling Scenario D, an increase in traffic is projected during the MD peak hour in the westbound 
direction on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge with an additional 201 vehicles on the upper level and an 
additional 256 vehicles on the lower level. Traffic in the HOV lane would likely remain the same. There 
would be a small reduction in speeds using the lower level or upper level of the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, 
but the change in speeds would not be noticeable. Although the projected increase in traffic volume would 
be nominally above normal daily fluctuation and would exceed 5 percent there would be sufficient capacity 
to absorb the additional traffic, with additional delays of less than 10 seconds and the LOS would remain 


4B-46 August 2022 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


the same at C or better; therefore, since the increase in delay would be well below the 2.5-minute threshold 
there would not be an adverse traffic effect under the SEQRA criteria. 


PM Results (4:00 p.m. to 5:00 p.m.) 

With CBD tolling, an increase in traffic is projected during the PM peak hour in the westbound direction on 
the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, with an additional 75 vehicles on the upper level and 97 vehicles on the 
lower level. Traffic levels in the HOV lane would remain the same. The average speeds along the Staten 
Island Expressway (I-278) westbound between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard would 
remain approximately the same as the No Action Alternative, in the range of 16.8 to 22.3 mph. There would 
be no increase in queues between the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and Hylan Boulevard and densities 
would be similar. Overall, there would be no change in LOS and increase in delays would be well below the 
2.5-minute threshold; therefore, there would be no adverse effects associated with the additional volume 
during the PM peak hour. 


Under Tolling Scenario D, a small increase in traffic is projected during the PM peak hour in the westbound 
direction on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge with an additional 75 vehicles on the upper level and an 
additional 97 vehicles on the lower level. Traffic in the HOV lane would remain the same. Average speeds 
under the No Action Alternative range from 16.8 to 22.3 mph. There would be a small reduction in speeds 
using the lower level or upper level of the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, but the change in speeds would be 
small and not noticeable. The projected increase in traffic volume is small and within 5 percent and the 
increase in delay would be less than 10 seconds which would be well below the 2.5-minute threshold; 
therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour. 


In summary, Tolling Scenario D would result in increases in traffic volumes westbound on the Verrazzano- 
Narrows Bridge during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours of 32/201/75 vehicles at the lower level and 
64/256/97 vehicles at the upper level, respectively. These increases in traffic volumes are relatively small 
and would not have an appreciable effect on travel times, delays, speeds, and densities. The LOS would 
remain the same during all time periods for all highway segments operating at LOS B/C during the AM and 
MD peak hours and LOS E/F during the PM peak hour. The increase in delay would be under 10 seconds for 
all time periods which would be well under the 2.5-minute threshold; therefore, Tolling Scenario D (and 
Tolling Scenarios E and F), would have no adverse traffic effect along the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and 
the Staten Island Expressway during any time period under the SEQRA criteria. Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, 
and G, with Lower Manhattan CBD tolls, would be expected to create less diversions than the tolling 
scenarios with the largest increase in traffic; therefore, these tolling scenarios would also not result in 
adverse traffic effects. 
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4B.4.5 /-78 and Route 139 Approach to the Holland Tunnel 

The Holland Tunnel is a major gateway between New Jersey and Lower Manhattan with access from I-78 
and Route 139, and connections from the New Jersey Turnpike, the Garden State Parkway, and local streets 
in New Jersey (Figure 4B-6). 


The highway analysis examined only the Manhattan-bound direction where delays and queues occur along 
I-78 and Route 139, including the four intersections along 12th Street in Jersey City, just west of the tunnel. 
The New Jersey-bound traffic was not analyzed because the highways in New Jersey generally operate with 
less congestion and the volumes are constrained by the tunnel at the Manhattan approaches. However, 
the Manhattan approaches to the Holland Tunnel are examined as part of the local traffic analysis. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway segment analysis of the existing conditions was performed using a Vissim microsimulation 
model calibrated to actual volumes and speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. The existing 
volumes were based on 2019 transaction data. The model provides several important performance metrics 
including travel time (seconds), travel speed (mph), and maximum queue length (feet). 


Table 4B16 presents a summary of existing conditions during the weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours. 
The Vissim network for this highway segment includes intersections in New Jersey that were also analyzed 
separately using the Synchro traffic model (Section 4B.6). 


On a typical weekday, the Holland Tunnel carries 86,800 vehicles (41,800 Manhattan-bound and 45,000 
New Jersey-bound). The peak hourly Manhattan-bound traffic volumes for the highway approaches are: 


e 3,103 AM peak hour 
e 2,439 MD peak hour 
e 2,977 PM peak hour 


The average speeds along I-78 approaching the Holland Tunnel are 7.0 mph, 12.3 mph, and 8.1 mph during 
the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The average speeds along Route 139 approaching the 
Holland Tunnel are 6.8 mph, 10.9 mph, and 8.6 mph during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. 


The maximum queue lengths along 178, as measured west from the intersection at Jersey Avenue, are 
approximately 529 feet, 293 feet, and 444 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The 
queue lengths along NJ Route 139, also measured from the intersection at Jersey Avenue, are generally 
much lower in the AM peak hour and there is no queue in the MD and PM peak hours. The signalized 
arterial roadway segment between Jersey Avenue and the Holland Tunnel portal is typically congested 
during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. These intersections along this segment were analyzed using 
Synchro traffic model and are included in the intersection traffic analysis (Section 4B.6). 
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Figure 4B-6. Highways Leading to the Holland Tunnel 
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Table 4B-16. — Existing Conditions: I-78 and Route 139 
AM MD PM 


PERFORMANCE (2019) (8 a.m. to 9 a.m.) (Noon to 1 p.m.) (5 p.m. to 6 p.m.) 
Hourly Volume 


78 1,175 1,127 
Route 139 1,928 1,550 1,850 


Travel Time (min:sec) 


1-78 08:05 
Route 139 Local 06:11 
Route 139 Express 06:21 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

1-78 8.1 

Route 139 Local 8.6 
Route 139 Express 8.4 

Maximum Queue (feet) 

I-78 444 
Route 139 Local 0 
Route 139 Express 0 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


Based upon the results of the BPM regional model for Tolling Scenario D (the tolling scenario that would 
likely generate the greatest amount of adverse traffic effects), and subsequent post-processing to obtain 
hourly volumes, there would be a small net decrease in trips across the Holland Tunnel in the Manhattan- 
bound direction during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours; therefore, a qualitative assessment of potential 
adverse traffic effects was performed for the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For existing conditions and the 2023 No Action Alternative and 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling 
Scenario D), Table 4B-17 presents a summary of the overall changes in traffic volume. There is little 
anticipated change between the existing and No Action Alternative conditions and the assessment 
summarized below describes the incremental change in traffic volumes between the No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative for the tolling scenario that would likely generate the greatest amount of 
adverse traffic effects. 


Table 4B-17. Holland Tunnel Eastbound Traffic Volumes during AM, MD and PM Peak Hours under 
Existing Conditions, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative 
CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 
PEAK HOUR EXISTING CONDITIONS NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (TOLLING SCENARIO D) 
AM (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 3,103 3,109 


MD (12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m.) 2,439 2,431 
PM (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 2,977 2,975 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, there would be a small reduction in traffic volumes during the AM, MD, 
and PM peak hours at the eastbound approaches to the Holland Tunnel and a small improvement in traffic 
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operations; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact during any peak hour as described 
below. 


AM Results (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 
During the AM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to decrease by a total of 49 vehicles, with 
approximately 18 vehicles along I-78 and approximately 31 vehicles along NJ Route 139 in the eastbound 
direction, resulting in a small improvement in traffic operations. Therefore, there would not be an adverse 
traffic effect during the AM peak hour. 


MD Results (12:00 p.m. to 1:00 p.m.) 

During the MD peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to decrease by a total of 67 vehicles, with 
approximately 24 vehicles along I-78 and approximately 43 vehicles along NJ Route 139 in the eastbound 
direction, resulting in a small improvement in traffic operations. Therefore, there would not be an adverse 
traffic effect during the MD peak hour. 


PM Results (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
During the PM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to decrease by a total of 63 vehicles, with 
approximately 24 vehicles along I-78, and approximately 39 vehicles along NJ Route 139 in the eastbound 
direction, resulting in a small improvement in traffic operations. Therefore, there would not be an adverse 
traffic effect during the PM peak hour. 


In summary, there would be a net reduction in traffic volumes during the AM (-49), MD (-67), and PM (-63) 
peak hours at the Manhattan-bound approaches to the Holland Tunnel, and traffic operations would be 
expected to improve slightly; therefore, there would be no adverse effects as a result of Tolling Scenarios D, 
E, and F during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. The net traffic reductions for Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and 
G would be expected to be greater than under the remaining tolling scenarios; therefore, there would be 
expected to be a greater improvement in traffic operations. Since traffic volumes would decrease under all 
tolling scenarios, there would not be an adverse traffic effect at the Holland Tunnel and its approaches for 
any tolling scenario being considered. 


4B.4.6 N/ Route 495 Approach to the Lincoln Tunnel 

The Lincoln Tunnel is a major gateway to Midtown Manhattan from New Jersey. It provides direct access 
from NJ Route 495 and offers connections to and from the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95), Route 9, Route 3, 
and local streets in New Jersey (Figure 4B-7). In Manhattan, the Lincoln Tunnel provides connections to 
West 42nd Street, and south to West 30th Street and streets in between via the Lincoln Tunnel Expressway. 
In addition, the Lincoln Tunnel provides a direct connection for buses to the Port Authority Bus Terminal. 


The highway analysis examined only the Manhattan-bound direction where delays and queues occur along 
NJ Route 495. The New Jersey-bound highway traffic generally operates with less congestion because the 
volumes are constrained by the tunnel at the Manhattan approaches (which are examined in Section 4B.6). 
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Figure 4B-7. Highways Leading to the Lincoln Tunnel 
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AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

A qualitative highway segment analysis was performed because a reduction in traffic is projected by the 
BPM during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. Table 4B-18 presents a summary of the existing conditions 
during the weekday AM, MD, and PM peak hours. 


Table 4B-18. — Existing Conditions: New Jersey Route 495 Approach to the Lincoln Tunnel 


AM MD PM 
Peas vale at CUE) (8 a.m. to 9 a.m.) (1 p.m. to 2 p.m.) (5 p.m. to 6 p.m.) 


Hourly Volume 


Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 771 
Exclusive Bus Lane (XBL) to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Local Ramps to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 1,005 
Processed Hourly Volume 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 775 
XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Local Ramps to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 957 
Travel Time (min:sec) 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 02:03 
XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Local Ramps to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 04:38 
Travel Speed (miles per hour) 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 18.4 
XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Local Ramps to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 3.4 
Maximum Queue (feet) 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 32 
XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Local Ramps to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 1,681 
Density (pc/mi/In) 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 10 
XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 

Level of Service (LOS) 

Helix to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance A 


XBL to Lincoln Tunnel Entrance 
Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


Based upon the results of the BPM for Tolling Scenario D, and subsequent post-processing to obtain hourly 
volumes, there would likely be a small decrease in trips across the Lincoln Tunnel in the Manhattan-bound 
direction during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours; therefore, a qualitative assessment of potential adverse 
traffic effects was performed for the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
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On a typical weekday, the Lincoln Tunnel carries 117,200 vehicles (53,900 Manhattan-bound and 63,300 
New Jersey-bound). The following are peak hourly Manhattan-bound traffic volumes: 


e 3,990 AM peak hour 
e = 2,345 MD peak hour 
e 1,776 PM peak hour 


The average speeds along the helix segment approaching the Lincoln Tunnel are 3.5 mph, 3.9 mph, and 
18.4 mph during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The contra-flow XBL converts a New Jersey- 
bound general traffic lane on I-495 to serve as a Manhattan-bound bus-only lane. The XBL is in effect only 
during the AM peak period, and buses operate at an average speed of 25.9 mph during the AM peak hour. 
The general-purpose traffic entrance ramp from Park Avenue in Weehawken, New Jersey, has an average 
speed of 6.5 mph, 17.0 mph, and 3.4 mph during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The 
maximum queue lengths along NJ Route 495, measured west of the Lincoln Tunnel portal in New Jersey, 
are approximately 8,443 feet, 951 feet, and 32 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. 
The queue lengths along the entrance ramp from Park Avenue in Weehawken are approximately 
1,289 feet, 0 feet, and 1,681 feet during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. The NJ Route 495 
approach to the Lincoln Tunnel operates at LOS F during the AM and MD peak hours and at LOS A during 
the PM peak hour. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For existing conditions and the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario D, 
Table 4B-19 presents a summary of the overall changes in traffic volume at the Lincoln Tunnel approaches 
for each of the peak hours, and compares the existing conditions, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling 
Alternative. The existing data was derived from 2018 transaction data and adjusted to 2019 values. There 
is little anticipated change between existing and No Action Alternative conditions, and the assessment 
summarized below describes the incremental change traffic volumes between the No Action Alternative 
and Tolling Scenario D. 


Table 4B-19. — Lincoln Tunnel Traffic Volumes during AM, MD and PM Peak Hours under Existing 
Conditions, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 
PEAK HOUR EXISTING CONDITIONS | NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) 


AM (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 3,990 3,955 3,869 
(including Exclusive Bus Lane) 

MD (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 2,345 2,338 

PM (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 1,776 1,780 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


In summary, there would be a net reduction in traffic volumes during the AM (-86), MD (-148), and PM (-74) 
peak hours at the Manhattan-bound approaches to the Lincoln Tunnel, and traffic operations would be 
expected to improve slightly; therefore, there would be no adverse effects as a result of Tolling Scenarios D, 
E, and F during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours. The net traffic reductions for Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and 
G would be expected to be greater than under the remaining tolling scenarios; therefore, there would be 
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expected to be a greater improvement in traffic operations. Since traffic volumes would decrease under all 
tolling scenarios, there would not be an adverse traffic effect at the Lincoln Tunnel and its approaches for 
any of the tolling scenarios being considered. 


AM Results (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 

During the AM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to decrease by approximately 43 vehicles along the 
helix and 43 vehicles along the Park Avenue ramp, resulting in a small improvement in traffic operations. 
No additional buses are anticipated on the XBL, which comprises approximately 2.2 percent of total AM 
peak-hour traffic. Therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the AM peak hour. 


MD Results (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 


During the MD peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to decrease by approximately 74 vehicles along the 
helix and 74 vehicles along Park Avenue ramp, resulting in a small improvement in traffic operations. 
Therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the MD peak hour. 


PM Results (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 


During the PM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to slightly decrease, by approximately 37 vehicles 
along the helix and 37 vehicles along Park Avenue ramp, resulting in a small improvement in traffic 
operations. Therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour. 


4B.4.7 Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway between the George Washington Bridge 
and |-87 

The George Washington Bridge is a major crossing carrying I-95 and US Routes 1 and 9 across the Hudson 

River for trips between New Jersey and Manhattan as well as the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn. 1-95 

continues along segments known as the Trans-Manhattan Expressway and the Cross Bronx Expressway and 

provides connections to the Henry Hudson Parkway, Major Deegan Expressway, Harlem River Drive, and 

other local streets and highways (Figure 4B-8). 


The highway analysis examines only the outbound (westbound/New Jersey-bound) direction of the Trans- 
Manhattan Expressway where it enters the George Washington Bridge (the convergence and maximum 
accumulation of vehicles from the feeder roadways to the George Washington Bridge). The BPM forecasts 
the traffic volumes under the representative tolling scenario in the inbound (eastbound) direction to be 
lower; therefore, the eastbound direction was not analyzed. 


In the outbound (westbound) direction increases in vehicular trips are anticipated to occur along the major 
connections to the bridge approach due to circumferential diversion of through Manhattan CBD traffic 
taking advantage of the toll-free trans-Hudson crossings in the westbound direction to avoid the CBD toll. 


Projections of changes in traffic volumes along the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway as well as 
other feeder routes to the George Washington Bridge are based on existing bridge volume data, BPM 
projections of changes in traffic volumes, and travel patterns derived from data provided by StreetLight 
Data, Inc. used to determine the distribution of traffic using the George Washington Bridge. 
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Figure 4B-8. Highways Leading to the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway 
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Due to the lack of availability of an existing calibrated highway traffic model and gaps in the pre-COVID-19 
pandemic traffic data, the analysis of the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway relies on a combination 
of analytical quantitative and qualitative evaluation of potential adverse effects. The potential traffic effects 
along the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway corridor were estimated from the Long Island 
Expressway Vissim model with appropriate adjustments for the relative increase in traffic volumes and the 
initial No Action speeds 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 
On a typical weekday, the George Washington Bridge carries approximately 300,000 vehicles (145,000 
Manhattan-bound and 155,000 New Jersey-bound). The peak-hour westbound/New Jersey-bound traffic 
volumes for the bridge are: 


e 7,028 AM peak hour 
e 8,315 MD peak hour 
e 9,660 PM peak hour 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

The incremental changes in traffic resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative were assigned to the highways 
leading to the George Washington Bridge using data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. For each time period, 
estimates were made as to where the majority of traffic originated from before combining along the Trans- 
Manhattan Expressway. Over the course of the day, the majority of traffic destined to the George 
Washington Bridge in the westbound direction comes from the Cross Bronx Expressway, Harlem River 
Drive, Henry Hudson Parkway and Major Deegan Expressway. Table 4B-20 presents the proportion of traffic 
along these main roadways that lead to the George Washington Bridge. 


Table 4B-20. | Roadway Contribution by Time Period to George Washington Bridge Traffic 


AM PEAK MD PEAK PM PEAK 


(6 a.m.to 10 a.m.) | (10 a.m.to4 p.m.) | (4 p.m.to8 p.m.) 
HIGHWAY CONNECTIONS TO GEORGE WASHINGTON BRIDGE % Traffic % Traffic % Traffic 


Harlem River Drive 29.5% 42.4% 36.7% 
Cross Bronx Expressway — Westbound 43.7% 26.6% 26.1% 


Henry Hudson Parkway 12.9% 17.7% 24.4% 
(north- and southbound) 
Major Deegan Expressway 13.8% 13.4% 12.7% 
(north- and southbound) 

TOTAL 100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 


Source: StreetLight Data, Inc. (2019) and WSP analysis. 


Under Tolling Scenario D, there would be increases in traffic across the George Washington Bridge in the 
westbound/New Jersey-bound direction during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours of 87, 826, and 
414 vehicles, respectively. These increases would affect routes feeding the George Washington Bridge, 
including the Henry Hudson Parkway, the Trans-Manhattan Expressway westbound, the Harlem River Drive, 
the Major Deegan Expressway, and the Cross Bronx Expressway westbound. Table 4B-21 summarizes the 
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incremental changes in westbound/New Jersey-bound traffic along the major highways leading to the 
George Washington Bridge. 


Table 4B-21. Projected Increase in Traffic, compared to the No Action Alternative, along Trans- 
Manhattan and Cross Bronx Expressway Corridor 


PEAK-HOUR VEHICLES 
FACILITY/HIGHWAY AM MD PM 


George Washington Bridge BT 828 414 
101 
Trans-Manhattan Expressway 680 313 
From Harlem River Drive 350 152 


From Major Deegan Expressway 53 


Cross Bronx Expressway ee ee 108 


Source: 2019 Port Authority of New York and New Jersey traffic data at the George Washington Bridge, 2019 StreetLight Data, 
Inc. origin-destination data, and WSP analysis. 


From Henry Hudson Parkway 


An analytical and qualitative assessment of anticipated traffic effects is presented below during the AM, 
MD, and PM peak hours based upon the estimated increases in peak hour volumes and estimated levels of 
congestion. 


AM Results (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) 

During the AM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to increase by approximately 87 vehicles on the 
George Washington Bridge, which would be a 1.2 percent increase over existing volumes. Approximately 
11 vehicles would be added to the Henry Hudson Parkway, 26 vehicles to Harlem River Drive, 12 vehicles 
to the Major Deegan Expressway, and 38 vehicles to the Cross Bronx Expressway westbound. These small 
increases in traffic volumes are well within 5 percent and there would not be a noticeable change in speeds 
and travel times during the AM peak hour; therefore, there would not be an adverse effect under SEQRA. 


MD Results (3:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m.) 

During the MD peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to increase by approximately 826 vehicles on the 
George Washington Bridge, which would be an 8.8 percent increase over existing volumes. Approximately 
146 vehicles would be added to the Henry Hudson Parkway, 350 vehicles to Harlem River Drive, 
110 vehicles to the Major Deegan Expressway, and 220 vehicles to the Cross Bronx Expressway westbound. 
It is expected that delays and travel times along these roadways would increase during the MD peak hour. 
Along the Cross Bronx Expressway and the Trans-Manhattan Expressway, the increases in projected 
volumes would be considered an adverse effect under the volume increase criteria of greater than 
5 percent used to determine adverse effects under SEQRA. 


Adverse effects that would arise if Tolling Scenario D or another similar tolling scenario were implemented 
will be minimized through implementing Transportation Demand Management measures such as ramp 
metering, motorist information, signage, and/or targeted toll policy modifications to reduce diversions. The 
Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring of traffic patterns specifically tailored to the adopted tolling 
scenario—commencing prior to implementation with data collection approximately 3 months after the 
start of project operations—to determine whether the predicted adverse effects are occurring and to 
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determine the appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures (or improvement in existing 
Transportation Demand Management measures) to be implemented. The monitoring program will examine 
changes in traffic volumes, changes in speeds, and changes in delays along the affected highway corridors. 
Volume changes will be determined from before/after traffic counts (where available); soeed changes will 
be determined from actual before/after speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.; and the 
change in delay along major highway corridors will be determined based on actual speeds based on data 
provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. The monitoring program will inform the development and 
implementation of appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures and possible adjustments 
to the tolling policy should traffic volumes increase by more than 5 percent and delays increase more than 
2.5 minutes. 


PM Results (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 

During the PM peak hour, traffic volumes are projected to increase by approximately 414 vehicles on the 
George Washington Bridge, which would be a 4.3 percent increase over existing volumes. Approximately 
101 vehicles would be added to the Henry Hudson Parkway, 152 vehicles to Harlem River Drive, 53 vehicles 
to the Major Deegan Expressway, and 108 vehicles to the Cross Bronx Expressway westbound. These 
relatively small increases in traffic volumes would be within the 5 percent threshold, and there would not 
be an adverse effect under SEQRA. 


4B.4.8 FDR Drive/Lower East Side—East 10th Street to the Brooklyn Bridge 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

As with the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway corridor, to be able to appropriately address the 
questions and concerns expressed by communities affected by any traffic changes in this corridor, 
additional traffic counts were obtained to complete further analysis. Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, the 
FDR Drive would experience a net decline in traffic at 60th Street, resulting in improved travel times and 
operating conditions along the upper FDR Drive and the segment between East 23rd Street and East 60th 
Street. However, the lower FDR Drive between East 10th Street and the Brooklyn Bridge would experience 
a net increase in traffic, with diverted traffic greater than the suppression of traffic due to CBD tolling. 
Under all tolling scenarios, the FDR Drive would become a more competitive route for some origin- 
destination pairs, thereby offsetting the overall decline in projected traffic along the FDR Drive in this 
specific area south of East 10th Street. 


The highest projected increase in traffic along the lower FDR Drive would occur under Tolling Scenarios D, 
E, and F, which have the highest levels of discounts, exemptions, and crossing credits and therefore the 
highest tolls that would result in the greatest levels of diversions and changes in travel patterns. The BPM 
analyses showed a potential 5 percent to 9 percent increase in daily traffic volumes along the northbound 
FDR Drive and a 19 percent to 26 percent increase in daily traffic volumes along the southbound FDR Drive 
in the section between East 10th Street and the Brooklyn Bridge. 
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Based upon a select link analysis** of the lower FDR Drive, the net increase in traffic in this segment would 
come from three primary markets: 


e Queens: Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, with the reduction in lanes along the BQE as part of the No 
Action Alternative from three lanes to two lanes in each direction, some trips from Queens to Brooklyn 
would divert to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge upper level, then to the southbound FDR Drive, and 
then to the Brooklyn Bridge (or Hugh L. Carey Tunnel) to bypass congestion on the BQE. This alternate 
routing, a toll-free route, would become more attractive under the CBD Tolling Alternative due to an 
overall reduction of traffic along the upper portion of the FDR Drive between 60th Street and West 
23rd Street. The higher the CBD toll, the more traffic would be suppressed along the upper FDR Drive 
and the more attractive the FDR Drive becomes as a toll-free alternative to the BQE for travel between 
Queens and Brooklyn. The BPM does not show a northbound diversion from Brooklyn to Queens trips 
because this route would be tolled under all tolling scenarios because it would require re-entry into the 
CBD zone via a local street to access one of the East River crossings to Queens. 


e The Bronx: Some trips between Bronx and Brooklyn would use the FDR Drive as an alternate to the 
congested BQE via the Third Avenue Bridge and the Willis Avenue Bridge, which would provide a toll- 
free connection between the Major Deegan Expressway (I-87) and the FDR Drive. 


e North Bergen County: Some trips between North Bergen County and Brooklyn would divert to the FDR 
Drive as an alternative to the West Side Highway/Route 9A and local streets used to access the Brooklyn 
Bridge. 


Table 4B-22 summarizes the changes in traffic volumes along the FDR Drive between East 10th Street and 
the Brooklyn Bridge. 


41 A select link analysis examines all trips using a particular hignway segment and tracks the volume of traffic using the link 


from each origin-destination zone. This type of analysis allows a detailed review of travel pattern and routing changes. 
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Table 4B-22. Estimated Increase of Traffic on the Lower FDR Drive* 


NORTHBOUND SOUTHBOUND 


PERIOD Low High Low 
a eX ee 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 

Notes: 

1. Daily volumes will not equal peak-period increments due to values being pulled from differing tolling scenarios. 
Peak-period increments are from the BPM (unadjusted). 

Peak-hour volumes are estimated using an average and adjusted for accuracy. 

Low = Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G 

High = Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F 

NYCDOT reduced the number of lanes on the BQE from three lanes to two lanes in each direction on August 30, 2021, 
between Atlantic Avenue and Sands Street, to preserve the life of the cantilever structure. This has caused some motorists 
to divert to the FDR Drive. The Project is expected to cause additional motorists to divert to the FDR Drive to avoid 
congestion along the BQE. 


MD 


PM 


666 
12,145 


xO RWN 


AM Peak Hour (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 

In the northbound direction, the AM peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 324 to 
370 vehicles. Typically, traffic flows freely along the lower FDR Drive in the northbound direction during the 
AM peak and it is anticipated that the additional traffic can be accommodated. In the southbound direction, 
the AM peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 294 to 356 vehicles. Typically, traffic flows freely 
along the lower FDR Drive in the southbound direction during the AM peak, and it is anticipated that the 
additional traffic can be accommodated for all tolling scenarios. 


MD Peak Hour (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 

In the northbound direction, the MD peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 249 to 
313 vehicles. Typically, traffic flows freely along the lower FDR Drive in the northbound direction during the 
MD peak and it is anticipated that the additional traffic can be accommodated. In the southbound direction, 
the peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 281 to 458 vehicles. Typically, traffic flows freely 
along the lower FDR Drive in the southbound direction during the MD peak, and it is anticipated that the 
additional traffic can be accommodated for all tolling scenarios. 


PM Peak Hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 

Inthe northbound direction, the PM peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 61 to 231 vehicles. 
Typically, traffic flows freely along the lower FDR Drive in the northbound direction during the PM peak and 
it is anticipated that the additional traffic can be accommodated for all scenarios, aside from Tolling 
Scenario B. Under this tolling scenario, the projected increase in traffic volume would be marginally above 
the 5 percent threshold (at 5.8 percent), resulting in potential adverse effects. 
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In the southbound direction, the PM peak-hour volume is expected to increase by about 404 to 
666 vehicles, depending on the tolling scenario. Typically, there is severe congestion along the lower FDR 
Drive in the southbound direction during the PM peak, and it is not anticipated that the additional traffic 
can be accommodated without adverse effects. Since the FDR Drive southbound is congested during the 
PM peak hour and the increase in volume would exceed the 5 percent threshold, an adverse traffic effect 


is projected. 


Insummary, all tolling scenarios would result in increases in daily and peak-hour traffic along the lower FDR 
Drive, between East 10th Street and the Brooklyn Bridge by more than the 5 percent threshold. Tolling 
Scenarios A, B, and G are generally anticipated to have lower potential increases in traffic volumes, and 
Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F are anticipated to have higher increases in traffic volumes, with some variation 
based on direction. Tolling Scenario C is anticipated to have increases in traffic volumes somewhere in the 
middle. 


In the northbound direction, projected increases in traffic volumes would be lower than in the southbound 
direction, and there is capacity along the lower FDR Drive to handle some or all of the additional traffic 
without causing adverse effects during the AM and MD peak hours. However, during the PM peak hour, it 
is not anticipated that the additional traffic can be accommodated without some potential adverse effects 
under Tolling Scenario B. However, the adverse effects in the northbound direction are expected to be 
marginal. 


In the southbound direction, potential diversions to the FDR Drive would be higher. Typically, traffic moves 
freely in this segment, except during the PM peak period when there is severe congestion. It is anticipated 
that sufficient reserve capacity is available to handle the expected increase in traffic during the AM and MD 
peak hours for some of the tolling scenarios without adverse effects. However, during the PM peak hour 
when traffic congestion is prevalent, it is not anticipated that the additional traffic can be accommodated 
without adverse effects. Therefore, an adverse traffic effect is projected during the PM peak hour in the 
southbound direction. 


Adverse effects that would arise if Tolling Scenario D or another similar tolling scenario were implemented 
will be minimized through implementing Transportation Demand Management measures such as ramp 
metering, motorist information, signage, and/or targeted toll policy modifications to reduce diversions. The 
Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring of traffic patterns specifically tailored to the adopted tolling 
scenario—commencing prior to implementation with data collection approximately 3 months after the 
start of project operations—to determine whether the predicted adverse effects are occurring and to 
determine the appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures (or improvement in existing 
Transportation Demand Management measures) to be implemented. The monitoring program will examine 
changes in traffic volumes, changes in speeds, and changes in delays along the affected highway corridors. 
Volume changes will be determined from before/after traffic counts (where available); soeed changes will 
be determined from actual before/after speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.; and the 
change in delay along major highway corridors will be determined based on actual speeds based on data 
provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. The monitoring program will inform the development and 
implementation of appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures and possible adjustments 
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to the tolling policy should traffic volumes increase by more than 5 percent and delays increase more than 
2.5 minutes. Although some increases in traffic volumes and travel times are expected along the Long Island 
Expressway, there would be comparable decreases in traffic volumes and travel times and delays for 
motorists using the Queensboro Bridge along its approaches in Manhattan and Queens, which would see 
a higher reduction in traffic volumes under Tolling Scenario D. 


4B.4.9 Bayonne Bridge 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway segment analysis was performed using an HCS with incremental volumes from BPM analyses. 
The analysis provides performance metrics including speed, density (in passenger cars per mile per lane) 
and overall LOS. Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26 present a summary of existing, No 
Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) conditions during the weekday AM, MD, 
PM, and late night (LN) peak hour. A map of the analyzed location is shown in Figure 4B-9. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For existing conditions and the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario D, 
Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26present a summary of the overall changes in traffic 
volume at the Bayonne Bridge for each of the peak hours, and compares the existing conditions, No Action 
Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative. The existing data was obtained from BPM. There is little 
anticipated change between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D), the 
assessment summarized below describes the incremental change in traffic volumes between the No Action 
Alternative and Tolling Scenario D. 


In summary, there would be a net increase in northbound traffic volumes during the AM (376), MD (317), 
PM (213), and LN (54) peak hours at the Bayonne Bridge. There would be a net increase in southbound 
traffic volumes during the AM (81), MD (97), PM (148), and LN (1) peak hours at the Bayonne Bridge. There 
would be no adverse effects as a result of the tolling scenarios with the largest traffic increases during the 
AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours. Since traffic volumes would increase by less under the other tolling 
scenarios, there would not be an adverse traffic effect for any of the tolling scenarios being considered. 


AM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 376 vehicles 
heading into New Jersey. This would result in the northbound density along Route 440 to increase by 
approximately 4.9 pc/mi/In and the LOS would decrease from LOS B to LOS C. Under the SEQRA criteria, 
LOS C during the AM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an 
adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 81 vehicles heading into 
Staten Island. This would result in the southbound density along Route 440 to increase by approximately 
1 pc/mi/In and the LOS would decrease from LOS A to LOS B. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS B during the 
AM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 
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Figure 4B-9. Highways Leading to the Bayonne Bridge 
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MD Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 317 vehicles 
heading into New Jersey. This would result in the northbound density along Route 440 to increase by 
approximately 4.3 pc/mi/In and the LOS would decrease from LOS A to LOS B. Under the SEQRA criteria, 
LOS B during the MD peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an 
adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 97 vehicles heading into 
Staten Island. This would result in the southbound density along Route 440 to increase by approximately 
1.3 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the MD peak hour is 
considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


PM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 213 vehicles 
heading into New Jersey. This would result in the northbound density along Route 440 to increase by 
approximately 2.8 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the 
PM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 148 vehicles heading into 
Staten Island. This would result in the southbound density along Route 440 to increase by approximately 
1.8 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS B. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS B during the PM peak hour is 
considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


LN Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 54 vehicles 
heading into New Jersey. This would result in the northbound density along Route 440 to increase by 
approximately 0.7 pc/mi/In and the LOS service would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A 
during the LN peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse 
effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately one vehicle heading into 
Staten Island. This would result in the southbound density along Route 440 to increase by approximately 
0 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the LN peak hour is 
considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


4B.4.10 Eastern Spur of I-95 New Jersey Turnpike 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway segment analysis was performed using an HCS with existing volumes from BPM analyses. The 
analysis provides performance metrics including density (in passenger cars per mile per lane) and overall 
LOS. Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26 present a summary of existing, No Action 
Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative Scenario D conditions during the weekday AM, MD, PM, and LN 
peak hour. A map of the analyzed location is shown in Figure 4B-10. 
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ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For existing conditions and the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario D, 
Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26 present a summary of the overall changes in traffic 
volume at the I-95 eastern spur for each of the peak hours, and compares the existing conditions, No Action 
Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative. The existing data was obtained from the BPM. There is little 
anticipated change between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario D. The 
assessment summarized below describes the incremental change in traffic volumes between the No Action 
Alternative and Tolling Scenario D. 


In summary, there would be a net increase in northbound traffic volumes during the AM (53), MD (63), 
PM (80) peak hour and a net decrease during the LN (-16) peak hour at the Bayonne Bridge. There would 
be a net increase in southbound traffic volumes during the AM (98), MD (218), PM (56), and LN (104) peak 
hours at the Eastern Spur of the New Jersey Turnpike. There would be no adverse effects as a result of the 
tolling scenarios with the largest increases in traffic volumes during the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours. 
Since traffic volumes would increase by less under the other tolling scenarios, there would not be an 
adverse traffic effect for any of the tolling scenarios being considered. 


AM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction to the George Washington Bridge is projected to 
increase by approximately 53 vehicles. This would result in the northbound density along I-95 to increase 
by approximately 0.4 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during 
the AM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction from the George Washington Bridge is projected to increase by 
approximately 98 vehicles. This would result in the southbound density along |I-95 to increase by 
approximately 0.6 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the 
AM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


MD Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction to the George Washington Bridge is projected to 
increase by approximately 63 vehicles. This would result in the northbound density along I-95 to increase 
by approximately 0.4 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during 
the MD peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction from the George Washington Bridge is projected to increase by 
approximately 218 vehicles. This would result in the southbound density along I-95 to increase by 
approximately 1.7 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the 
MD peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


4B-66 August 2022 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


Figure 4B-10. Highways Leading to the Eastern Spur of I-95 
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PM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction to the George Washington Bridge is projected to 
increase by approximately 80 vehicles. This would result in the northbound density along I-95 to increase 
by approximately 0.5 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during 
the PM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction from the George Washington Bridge is projected to increase by 
approximately 56 vehicles. This would result in the southbound density along I-95 to increase by 
approximately 0.4 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the 
PM peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


LN Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction to the George Washington Bridge is projected to 
decrease by approximately 16 vehicles. This would result in the northbound density along I-95 to decrease 
by approximately 0.2 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during 
the LN peak hour is considered acceptable and therefore is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


Traffic in the southbound direction from the George Washington Bridge is projected to increase by 
approximately 104 vehicles. This would result in the southbound density along I-95 to increase by 
approximately 0.8 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Under the SEQRA criteria, LOS A during the 
LN peak hour is considered acceptable and, therefore, is not considered to create an adverse effect. 


4B.4.11 RFK Bridge between Queens and Ramps to/from Manhattan 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 

The highway segment analysis was performed using the HCS with existing volumes and incremental 
volumes from BPM analyses. The analysis provides performance metrics including density (in passenger 
cars per mile per lane) and overall LOS. Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26 present a 
summary of existing, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative Scenario D conditions during the 
weekday AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hour. Figure 4B-11 shows the analyzed location. 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 

For existing conditions and the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling Scenario D, 
Table 4B-23, Table 4B-24, Table 4B-25, and Table 4B-26 present a summary of the overall changes in traffic 
volume at the RFK Bridge (between Queens and ramps to/from Manhattan) for each of the peak hours, 
and compares the existing conditions, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative. The existing data 
was obtained from BPM. There is an anticipated change between the No Action Alternative and Tolling 
Scenario D, the assessment summarized below describes the incremental change in traffic volumes 
between the No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenario D. 


In summary, there would be a net increase in northbound traffic volumes during the AM (508), MD (261), 
PM (634), and LN (93) peak hours at the RFK Bridge. There would be a net increase in southbound traffic 
volumes during the AM (396), MD (474), PM (612), and LN (598) peak hours at the RFK Bridge. There would 
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be potential change in LOS from D to marginally E under the tolling scenarios with the largest increases in 
local traffic volumes during the AM and PM peak hours. However, the speeds would remain about the same 
or slightly lower at approximately 40 mph and delays would be below the 2.5-minute threshold. Therefore, 
there would not be an adverse effect at the RFK under any of the tolling scenarios in both the northbound 
and southbound directions. Therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect at the RFK Bridge. 


AM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 508 vehicles 
heading into Manhattan or Bronx. This would result in the northbound density along I-278 to increase by 
approximately 3.6 pc/mi/In. There would be potential change in LOS from D to marginally E under the 
tolling scenarios with the largest increases in traffic volumes. However, the speeds would remain about the 
same at approximately 40 mph and increases in delays would be below the 2.5-minute threshold; 
therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the AM in the northbound direction. Traffic 
in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 396 vehicles heading into Queens. 
This would result in the southbound density along I-278 to increase by approximately 2.7 pc/mi/In. There 
would be a potential change in LOS from D to marginally E under the tolling scenarios with the largest 
increases in traffic volumes. However, the speeds would remain about the same at approximately 40 mph 
and increases in delays would be below the 2.5-minute threshold; therefore, there would not be an adverse 
traffic effect during the AM in the southbound direction. 


Table 4B-23 summarizes the changes in traffic volumes, density, and LOS between existing conditions, the 
No Action Alternative, and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) for the Bayonne Bridge, RFK 
Bridge, and I-95 Eastern Spur for the AM time period. 


MD Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 261 vehicles 
heading into Manhattan or Bronx. This would result in the northbound density along I-278 to increase by 
approximately 2.4 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS D. Speeds would remain about the same at 
40 mph and the increase in delay would be small and well below the 2.5-minute threshold. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 474 vehicles heading into 
Queens. This would result in the southbound density along |-278 to increase by approximately 3.3 pc/mi/In. 
and the LOS service would decrease from LOS C to D. Speeds would remain about the same at 40 mph or 
higher and the increase in delay would be small and well below the 2.5-minute threshold. 


Table 4B-24 summarizes the changes in traffic volumes, density, and LOS between existing conditions, the 
No Action Alternative, and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) for the Bayonne Bridge, RFK 
Bridge, and I-95 Eastern Spur for the MD time period. 
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Figure 4B-11. Highways Leading to the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge 
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Table 4B-23. Highway Capacity Software Performance Measures (AM) 
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Table 4B-24. | Highway Capacity Software Performance Measures (MD) 
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PM Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 634 vehicles 
heading into Manhattan or Bronx. This would result in the northbound density along I-278 to increase by 
approximately 4.5 pc/mi/In. There would be potential change in LOS from D to E under the analyzed tolling 
scenario with the highest increase in traffic. However, the speeds would remain about the same at 
approximately 40 mph or higher and the increase in delay would be small and well below the 2.5-minute 
threshold. 


Traffic in the southbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 612 vehicles heading into 
Queens. This would result in the southbound density along I-278 to increase by approximately 4.1 pc/mi/In 
and the LOS service would remain LOS D. However, the speeds would remain about the same at 
approximately 40 mph or higher and the increase in delay would be small and well below the 2.5-minute 
threshold. 


Table 4B-25 summarizes the changes in traffic volumes, density, and LOS between existing conditions, the 
No Action Alternative, and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) for the Bayonne Bridge, RFK 
Bridge, and I-95 Eastern Spur for the PM time period. 


LN Results 

With CBD tolling, traffic in the northbound direction is projected to increase by approximately 93 vehicles 
heading into Manhattan or Bronx. This would result in the northbound density along I-278 to increase by 
approximately 0.9 pc/mi/In and the LOS would remain LOS A. Traffic in the southbound direction is 
projected to increase by approximately 598 vehicles heading into Queens. This would result in the 
southbound density along |-278 to increase by approximately 3.7 pc/mi/In and the LOS service would 
remain at acceptable LOS A. Therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect during the LN. 


Table 4B-26 summarizes the changes in traffic volumes, density, and LOS between existing conditions, the 
No Action Alternative, and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) for the Bayonne Bridge, RFK 
Bridge, and I-95 Eastern Spur for the LN time period. 
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Table 4B-25. Highway Capacity Software Performance Measures (PM) 


HOURLY VOLUME 
CBD TOLLING 


EXISTING NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 
DIRECTION LOCATION CONDITION | ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 


Hourly Volume 


213 
634 
Northbound 34 
46 
80 
84 8248 
612 
Southbound 56 
53 
3 
Density (pc/mi/In) 
; . . 2.8 
7 , | 45 
Northbound : . : 0.3 
; . . 04 
; ; 0.5 
: | | 18 
. . 41 
Southbound : : ; 0.4 
. . 0.3 
. . . 0 
Level of Service (LOS) 
Northbound 
Southbound 


Eastern Spur I-95 (Post-ramp) 
Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
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Table 4B-26. Highway Capacity Software Performance Measures (Late Night) 


HOURLY VOLUME 
CBD TOLLING 
EXISTING NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL 

DIRECTION LOCATION CONDITION | ALTERNATIVE (Tolling Scenario D) CHANGE 
Hourly Volume 

54 

93 
Northbound z 

14 

“16 

598 
Southbound 104 


Diverge to 495 106 
Eastem Spur -6 (Postramp z 


Density (pc/mi/In) 


07 
0.9 
Northbound 0. 
0.2 
0.2 
0 
37 
Southbound | Eastern Spur I-95 (Pre-ramp) 0.8 


0.5 

0 
Level of Service (LOS) 

‘BayonneBrdge AAA 

RFKBrdge AAA 
Northbound | Eastern Spurl95(Prevamp) | AAA 

“Mergefrom495 


Eastern Spur I-95 (Post-ramp) 
Bayonne 
Southbound | Eastern Spur I-95 (Pre-ramp) 
Divergeto495 
Eastern Spur I-95 (Post-ramp) | oA 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
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SUMMARY OF HIGHWAY ASSESSMENT 

Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G with the lowest level of discounts, exemptions, and/or crossing credits 
reduced overall traffic entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD with the least potential effect on travel 
patterns and diversions. However, VMT would increase slightly in Staten Island and the Bronx due to drivers 
to and from New Jersey diverting around the Manhattan CBD to avoid paying the CBD toll. Tolling 
Scenarios D, E, and F, with higher discounts, exemptions and/or crossing credits were found to create the 
highest overall reduction in traffic entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD, but with higher potential 
changes in travel patterns and diversions to several highways. 


Tolling Scenario D, with higher Manhattan CBD crossing credits and no exemptions and discounts, was 
determined to have the highest potential for changes in travel patterns and a shift of traffic; therefore, 
Tolling Scenario D was selected for detailed analysis of potential traffic effects along highway approaches 
to the Manhattan CBD, along circumferential routes, and at local intersections adjacent to the tunnel 
portals and bridges crossing into the Manhattan CBD. Potential changes in travel patterns, diversions, and 
increases in traffic volumes at the affected facilities would fall into a narrow range; therefore, the potential 
traffic effects are expected to be similar for Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F. 


The following four tunnels that cross into the Manhattan CBD have a potential for net increases in traffic 
due to diversion of traffic: 


e The potential shift in traffic to the Lincoln Tunnel for Tolling Scenario D would be offset by a reduction 
in traffic due to CBD tolling, resulting in a net reduction in traffic. Therefore, the Lincoln Tunnel and 
NJ Route 495 are expected to have generally reduced traffic and improved traffic operations for all 
tolling scenarios during the peak hours. Therefore, this facility was not analyzed further because there 
would not be an adverse effect for any tolling scenario. 


e The potential shift in traffic to the Holland Tunnel for Scenario D would be offset by a reduction in 
traffic due to CBD tolling, resulting in a net reduction in traffic. Therefore, the Holland Tunnel, I-78, and 
NJ Route 139 are expected to have reduced traffic based on the BPM forecast and improved traffic 
operations for all tolling scenarios during the peak hours. Therefore, this facility was not analyzed 
further because there would not be an adverse effect for any tolling scenario. 


e The Hugh L. Carey Tunnel is expected to have a net increase in traffic under the tolling scenarios with 
the largest increases in traffic volumes. A major portion of the increase in traffic in the tunnel is 
attributable to traffic diverted from the BQE, but overall traffic along the Gowanus 
Expressway/Prospect Expressway weaving segment leading to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and BQE 
should not increase appreciably. Under Tolling Scenario D, traffic volumes to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
would increase by 72/486/47 vehicles during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively. Under the 
SEQRA criteria, based on a 5 percent increase in traffic under congested conditions and less than a 
2.5-minute increase in delay, there would be no adverse effect during the AM and PM peak hours. 
During the MD peak hour, although the 5 percent increase in traffic would be exceeded, the increase 


22 Only the inbound direction was examined because that is the critical direction due to higher congestion and greater 


sensitivity to increases (or decreases) in traffic volumes. 
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in delay would be well below the 2.5-minute threshold and, therefore, there would not be an adverse 
effect. The Vissim analysis indicates that there would be minimal traffic effects because there would 
be sufficient reserve capacity in the two inbound lanes of the tunnel to handle the additional traffic 
volumes during the MD peak hour. 


e The Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Long Island Expressway (I-495) approaches are expected to have 
a net increase in traffic under the analyzed tolling scenario with the highest increase in traffic 
associated with crossing credits and a reduction in traffic under all other tolling scenarios. A major 
portion of the increase in traffic at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel is due to expected diversion of traffic 
from the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, which would be expected to have a net decline in traffic. Under 
Tolling Scenario D, traffic volumes at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel would increase by 
125/383/203 vehicles during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, respectively, resulting in increased 
queue lengths and delays for all peak hours. Under the SEQRA criteria, assuming a 5 percent increase 
threshold under congested conditions and a delay of greater than 2.5 minutes, there would be a 
potential adverse effect in the MD peak hour but no anticipated adverse effect during the AM and PM 
peak hours. Representative of reduced exemptions and crossing credits, Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and 
G would provide opportunities for reducing or avoiding potential adverse traffic effects. 


All tolling scenarios would increase traffic along two circumferential routes—the Trans-Manhattan/Cross 
Bronx Expressway via the George Washington Bridge and the Staten Island Expressway (I-278) via the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge—which would avoid the CBD tolls. In the inbound/eastbound direction, Tolling 
Scenarios A, B, C, and G would produce the highest diversions while in the outbound/westbound direction, 
Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F would produce the highest diversions. Overall, the potential diversion of traffic 
in the westbound direction would be expected to be higher than in the eastbound direction. The 
circumferential diversion of traffic is expected to have a potential effect on traffic operations along the 
Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway and, to a much lesser extent, along the Staten Island Expressway 
(1-278). 


e Staten Island Expressway (I-278): Under Tolling Scenario D, there would be an increase in traffic 
volumes westbound on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours of 
32/201/75 vehicles on the lower level and 64/256/97 vehicles on the upper level, respectively. These 
increases in traffic are relatively small and would not have an appreciable effect on travel time, delays, 
speeds, and densities given the available capacity on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge. The LOS would 
remain the same during all time periods for all highway segments operating at LOS B/C during the AM 
and MD peak hours and LOS E/F during the PM peak hour; therefore, Tolling Scenario D (and Tolling 
Scenarios E and F), would have no adverse traffic effect along the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and the 
Staten Island Expressway (I-278) during any time period under the SEQRA criteria. Tolling Scenarios A, 
B, C, and G, with Lower Manhattan CBD tolls, would be expected to create fewer diversions than Tolling 
Scenarios D, E, and F; therefore, these tolling scenarios would also not result in adverse traffic effects. 


e George Washington Bridge: Under Tolling Scenario D, there would be an increase in traffic volumes 
westbound/New Jersey-bound on the George Washington Bridge during the AM, MD, and PM peak 
hours of 87/826/414 vehicles, respectively. It is anticipated that the increase in traffic volumes would 
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be within 5 percent during the AM and PM peak hours. During the MD peak hour, it is expected that 
there would be sufficient capacity to accommodate the additional 826 vehicles given there are two 
levels on the George Washington Bridge; therefore, an adverse traffic effect under SEQRA is not 
anticipated. 


e Trans-Manhattan Expressway: Under Tolling Scenario D, there would be an increase in traffic volumes 
westbound/New Jersey-bound on the Trans-Manhattan Expressway during the AM, MD, and PM peak 
hours of 76/660/313 vehicles. It is anticipated that the increase in traffic volumes would be within 
5 percent during the AM and PM peak hours. The increases in traffic volumes during the MD peak hour 
is expected to exceed 5 percent and there is a potential adverse effect under SEQRA, depending on the 
available capacity to handle additional traffic. 


e Cross Bronx Expressway: Under Tolling Scenario D, there would be an increase in traffic volumes 
westbound/New Jersey-bound on the Cross Bronx Expressway during the AM, MD, and PM peak hours 
of 61/200/108 vehicles, respectively. It is anticipated that the increase in traffic volumes would be 
within 5 percent during the AM and PM peak hours. The increases in traffic volumes during the MD 
peak hour is expected to exceed 5 percent, and there is a potential adverse effect under SEQRA, 
depending on the available capacity to handle additional traffic. 


e FDR Drive/Lower East Side: The BPM analyses showed a potential 5 to 9 percent increase in daily traffic 
volumes along the northbound FDR Drive and a 14 to 22 percent increase in daily traffic volumes in the 
southbound direction in the Lower East Side. Under the SEQRA criteria based on normal traffic 
fluctuation, there would no adverse effect during the AM and MD peak hours and the additional 
increment would be absorbed due to the available capacity. During the PM peak hour, these increases 
in traffic volumes have the potential of creating increased queue lengths and delays during certain peak 
hours and an anticipated adverse traffic effect under SEQRA. 


In summary, there are potential adverse traffic effects during certain peak hours under the analyzed tolling 
scenario with the highest increase in traffic along three of the 10 highways analyzed based upon the volume 
increase criteria used for a preliminary assessment of potential adverse traffic effects under SEQRA along 
the Long Island Expressway (1-495), the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway (I-95), and the lower FDR 
Drive, between East 10th Street and the Brooklyn Bridge. 


Adverse effects that would arise if Tolling Scenario D or another similar tolling scenario were implemented 
will be minimized through implementing Transportation Demand Management measures such as ramp 
metering, motorist information, signage, and/or targeted toll policy modifications to reduce diversions. The 
Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring of traffic patterns specifically tailored to the adopted tolling 
scenario—commencing prior to implementation with data collection approximately three months after the 
start of Project operations—to determine whether the predicted adverse effects are occurring and to 
determine the appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures (or improvement in existing 
Transportation Demand Management measures) to be implemented. The monitoring program will examine 
changes in traffic volumes, changes in speeds, and changes in delays along the affected highway corridors. 
Volume changes will be determined from before/after traffic counts (where available); speed changes will 
be determined from actual before/after speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.; and the 
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change in delay along major highway corridors will be determined based on actual speeds based on data 
provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. The monitoring program will inform the development and 
implementation of appropriate Transportation Demand Management measures and possible adjustments 
to the tolling policy should traffic volumes increase by more than 5 percent and delays increase more than 
2.5 minutes. Although some increases in traffic volumes and travel times are expected along the Long Island 
Expressway, there would be comparable decreases in traffic volumes and travel times and delays for 
motorists using the Queensboro Bridge along its approaches in Manhattan and Queens, which would see 
a higher reduction in traffic volumes under Tolling Scenario D. 


Given the few locations where there is a potential for adverse traffic effects along highways leading to and 
from the Manhattan CBD and circumferential highways, the offsetting reductions in traffic volumes and 
improvements in travel times along routes from which traffic would divert, reductions in travel times and 
delays within the CBD portion of the trip, and the overall Project benefits in the Manhattan CBD and 
regionally due to a reduction in vehicular travel, the Project when viewed holistically would not have an 
adverse effect on traffic. 


Table 4B-27. Potential Adverse Traffic Effects on Highway Segments — SEQRA 


HIGHWAY SEGMENT TOLLING SCENARIO D 


AM MD PM 
Long Island Leading to the Queens- No Adverse Effect SEQRA No Adverse Effect 
Midtown Tunnel 


Expressway (I-495) 
George Washington | George Washington Bridge No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect 
Bridge Approach — No Adverse Effect 


Westbound 


Trans-Manhattan Expressway | No Adverse Effect SEQRA 
(I-95)* 


Cross Bronx Expressway” No Adverse Effect SEQRA 


Northbound Brooklyn Bridge No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect 
to East 10th Street 

Southbound East 10th Street No Adverse Effect No Adverse Effect 
to the Brooklyn Bridge 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 
Note: SEQRA indicates potential adverse effect under the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act. 
* Estimated values 


No Adverse Effect 
FDR Drive 
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4B.5 POTENTIAL TRAFFIC EFFECTS ON CENTRAL PARK ROADWAYS 


All tolling scenarios would result in overall lower traffic volumes along roadways within and abutting Central 
Park. Tolling scenarios without crossing credits would have the highest reduction in traffic volumes while 
tolling scenarios with crossing credits would have lower reductions in traffic volumes. Tolling Scenario F— 
with all Manhattan crossing credits—was determined to produce the least reduction in traffic volumes 
within Central Park and surrounding roadways. 


Figure 4B-12 shows the percentage change in daily traffic along roadways within Central Park as well as 
roadways surrounding the park for Tolling Scenario F. All roadways abutting the park—including Central 
Park West, Fifth Avenue, 110th Street, and 59th Street—are expected to have about 10 percent lower 
traffic volumes during all time periods. All transverse roadways through the park at 96/97th Streets, 86th 
Street, 79th Street, Terrace Drive, and 65th Street would also be expected to have lower traffic volumes 
(about 5 percent to 10 percent less) compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Based on an evaluation of the tolling scenario that would result in the highest increase in traffic volumes at 
certain locations, there would generally be lower traffic along roadways in Central Park and the roadways 
surrounding the park; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic effect at Central Park. 
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4B.6 INTERSECTION IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


48.6.1 Methodology”? 


DEFINITION OF STUDY AREAS 
To evaluate the potential localized traffic effects of the Project, multiple study areas were defined based 


on the key entry points to the CBD tolling district, including along the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary 


and on either side of the bridges and tunnels that enter and exit the Manhattan CBD. Figure 4B-13 shows 


the local study areas or intersection data collection zones identified as focal points for changes in travel 


patterns with CBD tolling.*4 A total of 102 intersections were identified and were aggregated into 15 study 


areas. Similar to the highway impacts, many of these study areas were identified through the public 


outreach process at locations where communities expressed concerns regarding the potential impacts of 


more local traffic changes. Those intersections are the locations that would most likely experience increases 


in traffic under the various tolling scenarios, as identified by the BPM. The 15 study areas follow: 


Brooklyn Bridge/Manhattan Bridge—Downtown Brooklyn 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan, Brooklyn Bridge, and Manhattan Bridge 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Red Hook 
Holland Tunnel—Jersey City, New Jersey 


Lincoln Tunnel— Manhattan 


Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge—East Side at 60th Street—Manhattan 


West Side at 60th Street— Manhattan 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel/Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge—Long Island City—Queens 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Murray Hill—Manhattan 
Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—Astoria— Queens 

Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—The Bronx 

Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—125th Street-Manhattan 
West Side Highway/Route 9A at West 24th Street 
Lower East Side— Manhattan 

Little Dominican Republic—Manhattan 


The local intersections at the New Jersey and Manhattan approaches to the George Washington Bridge and 


the New Jersey approach to the Lincoln Tunnel were not included because traffic at those intersections 


connects primarily to regional highways and not local streets. 


23 
24 


Detailed methodology is contained in Appendix 4B.1, “Transportation: Transportation and Traffic Methodology for NEPA.” 
Data collection was performed in 2019 prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. Earlier data from 2016 and 2018 from previous 


studies were used to supplement the data collected in 2019. 
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Figure 4B-13. Local Intersections and Data Collection Zones 


|__| Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 

[7] Jntersection Data Collection Zones 

) Environmenial Justice Census Tracts 
® Analysis Locations 


*Broadway & West 179th Street location is located north of illustrated map extent, though demonstrates No Adverse Impact 


Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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ANALYSIS HOURS 

The analysis periods—weekday AM, MD, PM, and LN—were based on the existing peak time periods, which 
were assumed to be same under the various tolling scenarios. It was assumed that the volume of diverted 
traffic would be higher during the off-peak periods when Manhattan CBD crossings would be less congested 
and better able to accommodate diverted traffic. The actual analysis hour was determined by reviewing 
the highest volumes from the Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts and transaction data, and through 
consultation with NYCDOT. Table 4B-28 shows the peak hours varied by study area based on the available 
data that does not include LN information at certain locations. 


Table 4B-28. | Peak Hours by Study Area 


WEEKDAY 
STUDY AREA LN‘ 


AM MD PM 
Downtown Brooklyn 8 to9 9 to 10 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower 


9 to 10 
= 
= 
9 to 10 
9 to 10 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel/Ed Koch Queensboro 708 102 5to6 = 
Bridge—Long Island City 

Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Manhattan 9 to 10 
Q | Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—Queens 7:15 to 8:15 | 12:30 to 1:30 4to5 9:45 to 10:45 


= 


OO, CO |NID) on} )w) PP 


= 


11 | Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—The Bronx 9 to 10 
12 | Robert F. Kennedy Bridge—Manhattan 7:45 to 8:45 4to5 | 9:45 to 10:45 
13 | West Side Highway/Route 9A at West 24th Street? 9 to 10 


= 


4 | Lower East Side—Manhattan = 
5 | Little Dominican Republic—Manhattan _— 


Source: WSP analysis of traffic count data, 2019. 

1 Late night data not available in some study areas. 

This location is treated separately because it is between the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan 
study area and the Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan study area. 


= 


2 
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2023 NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE AND CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE (TOLLING SCENARIO D2) INTERSECTION 

TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

The No Action Alternative intersection traffic volumes were estimated from the BPM results at each 
intersection for each of the four analysis hours. The No Action Tolling Alternative traffic volumes were 
estimated for each intersection by adding the 2023 No Action Alternative increment to the 2019 existing 
traffic volumes to account for changes in the roadway network and intersections already implemented or 
planned to be implemented by 2023. 


Incremental traffic volumes were estimated for Tolling Scenario D at each intersection for each of the four 
analysis hours from the BPM results. The 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative traffic volumes were estimated for 
each intersection by adding the adjusted 2023 increment to the 2023 No Action Alternative traffic volumes 
to account for changes in the roadway network and geometry changes at intersections already 
implemented or planned to be implemented by NYCDOT by 2023. 


INTERSECTION LEVEL OF SERVICE 
Table 4B-29 shows the criteria used to determine intersection LOS for signalized and unsignalized 
intersections, according to the Highway Capacity Manual:”° 


e LOSA,B, and C reflect clearly acceptable traffic conditions. 
e LOS D reflects the existence of delays within a generally tolerable range in dense urban environments. 
e LOSE and F indicate levels of congestion. 


DETERMINING ADVERSE TRAFFIC EFFECTS 

For periodic increases in tolling on its bridges, TBTA has historically conducted environmental assessments 
using SEQRA criteria as a guideline, as well as other considerations, in determining whether a proposed 
action would result in adverse traffic effects on local intersections. 


Under the SEQRA criteria used for many years by NYSDOT and other agencies for projects in the region 
(including National Environmental Policy Act documents with FHWA as the lead agency such as Hunts Point 
Interstate Access Improvement Project EIS and the Miller Highway Reconstruction EIS), an increase 
threshold of equal to or greater than 10 seconds in average intersection delays at LOS E or LOS F has been 
used as criteria to determine adverse traffic effects. Several SEQRA analyses by TBTA and other agencies 
have applied a more conservative criteria of an increase in average intersection delay of greater than 
5 seconds at LOS E or LOS F to determine a traffic impact. At LOS D or better, the 5-second threshold could 
be exceeded if the LOS does not worsen to LOS E or LOS F. 


25 An additional traffic analysis was done for the Downtown Brooklyn study area where Tolling Scenario C was determined to 
be the representative tolling scenario. 


26 Highway Capacity Manual (2010) 
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Table 4B-29. —_ Level of Service Average Control Delay Criteria 


SIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS UNSIGNALIZED INTERSECTIONS 
LEVEL OF AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY AVERAGE CONTROL DELAY 
SERVICE (sec/veh) (sec/veh) 


oo _ 
_ 
oe _ 
_ 
: : 


Source: Highway Capacity Manual. 2010. Transportation Research Board, National Research Council, Washington DC. 


4B-86 August 2022 


Subchapter 4B, Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections 


CALIBRATION OF SYNCHRO MODELS 

For calibration of Synchro models, NYCDOT provided guidance for intersection performance analysis to 
reflect prevailing traffic operational conditions based on count data and field observation, including volume 
and peak-hour factors, parking and curbside lane movements, pedestrian conflicts, and other physical and 


operational characteristics. 


4B.6.2 Affected Environment (including No Action Alternative) 

Appendix 48.2, “Transportation: Traffic Flow Maps” and Appendix 48.3, “Transportation: Traffic LOS 
Existing and No Action” presents volume maps and Synchro analysis results for existing conditions and the 
No Action Alternative for the intersections in the 15 study areas. The following sections summarize the 
results of the analyses by study area for existing conditions and the No Action Alternative. The No Action 
Alternative includes known changes that have been or will soon be implemented by NYCDOT, most notably 
including an additional bicycle lane on the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Brooklyn Bridge, reduction in 
moving lanes on the BQE between Atlantic Avenue and Sands Street, and updated intersection geometries 
and signal-timings. 


DOWNTOWN BROOKLYN STUDY AREA 


In the downtown Brooklyn study area, three intersections were examined: 


e AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, 1 intersection operates at LOSE and no intersection operates at 
LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOSE and 1 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 


e@ MD Peak: 

— During the existing MD peak, 1 intersection operates at LOS E and no intersection operate at LOS F. 

— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOSE and no 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 


e@ PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, 1 intersection operates at LOS E and no intersection operates at LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOSE and no 
intersection would operates at LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— During the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F 
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HUGH L. CAREY TUNNEL AND HOLLAND TUNNEL—LOWER MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 
In the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan study area, the analysis included 
15 intersections: 


e AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, 2 intersections would operate at LOSE and no 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 


e MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E and 1 intersection operates at LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOS E and 1 intersection 
would operate at LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based on lower overall 
nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
warranted. 


HUGH L. CAREY TUNNEL—RED HOOK STUDY AREA 
In the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Red Hook study area, the analysis included two intersections: 


e AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— During the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 
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HOLLAND TUNNEL—JERSEY CITY STUDY AREA 


In the Holland Tunnel—Jersey City study area, 4 intersections were examined: 


e AM Peak: 


— During the existing AM peak, 2 intersections operate at LOS E and no intersection operates at 
LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, 2 intersections would operate at LOSE and 1 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 
e MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e@ PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, 2 intersections operate at LOS E and no intersection operates at LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, 3 intersections would operate at LOSE and no 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 
e LN Peak: 
— The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based on lower overall 


nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
warranted. 


LINCOLN TUNNEL—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 


In the Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan study area, 9 intersections were examined: 


e@ AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e@ MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e@ PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based on lower overall 
nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
warranted. 


EAST SIDE AT 60TH STREET—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 
In the East Side at 60th Street—Manhattan study area, 17 signalized intersections and 2 unsignalized 
intersections were examined: 
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e AM Peak: 
—  Duri 


—  Duri 


inte 


e MD Peak: 
—  Duri 


—  Duri 


e PM Peak: 
—  Duri 


—  Duri 


inte 


e LN Peak 
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ng the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOSE and no 
rsection would operates at LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOSE and no 
rsection would operates at LOS F. 


— During the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


WEST SIDE AT 60TH STREET—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 


In the West 


e AM Peak: 
—  Duri 
—  Duri 


e MD Peak: 
—  Duri 


LOS 


—  Duri 


inte 


e PM Peak: 
—  Duri 
—  Duri 


e LN Peak: 
—  Duri 
—  Duri 
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Side at 60th Street—Manhattan study area, 19 intersections were examined: 


ng the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, 1 intersection operates at LOSE and no intersection operates at 
F. 

ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, 1 intersection would operate at LOSE and no 
rsection would operate at LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 
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QUEENS-MIDTOWN TUNNEL—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 


In the Queens-Midtown Tunnel— Manhattan study area, 6 intersections were examined: 


e AM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


e MD Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


e PM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


e LN Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


inte 


inte 


ng the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOSE and 1 
rsection would operate at LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOSE and 1 
rsection would operate at LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


QUEENS-MIDTOWN TUNNEL/ED KOCH QUEENSBORO BRIDGE—LONG ISLAND CITY STUDY AREA 


In the Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Long Island City study area, 13 intersections were examined, including 4 


unsignalized intersections: 


e AM Peak: 
Duri 


e MD Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


e PM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


LOS 


Duri 


inte 


inte 


ng the existing AM peak, 2 intersections operate at LOS E and no intersection operates at 
F, 

ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, 2 intersections would operate at LOSE and no 
rsection would operate at LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, 1 intersection operates at LOS E and no intersection operates at LOS F. 


ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, 3 intersections would operate at LOSE and no 
rsection would operate at LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 


The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based upon the lower overall 


nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
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RFK BRIDGE—QUEENS STUDY AREA 
In the RFK Bridge—Queens study area, 3 intersections were examined: 


e@ AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e PM Peak: 


— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E and 1 intersection operates at LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOSE and 1 
intersection would operate at LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— During the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


RFK BRIDGE—BRONX STUDY AREA 


In the RFK Bridge—Bronx study area, 2 intersections were examined: 


e@ AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e@ PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— During the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the projected No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOSE or 
LOS F. 
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RFK BRIDGE—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 
In the RFK Bridge—Manhattan study area, 2 intersections were examined: 


AM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


MD Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


PM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


LN Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


ng the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


WEST SIDE HIGHWAY/ROUTE 9A AT WEST 24TH STREET STUDY AREA”’ 
In the West Side Highway/Route 9A at West 24th Street study area, only 1 intersection was examined: 


27 


AM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


MD Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


PM Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


LN Peak: 
Duri 
Duri 


ng the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
ng the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


ng the existing LN peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


LOS 


ng the projected No Action Alternative LN peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or 
F. 


This location is treated separately because it is between the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan 


Study Area and the Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan study area. 
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LOWER EAST SIDE—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 


In the Lower East Side study area, 3 intersections were examined: 


e AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


@ MD Peak: 
— During the existing MD peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e PM Peak: 
— During the existing PM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based upon the lower overall 
nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
warranted. 


LITTLE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 


In the Little Dominican Republic— Manhattan study area, 1 intersection was examined: 


e AM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative AM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e MD Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 
— During the No Action Alternative MD peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e@ PM Peak: 
— During the existing AM peak, no intersection operates at LOS E or LOS F. 


— During the No Action Alternative PM peak, no intersection would operate at LOS E or LOS F. 


e LN Peak: 
— The Synchro model for these intersections did not include LN data and based upon the lower overall 
nighttime existing conditions and No Action Alternative volumes, no further evaluation was 
warranted. 
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48.6.3 Environmental Consequences 


POTENTIAL TRAFFIC EFFECTS AT INTERSECTIONS 

Based on the BPM analysis, Tolling Scenario D was identified as having the most number of intersection 
locations with a potential increase of 50 or more vehicles. Therefore, all 102 intersections were analyzed 
for Tolling Scenario D. An additional analysis was performed in the Downtown Brooklyn study area for 
Tolling Scenario C since that tolling scenario produced a larger number of intersections with an increase of 
50 or more vehicles. 


The Synchro model was used to analyze the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative at each 
intersection during the AM, MD, PM and LN peak hours.”® The change in average intersection delays was 
used to assess potential traffic effects. TBTA adopted an increase of more than 5 seconds average 
intersection delay at LOS E or F as the criteria for determining the significance of traffic effects under 
SEQRA. Increases in intersection delays greater than 5 seconds are not considered an adverse effect if the 
resulting LOS is D or better. 


Table 4B-30 summarizes the results of the intersection analyses identifying those intersections where the 
SEQRA criteria used by TBTA of more than 5 seconds increase in delay would be exceeded. Potential 
adverse traffic effects were identified at a total of 4 intersections out of 102 intersections analyzed during 
one or more peak hours. Signal-timing improvements would mitigate any potential adverse traffic effects 
at all locations. 


Table 4B-30. _ Potential Traffic Effects at Intersections With and Without Signal-Timing Improvements 


WITHOUT WITH 
TOLLING SCENARIO D ANALYSIS IMPROVEMENTS IMPROVEMENTS 
STUDY AREA INTERSECTION NAME PERIOD SEQRA Impact? SEQRA Impact? 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and | Trinity Place and Edgar Street Yes No 


Holland Tunnel—Lower 
East 36th Street and Second Yes 
Avenue 


Manhattan 
Queens-Midtown 
Yes 
Avenue PM Yes 
Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


Tunnel—Manhattan 
Note: Results of analysis for all intersections can be found in Appendix 4B.5, “Transportation: Traffic LOS, CBD Tolling 
Alternative with Mitigation.” 


Robert F. Kennedy 
Bridge—Manhattan 


DOWNTOWN BROOKLYN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at three intersections within this study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, showed that none of the intersections would have an increase 
in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 


28 Pre-COVID-19-pandemic intersection counts were available at only 64 of the 102 intersections analyzed during the LN peak. 
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adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the Downtown Brooklyn 
study area. 


HUGH L. CAREY TUNNEL AND HOLLAND TUNNEL—LOWER MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at 15 intersections within this study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours, without and with traffic signal-timing improvements, are 
described below at the potentially affected locations. 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunne!—Lower Manhattan Study Area — Without Signal-Timing 
/mprovements 


AM PEAK HOUR (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 

No intersections with an increase in delay would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine 
whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the AM peak hour; therefore, there would not be 
an adverse traffic impact during the AM peak hour. 


MD PEAK HOUR (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 
One intersection would have a potential increase in delays that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used 
by TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect as described below: 


e SEQRA Impacts: 

— Trinity Place (NB-SB) and Edgar Street (EB): Under the No Action Alternative, this intersection would 
operate at LOSC, with an overall intersection delay of 24.7 seconds. With the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, the overall intersection delay would increase by 65.5 seconds to 90.2 seconds, due to 
the addition of 98 vehicles to the intersection. Under the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 
determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect the increase in average intersection 
delay would exceed the allowable increase in delay. 


PM PEAK HOUR (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 

No intersections with an increase in delay would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine 
whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour; therefore, there would not be 
an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour. 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan Study Area— With Signa!/-Timing 
/mprovements 

With traffic signal-timing improvements no intersections would have potential increases in delay that 
exceed the SEQRA threshold used to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect. 


MD PEAK HOUR (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 
e SEQRA Impacts: 

— Trinity Place (NB-SB) and Edgar Street (EB): With signal retiming, this intersection would operate 
at LOS C with a delay of 32.4 seconds, which would be 7.7 seconds greater than the No Action 
Alternative. This would result in a delay increase below the SEQRA threshold and there would be 
no adverse effect. 
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HUGH L. CAREY TUNNEL—RED HOOK STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at two intersections within this study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that none of the intersections would have an 
increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would 
be an adverse traffic effect in the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Red Hook study area. 


HOLLAND TUNNEL—JERSEY CITY, NEW JERSEY, STUDY AREA 
A detailed traffic analysis was performed at four intersections within this study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours showed that none of the intersections would have an increase 
in delay that would exceed the SEQRA criteria used by TBTA. 


LINCOLN TUNNEL—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at nine intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours showed that none of the intersections had an increase in delay 
that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse 
traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan 
study area. 


EAST SIDE AT 60TH STREET—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at 19 intersections in the study area. The results of the analysis 
for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that none of the intersections would have an increase in 
delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 
adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the East Side 60th Street— 
Manhattan study area. 


WEST SIDE AT 60TH STREET—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at 19 intersections in the study area. The results of the analysis 
for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that none of the intersections would have an increase in 
delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 
adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the West Side 60th Street 
- Manhattan study area. 


QUEENS-MIDTOWN TUNNEL—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at six intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours, with and without traffic signal-timing improvements, are 
described below at the potentially affected locations. 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Manhattan—Without Signal-Timing Improvements 


AM PEAK HOUR (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 
No intersections had an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 


determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the AM peak hour; therefore, there 
would not be an adverse traffic impact during the AM peak hour. 
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MD PEAK HOUR (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 
One intersection would have potential increases in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by 


TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect. The exceedances are described below: 


e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 36th Street (EB) and Second Avenue (SB): This intersection would operate at LOS F, with an 
overall intersection delay of 106.1 seconds, under the No Action Alternative. With the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, the overall intersection delay would increase by 15 seconds to 121.1 seconds, due to 
the addition of 16 vehicles to the intersection. Under the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 
determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect, the increase in delay would exceed 


the maximum allowable increase in delay. 


PM PEAK HOUR (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
No intersections had an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 


determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour; therefore, there 


would not be an adverse traffic impact during the PM peak hour. 


LN PEAK HOUR (9:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
One intersection would have potential increases in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by 


TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect. The exceedances are described below: 


e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 37th Street (WB) and Third Avenue (NB): This intersection would operate at LOS C, with an 
overall intersection delay of 21.8 seconds, under the No Action Alternative. With the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, the overall intersection delay would increase by 41.1 seconds to 62.9 seconds, due to 
the addition of 62 vehicles to the intersection. Under the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 
determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect, the increase in delay would exceed 


the maximum allowable increase in delay. 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Manhattan Study Area— With Signal-Timing Improvements 
With traffic signal-timing improvements no intersections would have potential increases in delay that 
exceed the SEQRA threshold used to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect. 


MD PEAK HOUR (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 
e SEQRA Impacts: 
— East 36th Street (EB) and Second Avenue (SB): With signal retiming, this intersection would operate 
at LOS F with a delay of 109.7 seconds, which would be 3.6 seconds greater than the No Action 
Alternative. This would result in a delay increase below the SEQRA threshold and there would be 


no adverse effect. 
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LN PEAK HOUR (9:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m.) 
e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 37th Street (WB) and Third Avenue (NB): With signal retiming, this intersection would operate 
at LOS C with a delay of 26.5 seconds, which would be 4.7 seconds greater than the No Action 
Alternative. This would result in a delay increase below the SEQRA threshold and there would be 
no adverse effect. 


QUEENS-MIDTOWN TUNNEL/ED KOCH QUEENSBORO BRIDGE—LONG ISLAND CITY STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at 13 intersections within this study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours showed that none of the intersections would have an increase 
in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 
adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the Queens— Midtown 
Tunnel/Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge—Long Island City study area. 


RFK BRIDGE—QUEENS STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at three intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that no intersections would have potential 
increases in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would 
be an adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the RFK Bridge— 
Queens study area. 


RFK BRIDGE—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at two intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours, without and with traffic signal-timing improvements, are 
described below at the potentially affected locations. 


RFK Bridge—Manhattan Study Area — Without Signal-Timing Improvements 


AM PEAK HOUR (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 
One intersection would have an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 


determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the AM peak hour. All exceedances are 
described below: 


e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 125th Street (EB—WB), Second Avenue (SB), RFK Bridge Exit (SW): This intersection would 
operate at LOSC, with an overall intersection delay of 34.9 seconds, under the No Action 
Alternative. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the overall intersection delay would increase by 
20.4 seconds to 55.3 seconds, due to the addition of 17 vehicles to the intersection. Under the 
SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect, the 
increase in delay would exceed the maximum allowable increase in delay. 


MD PEAK HOUR (1:00 p.m. to 2:00 p.m.) 
No intersections would have an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 


determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the MD peak hour. 
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PM PEAK HOUR (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
One intersection would have an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 


determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the PM peak hour. All exceedances are 
described below: 


e SEQRA Impacts: 
— East 125th Street (EB—WB), Second Avenue (SB), RFK Bridge Exit (SW)—Southwest-bound Left: This 
intersection would operate at LOS C, with an overall intersection delay of 25 seconds, under the 
No Action Alternative. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the overall intersection delay would 
increase by 52.2 seconds to 77.2 seconds, due to the additional vehicles to specific lane groups. 
Under the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an adverse traffic 
effect, the increase in delay would exceed the maximum allowable increase in delay. 


LN PEAK HOUR (9:45 p.m. to 10:45 p.m.) 
No intersections would have an increase in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to 
determine whether there would be an adverse traffic effect during the LN peak hour. 


RFK Bridge—Manhattan Study Area —With Signal-Timing Improvements 
With signal-timing improvements in place, no intersections would have potential increases in delay that 
would exceed the SEQR threshold. 


AM PEAK HOUR (8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) 
e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 125th Street (EB-WB), Second Avenue (SB), RFK Bridge Exit (SW): With signal retiming, this 
intersection would operate at LOS D with a delay of 37.8 seconds, which would be 2.9 seconds 
greater than the No Action Alternative. This would result in a delay increase below the SEQRA 
threshold and there would be no adverse effect. 


PM PEAK HOUR (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
e SEQRA Impacts: 

— East 125th Street (EB-WB), Second Avenue (SB), RFK Bridge Exit (SW): With signal retiming, this 
intersection would operate at LOS D with a delay of 36.2 seconds, which would be 11.2 seconds 
greater than the No Action Alternative. This would result in a LOS improvement that does not 
exceed the SEQRA threshold and there would be no adverse effect. 


RFK BRIDGE—BRONX STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at two intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that no intersections would have potential 
increases in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would 
be an adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the RFK Bridge— 
Manhattan study area. 
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WEST SIDE HIGHWAY/ROUTE 9A AT WEST 24TH STREET STUDY AREA”? 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at one intersection within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours showed that no intersections would have potential 
increases in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would 
be an adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact at this location. 


LOWER EAST SIDE—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at three intersections within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours showed that no intersections would have potential increases 
in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 
adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact in the Lower East Side study 
area, 


LITTLE DOMINICAN REPUBLIC—MANHATTAN STUDY AREA 

A detailed traffic analysis was performed at one intersection within the study area. The results of the 
analysis for the AM, MD, and PM peak hours showed that no intersections would have potential increases 
in delay that would exceed the SEQRA threshold used by TBTA to determine whether there would be an 
adverse traffic effect; therefore, there would not be an adverse traffic impact at this location. 


4B.6.4 Summary of Local Intersection Performance for Scenario(s) with Highest Increase in 
Traffic 

A total of 102 intersections were analyzed during the AM, MD, PM, and, as applicable, LN peak hours in 

15 study areas. These study areas and intersections were chosen for analysis based upon the likelihood of 

potential traffic increases and impacts. 


Table 4B-31 presents asummary of the number of analyzed signalized intersections that would be expected 
to have an increase, decrease, or no change in delay under the analyzed tolling scenario with the highest 
increase in traffic volumes. The results indicate that most intersections would see reductions in delay or 
there would be no change in delay while there would be 73 instances (about 20 percent of all analyses) 
where the delay would increase. Prior to mitigation, 5 locations (about 1 percent of all analyses) would 
exceed the SEQRA thresholds. Table 4B-31 shows there would be no locations where changes in delay 
would create adverse effects based on the SEQRA criteria of greater than a 5-second increase in average 
delay that could not be addressed by incorporating signal-timing improvements into the Project. Under 
SEQRA (thresholds used by state agencies*’), the criteria used for determining the significance of adverse 


22 This location is treated separately because it is between the Hugh L. Carey and Holland Tunnel—Lower Manhattan study 


area and the Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan study area. 

Miller Highway Reconstruction EIS (NYSDOT 1993) used a criteria of 10 seconds or more increase in average intersection 
delay per vehicle at LOS E/F. 

Hunts Point Access Improvements EIS (NYSDOT 2019) used a criteria of 10 seconds or more increase in delay per vehicle and 
a deterioration in LOS to E/F. 

Fulton Street Transit Center EIS (MTA 2004) used a criteria of 10 seconds or more increase in average vehicle delay at LOS 
E/F. 

Toll Policy EAs (TBTA 2005-2021) used a criteria of greater than a 5 second increase in average vehicle delay at LOS E/F. 
Long Island Jewish Medical Center Modernization Program Final Generic EIS (Dormitory Authority of the State of New York 
2009) used a criteria of greater than a 5 second increase in average intersection approach delay at LOS E/F. 


30 
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traffic effects at intersections generally varies from an increase in delay of 5 to 10 seconds per vehicle at a 


deteriorated LOS E or LOS F. Increases in average delays at intersections resulting in LOS D or better are 


not considered significant. 


Table 4B-31. | Summary of Local Intersection Performance With Improvements 


DELAY CHANGE (COUNT) 


STUDY AREA 
Downtown Brooklyn* 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Holland 
Tunnel—Lower Manhattan 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Red Hook 
Holland Tunnel—New Jersey** 


Lincoln Tunnel—Manhattan 


East Side at 60th Street— 
Manhattan 


West Side at 60th Street— 
Manhattan 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel— 
Manhattan 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel/Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge—Long Island 
City 


Robert F. Kennedy Bridge*** 


West Side Highway/ Route 9A at 
West 24th Street 


Lower East Side—Manhattan 


Little Dominican Republic - 
Manhattan 


ONE No 
INTERSECTIONS | COUNT Increase | Decrease Change 


Signalized 12 3 

Intersections 

Signalized 45 16 28 1 
Intersections 

Signalized 4 3 1 
Intersections 

Signalized 12 12 
Intersections 

Signalized 27 1 26 
Intersections 

Signalized 76 7 61 
Intersections 

Signalized 76 1 
Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

Signalized 

Intersections 

Signalized 4 5 
Intersections 

Signalized 3 3 

Intersections 


TOTAL Signalized 363 73 32 
Intersections 


Note: Numbers may not add up due to rounding. 
* ~The Downtown Brooklyn study area was also analyzed for Tolling Scenario C, which was projected to have higher increases 
in traffic volumes than Tolling Scenario D. The results from Tolling Scenario C analysis are shown for Downtown Brooklyn 


Source: WSP USA, 2022. 


study area. 


** New Jersey locations are outside the jurisdiction of SEQRA. 
*** REK Bridge consists of the RFK—Bronx, RFK—Queens, and RFK—Manhattan study areas. 
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In summary, based upon the analysis of potential changes in traffic patterns, including reductions in traffic 
volumes and diversions associated with the range of tolling scenarios, the overall change in LOS and delay 
at the 102 intersections analyzed would be modest. Figure 4B-14 through Figure 4B-17 present the study 
area intersections and summarize the potential effects of the Project with and without signal-timing 
improvements. There were four intersections (with a total of five instances) where the incremental traffic 
volumes would result in potential adverse effects using the SEQRA criteria with increases in average 


intersection delays exceeding 5 seconds without the implementation of standard traffic signal-timing 


improvements. 


Based on a detailed traffic analysis during the AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours at 102 key intersections 
most likely to experience increases in traffic volumes and delays under Tolling Scenario D with the largest 
increases in local traffic volumes, there would be only minor traffic effects, which can be addressed by 
incorporating signal-timing adjustments. ** Similar minor traffic effects are not anticipated for Tolling 
Scenarios A, B, C, or G. It is expected that, with the sponsoring agencies’ commitment to monitor traffic 
conditions under all tolling scenarios, and make appropriate signal-timing changes if necessary, there would 
be no anticipated adverse effects from implementing the Project for any of the tolling scenarios when 
considering the SEQRA criteria for determining potential adverse traffic effects. 


The Project Sponsors will undertake pre- and post-implementation monitoring at the four intersections 
with identified potential adverse effects during the first year after implementation of the Project, with post- 
implementation monitoring starting no sooner than three months after the start of operations to account 
for an initial period of fluctuation in travel behavior.** The monitoring would be used to validate the need 
for, and design of, potential mitigations. In line with the SEQRA criteria, the threshold for determining 
whether there is an adverse effect is an increase in average intersection delays exceeding 5 seconds, as 
described above. The Project Sponsor commits to using a toolbox of traffic operations and street design 
strategies (e.g., signal-timing/phasing changes, lane assignment changes, changes to curbside regulations, 
etc.) to mitigate adverse effects associated with the adopted tolling scenario, to the extent practicable. In 
addition, the robust post-implementation biennial Evaluation Report mandated by the Traffic Mobility Act 
will include traffic data collection at intersections in and around the Manhattan CBD and other locations of 
interest in the form of ATR and camera-based Vehicle Classification and Turning Movement Counts. These 


data will be used to identify and quantify actual traffic effects associated with the adopted tolling scenario 
and to inform the development of appropriate mitigation measures, if needed. Depending upon the tolling 
scenario selected and future unforeseen operational and geometric changes at certain intersections, it is 
possible that some residual traffic effects at those intersections may remain. 


31 Appropriate signal-timing improvement measures would be undertaken post-implementation. The signal-timing 
improvements described in this document represent what may need to be done under the analyzed tolling scenario, but 
because the tolling scenario is to be determined by the Traffic Mobility Review Board, the actual scope and need for signal- 
timing improvements may change. The Project Sponsors would monitor traffic conditions at the study locations and 
NYCDOT would implement appropriate signal-timing changes if adverse effects are observed. 

32 For London’s congestion zone, a Transit Cooperative Research Program report noted that traffic patterns stabilized at six 
weeks after charging began. See Chapter 14, “Road Value Pricing” in Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 95: 
Traveler Response to Transportation System Changes. p. 14 to 13. 
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt 95c14.pdf. 
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Figure 4B-14. Potential Adverse Traffic Effects at Local Intersections AM Period 
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*Broadway & West 179th Street location is located north of illustrated map extent, though demonstrates No Adverse Impact 


Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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Figure 4B-15. Potential Adverse Traffic Effects at Local Intersections MD Period 
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*Broadway & West 179th Street location is located north of illustrated map extent, though demonstrates No Adverse Impact 


Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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Figure 4B-16. Potential Adverse Traffic Effects at Local Intersections PM Period 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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Figure 4B-17. Potential Adverse Traffic Effects at Local Intersections Late Night (LN) Period 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network. 
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4B.7 CONCLUSION 


Chapter 1, “Introduction” succinctly describes the level of congestion experienced by travelers to the 
Manhattan CBD. The low travel speeds and unreliable travel times to, from, and within the Manhattan CBD 
increase auto commute times, erode worker productivity, reduce bus and paratransit service quality, raise 
the cost of deliveries and the overall cost of doing business, and delay emergency vehicles. A 2018 analysis 
by Partnership for New York City—an organization that represents the city’s business leadership and largest 
private-sector employers—predicted that congestion in the New York City region would cost businesses, 
commuters, and residents $100 billion over the next 5 years.*3 Thus, there is a need to reduce vehicle 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD to improve the reliability and efficiency of the transportation system. 


In general, the Project would reduce traffic at key Manhattan CBD crossings, the approach roadways, and 
at intersections within the Manhattan CBD as well as intersections outside of the Manhattan CBD. However, 
under certain tolling scenarios, where crossings credits would be applied at currently tolled facilities, there 
is a potential of traffic diversion to facilities offering a toll credit. In some locations, this is beneficial as it 
can aid in addressing traffic imbalances already in place as certain drivers take longer routes to avoid tolls 
(notably at the East River Bridges). However, by raising the overall toll these same crossing credits can cause 
potential for circumferential diversions, leading to increased traffic at the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and 
the George Washington Bridge for through Manhattan CBD trips between Brooklyn, Queens, and Long 
Island and points in New Jersey or west. 


Highway corridors and intersections determined to be potentially affected by CBD tolling were identified 
based upon modeling runs using the regional BPM for all tolling scenarios, consultation with NYCDOT and 
NYSDOT, and review of previous tolling studies. 


Tolling Scenario D—with the highest crossing credits, exemptions, and discounts—was determined to be 
representative of the tolling scenarios with the highest potential for diversions and increases in traffic at 
certain Manhattan CBD crossings, Manhattan CBD highway approaches, intersections within and outside 
of the Manhattan CBD, and circumferential routes bypassing the Manhattan CBD. Therefore, detailed 
traffic analyses were performed for Tolling Scenario D. In a few cases, additional traffic analyses were 
performed for other tolling scenarios at specific locations where the projected increases in traffic volumes 
were higher. 


HIGHWAY ANALYSIS 

A total of 10 highway corridors were identified within the 28-county New York/New Jersey metropolitan 
area with a potential for increased traffic and adverse effects using the BPM to screen highways with 
potential adverse effects for all tolling scenarios. These 10 highway corridors were analyzed using a Vissim 


33 Partnership for New York City. January 2018. $100 Billion Cost of Traffic Congestion in Metro New York. 
https://pfnyc.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/2018-01-Congestion-Pricing.pdf. The report defined the New York City 
region as New York, Kings, Queens, Bronx, Richmond, Nassau, Suffolk, Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland Counties, New 
York. 
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microsimulation model, the HCS, or applying a speed and volume increase criteria where a traffic model 
and/or reliable pre-COVID19-pandemic traffic data were not available. 


Although the overall effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative along highways used to access the Manhattan 
CBD would be beneficial for all tolling scenarios, potential adverse traffic effects along 3 of the 10 highway 
corridors analyzed were identified under some of the tolling scenarios during certain time periods as 
described below: 


e = Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway—westbound during the MD peak hour 

e Long Island Expressway—westbound during the MD peak hour 

e FDR Drive between East 10th Street and Brooklyn Bridge—northbound and southbound during the 
PM peak hour 


Given the few locations where there is a potential for adverse traffic effects along highways leading to and 
from the Manhattan CBD and circumferential highways, the offsetting reductions in traffic volumes and 
improvements in travel times along routes from which traffic would divert, and the overall Project benefits 
in the Manhattan CBD and regionally due to a reduction in vehicular travel, the Project when viewed 
holistically would not have an adverse effect on traffic along the highway corridors used to access the 
Manhattan CBD and along circumferential routes. 


Adverse effects that would arise if Tolling Scenario D or another similar tolling scenario were implemented 
will be minimized through implementing Transportation Demand Management measures such as ramp 
metering, motorist information, signage, signal timing changes, and/or targeted toll policy modifications to 
reduce diversions. The Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring of traffic patterns specifically tailored to 
the adopted tolling scenario—commencing prior to implementation (to establish a baseline), with data 
collection approximately 3 months after the start of project operations—to determine whether the 
predicted adverse effects are occurring and to determine the appropriate Transportation Demand 
Management measures (or improvement in existing Transportation Demand Management measures) to 
be implemented. The monitoring program will examine changes in traffic volumes, changes in speeds, and 
changes in delays along the affected highway corridors. Volume changes will be determined from 
before/after traffic counts (where available); soeed changes will be determined from actual before/after 
speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.; and the change in delay along major highway 
corridors will be determined based on actual speeds based on data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. The 
monitoring program will inform the development and implementation of appropriate Transportation 
Demand Management measures and possible adjustments to the tolling policy should traffic volumes 
increase by more than 5 percent and delays increase more than 2.5 minutes. 


INTERSECTION ANALYSIS 

A total of 102 intersections were analyzed for the tolling scenarios with the largest increase in traffic 
applicable to each of the 15 study areas during the AM, MD, PM, and LN hours. These intersections were 
selected for analysis based on an evaluation of potential highway diversions as described above. 
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Most intersections would experience a decrease in traffic volumes and delays under all tolling scenarios. 
However, under the analyzed tolling scenarios, there would be increases in average delays at 4 of the 
102 intersections analyzed that would exceed the greater-than-5-second threshold at LOS E/F used for 
determining adverse traffic effects under SEQRA. Signal-timing adjustments would reduce the projected 
increase in delays below the threshold or improve the LOS to D or better. Therefore, standard mitigation 
measures would avoid adverse traffic effects that could result from the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


The robust post-implementation biennial Evaluation Report mandated by the Traffic Mobility Act will 
include traffic data collection at intersections in and around the Manhattan CBD and other locations of 
interest in the form of ATR and camera-based Vehicle Classification and Turning Movement Counts. These 
data will be used to identify and quantify actual traffic effects associated with the adopted tolling scenario. 
If any unforeseen adverse effects on traffic at local intersections are observed, appropriate signal timing 
mitigation measures will be developed and implemented consistent with NYCDOT policy. 
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Table 4B-32. | Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Highways and Local Intersections 


DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE C D E ADVERSE EFFECT MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


The introduction of the CBD Tolling Program may 
produce increased congestion on highway 
segments approaching on circumferential 
roadways used to avoid Manhattan CBD tolls, 
resulting in increased delays and queues in midday 
and PM peak hours on certain segments in some 
tolling scenarios: 

= Westbound Long Island Expressway (I-495) 
near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel (midday) 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors will implement 
a monitoring plan prior to implementation with post- 
implementation data collected approximately three 
months after the start of operations and including 
thresholds for effects; if the thresholds are reached or 
crossed, the Project Sponsors will implement 
Transportation Demand Management (TDM) measures, 


10 highway segments (AM) 0 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario 


Highway segments with 


increased delays and 


Traffic - Highway 10 highway segments 2 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario 


queues in peak hours Yes such as ramp meteri torist information, si t 
Segments midda D), as well as Tolling Scenarios E and F PMEIENNG, MOLCn st MOnmauon, a\Qhag eed 
: « Approaches to westbound George Washington ey that would result in ) : all identified highway locations with adverse effects upon 
Bridge on I-95 (midday) adverse effects implementation of the Project. 
= — Southbound and northbound FDR Drive 
between East 10th Street and Brooklyn Bridge Post-implementation, the Project Sponsors will monitor 
(PM) je anch ea seal ‘aaicae effects and, if needed, TBTA will modify the toll rates, 
= — Other locations will see an associated 10 highway segments (PM) out oO ig alt ors In the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario crossing credits, exemptions, and/or discounts to reduce 
: ), as well as Tolling Scenarios E and F adverse effects. 
decrease in congestion particularly on routes 
approaching the Manhattan CBD. 
Shifts in traffic patterns, with increases in traffic at | 363 locations (All day) Number of instances of 9 10 5 10 
some locaons and decreases at lherlocatons, to2lecatons (AM) nersecon vith an - | a 
would’ shang 102 locations (midday) increase involumesof 1 2) 2 4 Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors will monitor 
intersections within and near the Manhattan CBD. 102 locations (PM er anions wohilee in = 1 0 pu fe fe fr those intersections where adverse effects were identified 
Of the 102 intersections analyzed, most ocations (PM) the peak hours and implement appropriate signal timing adjustments to 
7 ' intersections would see reductions in delay. 57 locations (overnight) ; | 5 | 5 | mitigate the effect, per NYCDOT’s normal practice. 
ntersections 


Potential adverse effects on four local intersections 
in Manhattan: Trinity Place and Edgar Street Locations with potential Enhancement . - 
(midday); East 36th Street and Second Avenue adverse effects that Refer to the overall Project enhancement on monitoring at 
midday); East 37th Street and Third Avenue would be addressed with the end of this table. 

signal timing adjustments 


4 locations 


OVERALL PROJECT ENHANCEMENT. The Project Sponsors commit to ongoing monitoring and reporting of potential effects on the Project, including for example, traffic entering the Manhattan CBD, taxi/FHV vehicle-miles traveled in the Manhattan CBD; transit ridership from providers across 
the region; bus speeds within the Manhattan CBD; air quality and emissions trends; parking; and Project revenue. Data will be collected in advance and after implementation of the Project. A formal report on the effects of the Project will be issued one year after implementation and then every two 
years. In addition, a reporting website will make data, analysis, and visualizations available in open data format to the greatest extent possible. Updates will be provided on at least a bi-annual basis as data becomes available and analysis is completed. 
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This subchapter describes the effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on transit. Analyses of 
potential effects on traffic conditions, parking, pedestrians, and bicycle usage are presented in other 
subchapters of Chapter 4, “Transportation.” A summary of the affected environment and No Action 
Alternative conditions and assessment of the environmental consequences of the Project based on the 
incremental changes in transit ridership between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative is 


provided below. 


4C.1 INTRODUCTION 


New York City is home to 8.4 million residents and 4.6 million jobs.” * The Manhattan CBD is a destination 
for millions of daily trips and as established in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling,” the vast majority of these trips are made by public transportation. The high-density 
economic center of Manhattan is connected to the region by transit with a range of modes and service 
providers, all of which transport millions of workers, residents, and visitors daily to and from the Manhattan 
CBD. These transit services include local and express subways, commuter and intercity rail, local and 
express buses, Select Bus Service, intercity buses, ferries, an aerial tramway at Roosevelt Island, and 
paratransit. Table 4C-1 lists the 10 busiest subway stations, and Table 4C-2 lists the 10 busiest lines by 
ridership entering the Manhattan CBD. (Figure 4C-1 highlights MTA’s service within New York City, and 
Section 4C.3 provides an overview of regional transit service and operators.) 


Transit is the primary mode of travel to the Manhattan CBD; therefore, the continued investment in transit 
is critical to mobility and accessibility of the Manhattan CBD and the region.? Existing funding sources are 
insufficient to pay for the transit improvement and modernization projects identified in the MTA 2020-2024 
Capital Program and subsequent capital programs that are needed for subway, bus, and commuter rail 
services. The New York State Legislature adopted the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act to provide stable 
and reliable funding to repair and revitalize the transit system. 


To assess the transit system for potential adverse effects as a result of the Project, future conditions with 
the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative were projected using the Best Practice Model (BPM), 
a regional travel demand model developed and managed by the New York Metropolitan Transportation 
Council (NYMTC). As described in more detail in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling,” the BPM provides regional transportation demand (including transit ridership) for 
the AM peak period defined as between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m. The modeled change or increment 
between the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative for projected inbound trips toward the 
Manhattan CBD provide the primary basis for the analysis presented in this subchapter. Section 4C.4.2.2 
presents a summary of effects across all tolling scenarios and a determination of the representative tolling 


1 U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey, 2015-2019. 

‘ U.S. Census Bureau, 2012—2016 Census Transportation Planning Package. 

Chapter 1, “Introduction,” provides additional context on the importance of transit to the Manhattan CBD and the region 
and the need for transit funding, which the Project provides. 
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scenario with the highest incremental increases in ridership. Section 4C.2 presents a description of the 
methodologies used for the assessment of potential adverse effects. 


Table 4C-1. Busiest Subway Stations (Annual Total Ridership, 2019) 
RANK STATION/COMPLEX LINES SERVED RIDERSHIP 


N, Q, R, W, $; Nos. 1, 2, 3,7;A,C, E 65,020,294 
45,745,700 
39,385,436 
32,385,260 


27,718,365 
25,967,676 
25,631,364 
23,040,650 
20,820,549 
10 18,957,465 


Source: MTA 
Note: Data is from 2019, the last full year since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Station ridership is the annual total 
ridership for 2019; PABT = Port Authority Bus Terminal. 
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Table 4C-2. Busiest Subway Lines at the Entrance to the Manhattan CBD (2019, AM Peak Period) 
NO. PEAK-PERIOD SUBWAY 


RANK SUBWAY LINE RIDERSHIP TRAINS 
B, D, N, Q Local 119,435 162 
Broadway/Seventh Av Express 89,330 125 


139 
130 
176 
78 
62 
80 
65 
10 86 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 
Note: Data is from 2019, the last full year since the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic. Ten busiest subway lines are listed 
based on cordon ridership total per subway line in the AM peak period (6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.). 
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Figure 4C-1. New York City Transit System Highlights 
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Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report, 2019 


MTA and its subsidiaries and affiliates provide the bulk of transit trips in the region. 


They comprise 25 subway lines, over 300 bus routes, and 14 commuter rail routes/ 
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While the BPM provides a regionwide basis to estimate demand by all modes of travel over time and from 
changes to the transportation network, Section 4C.3 describes existing transit service as documented in 
NYMTC’s Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, which is the most comprehensive and route-specific data 
source to describe travel to the Manhattan CBD. Like the BPM used for this EA, the Hub Bound Travel Data 
Report 2019 baseline was developed prior to the COVID-19 pandemic, so it represents a reasonable 
estimate of the No Action Alternative in 2023 as travel demand returns to pre-COVID-19 pandemic levels. 
However, because the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 is not directly comparable to the BPM results 
for the No Action Alternative, this subchapter’s analyses of potential effects are based on the BPM results 
for the Action Alternative compared with BPM results for the No Action Alternative. 


Section 4C.4 assesses the incremental change between the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling 
Alternative in 2023.4 The BPM results for the No Action Alternative were used as the baseline for this 
analysis because they reflect transit ridership prior to the COVID-19 pandemic that is now beginning to 
rebuild but is anticipated to remain below the levels modeled in the BPM. 


4C.1.1 Traveling To and Within the Manhattan CBD 

Nearly 3.9 million commuters enter the Manhattan CBD each day, across a variety of modes including 
numerous transit operators that are described in Section 4C.3.* With a long development history that pre- 
dates the automobile, a multitude of transit options are available. Transit accounts for 75.8 percent of daily 
trips into the Manhattan CBD (not including walk or bike trips); subway alone accounts for 58 percent of 
trips.° Except for one census tract in Breezy Point, Queens, every other census tract in New York City is 
within a half mile of at least one transit service. The transit system serving the region and the Manhattan 
CBD is described in detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.2 (Transit Access to the Manhattan CBD), and it includes 
subways (MTA), Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH), commuter rail, buses, ferries, and tram. 


For travel within the Manhattan CBD, there are numerous options other than private automobiles. Indeed, 
80 percent of Manhattan CBD residents do not own or have ready access to a vehicle.® As noted above, 
numerous subway and bus routes serve the Manhattan CBD. There is a network of bicycle lanes and a 
widely available bike-share program, and the Manhattan CBD is very walkable. 


Most businesses do not offer on-site, free parking, and curbside parking is limited. Driving from place to 
place within the Manhattan CBD is not typical except for commercial deliveries. Taxis and for-hire 
vehicles (FHVs, a category that includes app-based services) provide point-to-point service within the 
Manhattan CBD and are convenient for trips that would otherwise involve multiple transit routes and 
modes or a long walk (i.e., crosstown trips between the east and west sides of Manhattan). However, even 
short taxi or FHVs trips may be costly. Therefore, many people make their longer local trips within the 


4 The BPM’s long-range 2045 analysis year assessment includes MTA Capital Program projects and projects programmed in 
the NYMTC Transportation Improvement Program. In light of the scale of those projects relative to line-haul capacity and 
station configurations, detailed analysis is not provided for the 2045 analysis year. Instead, an overview of incremental 
change (systemwide boardings) at the 2045 horizon year is provided. 

2 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council, Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 

6 — This data is from the CTPP data product based on the 2012-2016 ACS. The CTPP provides custom tables describing 
residence, workplace, and trips from home to work. The U.S. Census Bureau has not updated the CTPP to reflect more 
recent American Community Survey data. 
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Manhattan CBD by subway or bus, and many others travel by bicycle. Walking is the typical choice for 
shorter trips or even longer trips that involve multiple transit modes or transfers. 


4C.2 METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 


Information presented in the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, which summarizes weekday trips 
entering and exiting the Manhattan CBD by all modes, was used to describe the affected environment. Data 
for that report was collected in fall 2019 and include full-day and hourly trips. This year is assessed as the 
final full year before the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic.’ 


The analysis presented compares the forecast difference (or “incremental change”) in transit ridership that 
would occur between the CBD Tolling Alternative and the No Action Alternative. Information on projected 
ridership for the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative was based on the results of the regional 
transportation modeling conducted for the Project using the BPM.° Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: 
Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” provides more information on the modeling process and 
corresponding model results. The analysis in this subchapter considers effects on transit line-haul capacity, 
which is the capacity of a transit mode at its peak ridership point, and on specific transit stations. These 
assessments are consistent with the methodologies outlined in the City Environmental Quality Review 
(CEQR) Technical Manual. The CEQR Technical Manual recommends a tiered approach in evaluating a 
project’s effects on transit ridership. 


4C.2.1 Application of the New York City Environmental Quality Review for Assessment of 
Transit Effects 

New York City agencies use the CEQR process to determine what effect, if any, a discretionary action they 
approve may have on the environment. The first version of the CEQR Technical Manual was published in 
1993 and has undergone numerous updates over the years, with the latest edition released at the end of 
2021. The CEQR Technical Manual discusses methodologies that may be used to analyze specific impact 
categories. The methodologies have been developed by the expert staffs of various city agencies, working 
with consultants. CEQR is New York City’s process for implementing New York State’s Environmental Quality 
Review Act. It considers the unique characteristics of New York City and establishes evaluation criteria that 
are suitable for assessing environmental effects in New York City. Most New York City-based NEPA reviews 
use the available state and local guidance appropriate to evaluate the potential for adverse effects. Since 
SEQRA has no impact determination criteria for transit, the guidance provided in the CEQR Technical 
Manual! provides a means of appropriately examining and disclosing these effects in a dense urban setting. 


7 The study of transportation conditions for purposes of environmental review is normally conducted using stabilized 
baselines of typical ridership and usage conditions. Although normalcy is slowly being restored, COVID-19 effects on the 
regional transit system still persist and are expected to remain for some time, likely well into 2024, after the planned 
implementation of the Project (based on McKinsey analysis for MTA). As such, only the pre-COVID-19 environment can now 
be considered a valid baseline for study. MTA 2021 Budget and 2021-2024 Financial Plan Adoption Materials. MTA Finance 
Committee/MTA Board. December 16, 2020. https://new.mta.info/document/25291. 

° BPM assumes public transit fares remain consistent with consumer price index. Due to the importance of transit in the 
region, ridership is relatively inelastic to fare increases. MTA historical data show real fares (adjusted for inflation) have 
decreased over time. 
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4C.2.1.1 | USE OF CEQR THRESHOLDS TO TARGET TRANSIT ANALYSES 


Based on operating experience from various New York City agencies and the results of extensive numbers 


of impact assessments conducted on transit facilities, CEQR guidance establishes assessment thresholds 


whereby detailed analyses are recommended for locations or transit lines where incremental trip 


generation thresholds are exceeded; if the applicable threshold is not exceeded, no adverse effects are 


anticipated. The methodologies stipulated in the 2020 CEQR Technical Manual are described below. 


The methodologies to evaluate line-haul capacity include the following: 


e For subways and commuter rail: 


An increase in ridership on a single subway line that is fewer than 200 new passengers at the 
maximum load point in the peak hour in a single direction of travel does not have the potential to 
result in adverse effects. 


A quantitative analysis of effects on line-haul capacity was performed for any transit services for 
which the BPM results indicated that the CBD Tolling Alternative would add more new passengers 
than those thresholds. 


The next step is to evaluate the number of incremental passengers per train and per train car. 


If a line remains under its guideline capacity in the future with the CBD Tolling Alternative 
implemented, the corresponding CBD Tolling Alternative-induced ridership increases would not be 
considered an adverse effect. 


If a line is forecasted to operate above guideline capacity and the CBD Tolling Alternative is 
expected to yield five or more incremental passengers per car, then the ridership increase would 
constitute an adverse effect. 


e For buses: 


An increase in ridership that is fewer than 50 passengers per hour ina single direction of travel for 
a bus route does not have the potential to result in adverse effects because such an increase would 
not be considered perceptible with the level of bus service provided. 


If the threshold is exceeded, the next step is to evaluate the number of incremental passengers per 
trip and the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for that bus route. 


Av/c ratio under 1.00 would not be considered an adverse effect. 


The methodologies to evaluate capacity of stations include the following: 


e = Anincrease in ridership at a subway station or station complex that is fewer than 200 new passengers 


in the peak hour does not have the potential to result in adverse effects. 


e If a project would result in the addition of 200 or more new passengers at a station in the peak hour 


(excluding cross-platform transfers), then further analyses could be warranted to assess the potential 


for adverse effects on station elements such as stairs, escalators, fare collection areas, etc. 


e If a station would experience an increase of fewer than 200 peak-hour passengers, further analysis is 


typically not warranted. 
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Due to operating characteristics similar to the subway, including hours of operation, headways, boardings, 
standing capacity, and for consistency, PATH capacity and stations were both evaluated using CEQR criteria. 
In coordination with Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North) and the LIRR, CEQR methodologies were used to 
assess ridership of commuter rail lines and stations. This analysis recognizes that five additional passengers 
within a train car in its most crowded point would be noticeable. Similarly, analyses of stations for the New 
Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ TRANSIT) and PATH were performed using CEQR guidelines for consistency 
and because NJ TRANSIT and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) do not have an 
alternative guideline. The CEQR analysis guidelines were also evaluated for NJ TRANSIT and other suburban 
buses that enter the Manhattan CBD. 


The line haul and station analysis primarily considers the AM peak period based on concentration of 
ridership. For station element analyses, potential effects in the PM peak hour were also considered to 
account for differences in circulation and flow within the stations. The BPM only provides forecast trip 
increments for the four-hour AM peak period, the incremental AM and PM peak-hour trips were estimated, 
in coordination with New York City Transit (NYCT), by applying reasonable factors to the BPM results. 


For any station exceeding the 200-passenger increment threshold, an additional assessment of station 
characteristics was undertaken to determine if a qualitative assessment would suffice to conclude that the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would not have potential adverse effects or if more quantitative analyses were 
warranted. Appendix 4C-5, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses” provides 
more details on the qualitative and quantitative analysis of transit stations, which were developed in 
consultation with NYCT. 


4C.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


4C.3.1 Regional Transit Environment 

The 28-county study area is rich with transit service (Figure 4C-2). While Section 4C.3.2 focuses on transit 
options to and from the Manhattan CBD, additional transit options exist throughout the study area. The 
following is an overview of the regional transit environment. 


4C.3.1.1 © CONNECTICUT 

Much of Connecticut’s commuter rail network in Fairfield and New Haven Counties is focused on hub- 
bound travel; however, the reverse-commute market from New York City to Fairfield County is significant, 
along with intrastate travel throughout the Metro-North New Haven Line. Branch lines to New Canaan, 
Danbury, and Waterbury provide additional connections along with the CTrail Hartford Line from New 
Haven to Hartford. 


Local bus services are provided by several operators within (and between) Fairfield and New Haven 
Counties in Connecticut. Numerous routes connect communities within Connecticut, with concentrations 
of service in urban areas such as Stamford, Norwalk, Bridgeport, New Haven, and Waterbury. Bus markets 
between these communities are often distinct from rail markets, particularly where rail branch line services 
are less frequent or less favorable to intrastate travel. 
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Figure 4C-2. _‘ Transit Services in the 28-County Regional Study Area 


Massachusetts 


{} CBDTollingZone [[_] Census Tract ——— Bus Route —— Subway 
(-_] County Boundary — Railroad — PATH 


Sources: Environmental Services Research Institute (ESRI) 2020, NYC Open Data, MTA, NYSDOT 2021, NJ Geographic Information 
Network Open Data, NJ Transit 2021, Westchester County, CT Transit 2021 

Note: Map reflects publicly available datasets only. Additional transit services are available in Nassau, Rockland, and other 
counties. 
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4C.3.1.2 NEW JERSEY 

Commuter rail services in northern New Jersey largely focus on New York-bound travel; however, intrastate 
ridership is significant and serves a variety of urban areas and activity centers including Newark, Hoboken, 
Trenton, and Metropark, among others. The NJ TRANSIT rail network is heavily integrated with local and 
regional bus networks, light rail, PATH, and ferries, supporting reverse-commute activity from New York 
City as well. 


Local and regional bus service is prevalent throughout northern New Jersey with concentrations in major 
urban areas such as Hudson County and New Jersey’s largest cities, including Newark, Paterson, Jersey City, 
and Elizabeth. NJ TRANSIT operates most local bus service, complemented by some contract and private 
carrier routes, along with county and municipal operations, including paratransit, senior, and human 
services transportation. Private jitney services are also prevalent in Hudson, Bergen, and Passaic Counties, 
serving both local and interstate customers. 


4C.3.1.3 NEW YORK 

Commuter rail in Nassau, Suffolk, Rockland, Orange, Dutchess, Putnam, and Westchester Counties is largely 
focused on travel to New York City. Each east-of-Hudson line is used for intercounty and intracounty travel 
and for reverse-commute travel from New York City to major employment centers such as White Plains 
and Stamford, Connecticut. 


Extensive local bus networks exist in New York counties adjacent to New York City, notably the Bee-Line 
and Nassau Inter-County Express (NICE) bus networks in Westchester and Nassau Counties, respectively. 
Bus transit is also prevalent throughout the region in counties such as Suffolk, Dutchess, Putnam, Orange, 
and Rockland. 


Bee-Line bus service focuses on the suburban and urban portions of southern Westchester County, with 
hubs in White Plains, Yonkers, Mount Vernon, and New Rochelle. Bee-Line routes connect a wide array of 
communities and offer multimodal connections to commuter rail, subway, and regional bus services. 


Nassau County buses connect communities and activity centers with hubs including (but not limited to) 
Hempstead, Great Neck, Mineola, and Hicksville. Many hubs include intermodal connections at commuter 
rail stations, while some routes also serve the Jamaica hub in Queens. Connections are also available to 
Suffolk County buses in Hicksville. Other New York county bus systems are smaller in scale but offer similar 
functionality. 


While many routes provide multimodal connections at commuter rail stations (and some subway stations), 
a significant focus of these networks is intracounty travel. Each bus system offers opportunities to transfer 
to New York City-bound transit or travel within the counties between activity and population centers. 
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4C.3.1.4 NEW YORK CITY 

As previously stated, a multitude of transit options exist within New York City, though the New York City 
subway is the primary commute option. There are almost three times as many subway riders as bus riders 
according to pre-COVID-19 pandemic data (approximately 5.5 million average weekday subway riders 
versus 2.2 million average weekday bus riders). 


As the most convenient and affordable means of travel for most New Yorkers, commuters are unlikely to 
change modes if the subway or station they regularly use is crowded periodically. They may need to wait 
for the next train, which is typically 5 to 15 minutes away. Moreover, the availability of express and local 
services throughout the system provides duplicity of service along lines into the Manhattan CBD such that 
additional capacity is available, especially during peak periods. 


4C.3.2 Summary of Transit Service by Provider 

4C.3.2.1 | DESCRIPTION OF TRANSIT OPERATORS AND SERVICES 

The transit modes and services available to the Manhattan CBD are illustrated on Figure 4C-3. The transit 
system serving the region and the Manhattan CBD is described in detail in Chapter 4, Section 4.2 (Transit 
Access to the Manhattan CBD), and it includes subways (MTA), PATH, commuter rail, buses, ferries, and 
tram. 


Each of the operators highlighted within Figure 4C-3 is listed or described below. Consistent with Hub 
Bound Travel Data Report 2019 data, which serve as the basis for existing conditions, the following service 
level estimates reference 2019 data to reflect pre-COVID-19 pandemic conditions: 


e MTA: MTA andits subsidiaries and affiliates—LIRR, Metro-North, NYCT, and MTA Bus—provide the bulk 
of transit trips to the Manhattan CBD. The New York City subway system is the single largest transit 
provider. 


— MTA subway. The New York City subway is the most widely used transit mode for access to the 
Manhattan CBD by residents of New York City.° There are 25 individual subway routes that cross 
into the Manhattan CBD, carrying about 1.35 million AM peak-period riders in and out of the 
Manhattan CBD on a typical weekday. 


2° The subway does not provide access to the Manhattan CBD from Staten Island. The Staten Island Railway (Figure 4C-3) 
provides rapid-transit within the island. 
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Figure 4C-3. Transit Routes to/from the Manhattan CBD (2019) 
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MTA buses. NYCT and MTA Bus”? operate an array of local and express buses and Select Bus Service 
within New York City (Bus maps for each borough are available in Appendix 4C-1 and at 
https://new.mta.info/maps). NYCT operates 234 local, 73 express, and 20 Select Bus Service routes, 
while MTA Bus operates another 90 express, 44 local, and 3 Select Bus Service routes. From the 
public’s perspective, the two operators are nearly indistinguishable. Therefore, this subchapter 
refers to the combined services as “MTA buses.” MTA buses provide local services into and out of 
the Manhattan CBD largely at 60th Street as well as local and express bus services from outer 
boroughs. Local service across the 60th Street boundary consists predominantly of Manhattan- 
based local services running north/south, serving the Upper East Side, Upper West Side, Harlem, 
Washington Heights, and Inwood. Local services are also provided to and from Queens via the Ed 
Koch Queensboro Bridge and to and from Brooklyn via the Williamsburg Bridge. Express bus routes 
connect the Manhattan CBD with the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, and Staten Island. These express 
bus routes tend to serve areas with fewer or no direct subway connections to the Manhattan CBD. 
MTA buses carry about 42,245 passengers across the boundary of the Manhattan CBD during the 
AM peak period on a typical weekday. +? 


MTA commuter rail: 


o  LIRRruns commuter rail services to Long Island with service to and from Penn Station New York 
and service to Atlantic Terminal in Brooklyn, as well as Jamaica, Hunters Point Avenue, and 
Long Island City in Queens, where passengers can connect with subways or ferries to 
Manhattan. (The East Side Access project will bring LIRR service into Grand Central Terminal 
and is expected to open around late 2022). LIRR serves 124 stations across its 11 branches: 
Montauk, Port Jefferson, Ronkonkoma, Babylon, West Hempstead, Long Beach, Hempstead, 
Oyster Bay, Far Rockaway, Port Washington, and the Main Line. These branches include 10 
stops within the City Terminal Zone (1 in Manhattan at Penn Station New York; 3 in Brooklyn; 
6 in Queens?*). On a typical weekday, more than 89,000 riders cross into the Manhattan CBD 
via LIRR during the AM peak period. (The LIRR system map is available in Appendix 4C-1). 


o Metro-North provides commuter rail service for Westchester, Putnam, and Dutchess Counties 
in New York State (east of Hudson), Rockland and Orange Counties in New York State (west of 
Hudson) and Fairfield and New Haven Counties in Connecticut. Three east-of-Hudson lines 
terminate at Grand Central Terminal: the Hudson, Harlem, and New Haven lines. (The Penn 
Station Access project will connect Penn Station New York with the New Haven line, among 
other improvements. It is expected to take 63 months to complete). These three lines on a 
typical weekday carry about 85,000 passengers across the Manhattan CBD during the AM peak 
period. 


o NJ TRANSIT operates west-of-Hudson services (Port Jervis and Pascack Valley Lines) under 
contract to and from Hoboken Terminal in New Jersey and are considered part of the New 
Jersey sector for this analysis. West-of-Hudson travel to Penn Station New York is possible via 


The Manhattan and Bronx Surface Transit Operating Authority, as a subsidiary of NYCT, is also included in these numbers. 
Because data was collected in 2019, ongoing MTA NYCT bus network redesign projects for each borough have not been 


incorporated into the affected environment description. 
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a transfer to NJ TRANSIT rail in Secaucus, New Jersey.? (The Metro-North system map is 
provided in Appendix 4C-1). 


PANYNJ: PANYNJ operates commuter rail transit service between New York City and New Jersey via the 
PATH trains (service map available in Appendix 4C-1).** The routes originate from Hoboken, Jersey City, 
and Newark with New York City terminals at the World Trade Center and West 33rd Street. PATH 
service in Manhattan includes one train stop in Lower Manhattan and four stops between Greenwich 
Village and Midtown. PATH service has an AM peak-period ridership of about 100,000 passengers ona 
typical weekday. PATH ridership into the Manhattan CBD also includes NJ TRANSIT, Newark Light Rail, 
and Hudson-Bergen Light Rail customers who transfer to PATH in Newark, Jersey City, and Hoboken. 


PANYNJ also owns and operates the PABT at West 42nd Street and Eighth Avenue, as well as the George 
Washington Bridge Bus Station (GWBBS) at Broadway between West 178th and West 179th Streets, 
but it does not operate any of the bus services to and from these locations. Many New Jersey bus 
passengers transfer at the GWBBS to the New York City subway system to travel to the Manhattan CBD. 


NJ TRANSIT: NJ TRANSIT operates commuter rail and bus services into and out of the Manhattan CBD. 
Five NJ TRANSIT rail lines provide direct service to Penn Station New York. (The other NJ TRANSIT rail 
lines provide transfers to Penn Station New York at Newark and Secaucus, New Jersey, or to other 
destinations in the Manhattan CBD via PATH or ferries from Hoboken, New Jersey.) The NJ TRANSIT 
commuter rail system map is available in Appendix 4C-1. 


Numerous NJ TRANSIT bus routes serve Manhattan via the Lincoln Tunnel to the PABT. NJ TRANSIT also 
runs one bus route to Lower Manhattan via the Holland Tunnel. Some NJ TRANSIT bus routes serve the 
GWBBS in Upper Manhattan, where most passengers transfer to the A subway line (or No. 1 subway 
line several blocks away) to reach the Manhattan CBD. On a typical weekday, NJ TRANSIT commuter 
rail serves about 68,133 passengers while its bus operations carry about 148,364 passengers during 
the AM peak period. 


NJ TRANSIT also owns and operates the Hudson-Bergen Light Rail, which connects the communities of 
Bayonne, Jersey City, Hoboken, Weehawken, Union City, and North Bergen, Newark Light Rail, and the 
River Line, connecting Trenton and Camden, New Jersey. Hudson-Bergen Light Rail provides a transfer 
point to NJ TRANSIT rail, bus, PATH, and ferry services at Hoboken. 


Private Bus Operators: Various private bus operators serve the PABT, GWBBS, and on-street locations 
in the Manhattan CBD from origins in New Jersey, southern New York (west of the Hudson River), and 
eastern Pennsylvania. Private jitney buses operate from Hudson, Bergen, and Passaic Counties in New 
Jersey to the Manhattan CBD at the PABT and on-street around the bus terminal. Hampton Jitney 
operates daily bus service between eastern Long Island, New York and the Manhattan CBD as well as 
Upper Manhattan, using on-street stops in the Manhattan CBD. Additional long-distance bus operators 
such as Megabus, Peter Pan Bus, and Greyhound”? also commission routes serving these corridors. Of 


Metro-North west-of-Hudson transfers constitute a small percentage of all west-of-Hudson transit trips routes. 

Although PATH is Federally classified as a commuter rail system, based on headways, stations, and boardings, and consistent 
with the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, it has been categorized as a subway system for this analysis. 
Greyhound also operates a commuter service to New York from a park-and-ride facility in southern New Jersey. 
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the private operators that participated in the 2015 PABT/GWBBS Continuous Bus Survey, 40 percent 
provided commuter service (defined through measures of distance and bus frequency), and all private 
operators collectively provided 27 percent—about 20,000 passengers—of AM peak-hour inbound 
PABT trips on a typical weekday. © 


Amtrak: Amtrak provides intercity rail service between Penn Station New York and destinations 
nationwide.*’ Amtrak’s Northeast Corridor directly links Penn Station New York with Boston to the 
north, Washington, D.C., to the south, and key cities in between. The Empire Corridor links New York 
City with Albany and points west toward Buffalo, with the bulk of service provided between New York 
City and Albany. While Amtrak primarily serves long-distance travelers, some commuters also use these 
services as an alternative to commuter rail services provided by Metro-North or NJ TRANSIT. On a 
typical weekday, AM peak-period ridership on Amtrak in and out of Penn Station New York is about 
6,700 passengers. 


NICE: NICE bus is the local bus system serving Nassau County and connecting passengers with western 
Suffolk County and Queens. It serves 48 MTA LIRR stations and 5 MTA NYCT subway stations that 
provide connectivity to the Manhattan CBD. (There is no NICE service directly to the Manhattan CBD.) 
Notable transfer points include but are not limited to Jamaica Center, 179th Street-Flushing, Far 
Rockaway (to MTA buses); Flushing, Jamaica, Far Rockaway (to NYCT subways); and Mineola Intermodal 
Transfer Center, Hicksville, Freeport, and Great Neck (to LIRR commuter rail). Prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic, daily ridership of NICE service exceeded 100,000. *® 


Westchester County Department of Transportation/Bee-Line: Westchester County’s Bee-Line bus 
system operates a weekday-only direct express bus service from several suburban communities to the 
Manhattan CBD via 11 round trips each weekday, serving about 160 passengers in the AM peak period 
on a typical weekday. Bee-Line also provides connecting local bus services to NYCT subway service in 
the Bronx. 


NYCDOT Staten Island Ferry: NYCDOT provides free ferry service between Lower Manhattan and Staten 
Island via the Staten Island Ferry, with AM peak-period ridership of 19,866 inbound and outbound 
passengers on a typical weekday. 


NYC Ferry: The New York City Economic Development Corporation operates several NYC Ferry routes, 
which were originally introduced in 2017. As of 2019, these routes provide service between Manhattan, 
the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens. Expansion of this service in 2021 included a new route between 
Staten Island, Battery Park City, and Midtown at West 39th Street. A new route is planned between 
Wall Street/Pier 11 and Coney Island in Brooklyn, along with other route extensions and new stops. As 


2015 PABT/GWBBS Continuous Bus Survey, which was prepared for the PANYNJ by VHB. 

Amtrak is categorized as suburban rail (here, commuter rail) in the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 and is 
therefore described under Section 4C.2. Because these travelers are such a small proportion of Manhattan CBD commuters, 
they are not noted within Section 4C.3. 

Longlsland.com. 2019. “Nassau Inter-County Express (NICE).” https://www.longisland.com/business/nassau-inter-county- 


express-nice.html. 
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of fall 2019,1° average daily ridership during peak months across all NYC Ferry routes (inbound and 
outbound) was about 23,000 passengers. 7° 


Other Private Ferry Services: Other ferry operators provide service to and from the Manhattan CBD. 
With the exception of New York Water Taxi, all providers offer routes between Manhattan and New 
Jersey. The New York Water Taxi operates around Lower Manhattan and Brooklyn. New York Water 
Taxi destinations include the South Street Seaport, Battery Park, and Midtown Manhattan, along with 
the DUMBO neighborhood in Brooklyn. 


Other operators include New York Waterway, Seastreak, and Liberty Landing Ferry. New York Water 
Taxi operates mostly as a tour operation, except for the IKEA route to and from Brooklyn. The New York 
Waterway ferry alone provides service to about 32,000 passengers on a typical weekday (inbound and 
outbound).7? 


Roosevelt Island Tramway: The Roosevelt Island Tramway serves as a direct connection between 
Roosevelt Island and the rest of Manhattan via an aerial tram directly to the north of the Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge. (Access between Roosevelt Island and the Manhattan CBD is also provided by a 
stop on the F subway line, and the Roosevelt Island stop on the East River ferry line.) The tramway 
carries 859 passengers in the AM peak period into the Manhattan CBD on a typical weekday. 


4C.3.2.2 | RIDERSHIP DISTRIBUTION 
Table 4C-3 presents the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 daily weekday ridership”? estimates 
by key transit service providers to the Manhattan CBD, as well as total trips by service provider. 


19 
20 


21 


22 


2019 data for comparison to NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 of the same year. 

New York City Economic Development Corporation. 2018. NYC Ferry Quarterly Update 7/1/17 - 9/30/17. September 17. 
https://images.ferry.nyc/wp-content/uploads/2018/09/13143041/NYC-Ferry-2017-Q3-Quarterly-Update.pdf. NYC Ferry 
data is collected and published quarterly; this report includes ridership statistics from July through September 2019. 
AMNY. 2019. “Coast Guard suspends New York Waterway ferries over safety issues.” 
https://www.amny.com/transportation/coast-guard-suspends-ny-waterway-ferries-over-safety-issues/. 

NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 presents person-trips into the Manhattan CBD, which is equivalent to the 
ridership at that location; the BPM similarly measures passenger load at a location unless otherwise noted. 
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Table 4C-3. Transit Ridership to and from the Manhattan CBD by Service Provider (AM Peak Period) 


(2019) 
INBOUND PERSON-TRIPS TOTAL PERSON-TRIPS? 
Percentage of Percentage of 
SERVICE PROVIDER Number of Trips Trips Number of Trips Trips 


Subway aay | aaa a | EE! 

New York City Transit 92.6% 

Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) 7.4% 

TOTAL 100.0% 

Commuter and Intercity Rail Ro ee 

Long Island Rail Road 36.8% 

Metro-North Railroad 34.2% 

West of Hudson/NJ TRANSIT 27.3% 

Amtrak? 2.7% 
TOTAL 100.0% 

Buses a ee | See 

New Jersey' 77.8% 

New York City Transit/MTA Bus 22.1% 

Westchester County DOT/Bee-Line 0.0% 
TOTAL 100.0% 

Ferres/Tramwayé a Se ee 

Staten Island Ferry 51.1% 

Roosevelt Island Tramway/Other Ferry 17,480 508% 19,148 48.9% 


TOTAL 34,311 100.0% 39,171 100.0% 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 

1 New Jersey bus trips include NJ TRANSIT, MTA buses via Staten Island, and private carriers. 

2 Amtrak is classified under “commuter rail” for existing conditions data, consistent with the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 

2019 classification. 

Total includes inbound and outbound person-trips. 

4 The Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 does not present operator data for ferry/tramway. All ferry trips from Staten Island 
can be assumed to be via Staten Island Ferry because this was the only transit service operating to the Manhattan CBD from 
Staten Island in 2019. The ferry number presented above contains cyclists aboard the ferry. 
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40.3.3 Transit Ridership Overview 

As summarized in Table 4C-4, approximately 75.2 percent of the more than 7 million daily person-trips into 
and out of the Manhattan CBD are made using transit (because transit accessibility is critical for low income 
commuters, Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice” provides an additional detailed assessment of transit 
ridership by income).? Based on the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, the majority of these transit trips 
(57.5 percent of all trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD) are by subway. Commuter rail also serves a 
substantial proportion of trips made to the Manhattan CBD, followed by bus service. The proportion of 
transit trips is highest during the AM peak period, when 83.3 percent of trips are made via transit 
(Table 4C-5), which is why the analyses in this subchapter were conducted for the AM peak period. The AM 
peak period has the highest concentration of person- and vehicle-trips under baseline conditions and is 
typically used for assessing the effects of large-scale regional transportation projects. 


In total, MTA bus services account for approximately 1.6 percent of all trips into and out of the Manhattan 
CBD. NJ TRANSIT bus service carries about 5.3 percent of all trips. Other private bus carriers (such as 
Greyhound, Coach USA, Academy, DeCamp, and Lakeland) with service to the PABT and on-street in 
Manhattan account for less than 1 percent of all trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD. The remaining 
1.7 percent of Manhattan CBD transit trips are by ferry service (provided primarily by the Staten Island 
Ferry along with NYC Ferry, and private ferry companies) and the Roosevelt Island Tramway. 


Table 4C-4. Daily Person-Trips by Mode to and from the Manhattan CBD on an Average Weekday 


(2019) 

MODE NUMBER OF PERSON-TRIPS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Transit Pe 
Subway 57.5% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail 9.0% 
Buses 7.0% 
Ferries 1.7% 
Tramway 0.1% 

Subtotal 75.2% 

Non-Transit poo 
Auto/Taxi/Truck/Van 24.0% 
Bicycle 0.8% 
Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
Note: Data includes inbound and outbound trips. Staten Island Ferry person-trips include onboard bicyclists. 


23 For purposes of describing the share of Manhattan CBD-bound trips that are made using transit, bicycle and pedestrian trips 
were not included. On an average weekday about 67,000 bicycle trips (less than 1 percent) enter the Manhattan CBD daily 
(per the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019). Pedestrian trips are not included in the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 
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Table 4C-5. AM Peak-Period Person-Trips to and from the Manhattan CBD by Mode on an Average 


Weekday (2019) 
MODE NUMBER OF PERSON-TRIPS PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Transit Para 
Subway 61.59% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail 11.34% 
Buses 8.7% 
Ferries 1.7% 
Tramway 0.1% 
Subtotal 83.3% 
Non-Transit EE 
Auto/Taxi/Truck/Van 16.1% 
Bel 06% 
TOTAL io.00% 
Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
Note: Data includes inbound and outbound trips. Staten Island Ferry person-trips do include count of onboard bicycles. 


4C.3.4 Existing Volumes Entering the Manhattan CBD (2019) 


This section briefly describes existing (2019) transit ridership for trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD 
from the five geographic sectors that the NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report uses to organize trips. 
These are defined according to entry and exit from the Manhattan CBD: Manhattan north of 60th Street, 
Queens, Brooklyn, Staten Island, and New Jersey/west of Hudson.” Figure 4C-4 shows the distribution and 


mode of all transit crossings (in relation to the total trips). 


As shown on Figure 4C-4 and Figure 4C-5, the Manhattan — 60th Street sector carries the most total trips 
as well as the second-most transit trips of the five sectors. Even so, with 83 percent of trips from this sector 


made by transit, the Manhattan/60th Street sector has a lower proportion of its total trips made by transit 


than Queens (89 percent), New Jersey (90 percent), and Brooklyn (87 percent).7° 


24 The boundary of the Manhattan CBD according to the Hub Bound Travel Data Report consists of 60th Street (including at the 


Franklin D. Roosevelt [FDR] Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A), the East and Hudson Rivers, and New York Harbor. This 


boundary generally matches the boundaries defined for the Manhattan CBD, except that the Manhattan CBD does not 
include the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A. 

While the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge ramps were considered as within the 60th Street sector (for autos/trucks/taxi trips), 
bus trips over the bridge as analyzed in this subchapter were considered within the Queens sector. Similarly, the F subway 


25 


line entering from Roosevelt Island/Queens was categorized as coming from the Queens sector, although the subway tunnel 


actually crosses the 60th Street cordon line. 
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Figure 4C-4. Inbound AM Peak-Period Trips by Sector 


Staten Island 100% Transit 


Queens (inc. Rl) 89% Transit 


New Jersey BRROVAm te-latsiit 


Brooklyn 87% Transit 


60th Street 83% Transit 


100,000 200,000 300,000 400,000 500,000 600,000 


Daily Person Trips 


Transit Trips 


All Other Trips 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 

Note: The Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 does not provide vehicle data for Staten Island because vehicles arrive to the 
Manhattan CBD via Brooklyn or New Jersey; similarly Staten Island trips on express buses that run through New Jersey 
and Brooklyn without stopping there, as well as bus-to-subway transfers in Brooklyn, are counted in those sectors. 
Therefore the only direct trips shown for this table are transit trips via Staten Island ferry. 
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Figure 4C-5. — Transit Modes into the Manhattan CBD by Volume at the Cordon Crossing (AM Peak 
Period) 
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The Staten Island sector has the smallest number of total trips. (The actual proportion of transit riders from 
this sector is lower since the Hub Bound Travel! Data Report does not provide vehicle data for Staten Island 
because vehicles arrive to the Manhattan CBD via Brooklyn or New Jersey.) Staten Island trips on express 
buses that run through New Jersey and Brooklyn without stopping there, as well as bus-to-subway transfers 
in Brooklyn, are counted in those sectors.*° Therefore, the only direct trips between Staten Island and the 
Manhattan CBD are via the ferry. 


Appendix 4C-3 describes AM peak period ridership for each sector in greater detail. 


4C.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


40.4.1 No Action Alternative 

The evaluation of environmental consequences in this subchapter compares the CBD Tolling Alternative to 
the No Action Alternative in 2023. Because the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 used to describe the 
affected environment in Section 4C.3 is not directly comparable to the BPM results for 2023 for the No 
Action Alternative, this subchapter does not provide a discussion of the change in conditions between the 
affected environment discussed earlier and the No Action Alternative. The No Action Alternative conditions 
modeled from the BPM are compared to the CBD Tolling Alternative below. 


BPM results were used to identify anticipated transit usage for the No Action Alternative in 2023 and 2045. 
The 2045 model includes background growth based on the projected overall growth in employment and 
population in the region and is consistent with the NYMTC 2045 Long Range Plan. More background on 
regional transportation effects is provided in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling.” For the No Action Alternative, the transit system within and outside of the 
Manhattan CBD would be comparable to current availability and utility of the transit system. 


40.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


As set forth in Section 4C.4.2.2, all tolling scenarios would generate an increase in transit ridership 
compared to the No Action Alternative. The representative tolling scenarios with the highest incremental 
ridership increases are used to assess potential adverse effects in the following two areas: 


e Line-Haul Assessment — The projected change in ridership at the maximum load point for each transit 
service is assessed for the CBD Tolling Alternative’s effects on line-haul capacity (the capacity of a 
transit mode at its peak ridership point) for any increases that pass the screening threshold for detailed 
analysis, as discussed in Section 4C.2. The assessment is conducted for transit services by the 
delineated sector crossings into the Manhattan CBD as established in Section 4C.4. 


e Station Assessment — A station-level assessment is provided for any transit station (including subway, 
PATH, or commuter rail) that exceeds CEQR thresholds of increased ridership of more than 200 
passengers in a peak hour, also as discussed in Section 4C.2. 


26 The average weekday ridership of Staten Island express bus routes was 32,909 in 2019 (the same year as the Hub Bound 


Travel Data Report 2019), which is close to the total number of daily riders on the Staten Island Ferry. MTA data is available 
at http://web.mta.info/nyct/facts/ridership/ridership bus.htm. 
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4C.4.2.1 | CHANGE IN RIDERSHIP BY MODE AND OPERATOR 

Table 4C-6 summarizes projected future ridership by all transit modes in 2023—for the No Action 
Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenarios A through G) for the AM peak period—based on 
the results of the BPM. 


While most of the analysis in this subchapter covers the year 2023, Table 4C-8 provides information for the 
horizon year 2045 in a format parallel to Table 4C-6 to show the longer-term projected level of 
environmental consequences based on BPM results. 


All tolling scenarios would result in an increase in overall transit ridership of between 1.25 percent (Tolling 
Scenario A) and 1.77 percent (Tolling Scenario E) compared to the No Action Alternative for the entire 
regional study area. The rate of change across the tolling scenarios varies by about 33,000 trips, with the 
lowest projected increase occurring under Tolling Scenario A and the highest under Tolling Scenario E. This 
indicates that higher toll rates (Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F) would result in a higher shift to transit than 
lower toll rates (Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G). Tolling Scenario C reflects a middle area with higher tolls and 
more crossing credits than Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G, but lower tolls and fewer crossing credits than 
Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F. A table provides a percentage change summary for all the major transit 
elements evaluated in this subchapter including New York City subways that carry the majority of regional 
transit riders as well as commuter railroads, buses, ferries, and other transit services. A slightly higher 
increment is projected for Metro-North and ferry ridership under Tolling Scenario F. By 2045, transit 
ridership as a whole is projected to increase by several hundred thousand boardings (given assumptions in 
the NYMTC regional model).?’ 


4C.4.2.2 COMPARISON ACROSS TOLLING SCENARIOS 


Representative Tolling Scenario 

The assessment identifies the representative tolling scenario with the highest incremental increase in 
ridership for specific transit elements. These transit elements are primarily drawn from Tolling Scenarios D, 
E, and F because these tolling scenarios are projected to experience the largest increases in transit 
ridership. (Tolling Scenario C has been identified as the representative case with the highest incremental 
increase in ridership for Newark Penn Station for both PATH and NJ TRANSIT.) 


Analysis of Transit Lines and Transit Stations 

Transit lines and transit stations were each analyzed using the representative tolling scenario with the 
highest incremental ridership increase to determine the maximum level of potential effects. For transit 
lines, the potential effects were measured by how train or bus loading (i.e., line-haul) conditions are 
expected to change. For transit stations, the potential effects were measured by the anticipated usage 
changes at fare control areas (FCA) (i.e., turnstiles and gates separating free and fare zones) and vertical 
circulation elements (VCE) (i.e., stairs and escalators). 


27 These increases are due to the NYMTC socioeconomic forecasts for the 28-county region. Most NJ TRANSIT rail boardings 
and alightings are contained within New Jersey at stations including Newark Penn Station, Secaucus Junction, and Hoboken 
Terminal. This results in only about 2,000 new alightings at Penn Station New York. 
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Table 4C-6. Transit Ridership: No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (2023 AM Peak Period) 
NO ACTION TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING 


MODE ALTERNATIVE | SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Subway 3,138,960 3,184,961 3,187,374 3,192,428 3,199,370 3,203,052 3,199,783 3,197,389 


New York City Transit 3,005,224 3,050,101 3,052,683 3,056,840 3,063,552 3,066,614 3,063,577 3,061,455 


Port Authority Trans-Hudson 
(PATH) 133,736 134,860 134,691 135,588 135,818 136,438 136,206 135,934 


Commuter and Intercity Rail 454,520 456,755 457,863 459,632 461,634 463,108 462,013 458,867 
Long Island Rail Road 142,651 143,452 143,989 144,244 144,733 145,544 144,560 144,084 


Metro-North Railroad 152,203 153,128 153,437 154,108 154,850 154,296 155,020 153,491 
NJ TRANSIT 159,666 160,175 160,437 161,280 162,051 163,268 162,433 161,292 
Buses 2,689,564 2,718,960 2,717,506 2,724,787 2,724,456 2,727,512 2,726,657 2,718,457 


MTA buses 2,037,319 2,063,136 2,062,997 2,068,001 2,067,753 2,069,107 2,068,898 2,062,926 
NJ TRANSIT £74,260 
othe 181,271 
Other Transit co 246 
Fees 58,140 
cane 106 


TOTAL | 6,341,679 6,420,749 6,422,968 6,437,314 6,445,934 6,454,147 6,449,165 6,434,959 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 

Note: Data total over a 4-hour period, defined as total boardings, which include transfers. (Because this ridership estimate includes transfers, the ridership reported is greater 
than MTA NYCT MetroCard data that is widely available.) The BPM includes MTA buses, NJ TRANSIT buses, smaller regional bus carriers, and private carriers. (Other 
smaller carriers and private carriers are included under “Other Buses.”) Tramway volumes were calculated using an incremental change factor derived from 
Queens/Roosevelt Island sector change per each tolling scenario. 
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Table 4C-7. Percentage Change in Transit Ridership: No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (2023 AM Peak Period) 


TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING 
MODE SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


Subway 1.8% 
New York City Transit 1.8% 


(PATH) 1.6% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail 1.0% 
Long Island Rail Road 1.0% 
Metro-North Railroad 0.8% 
NJ TRANSIT 1.0% 
Buses 1.1% 
MTA buses 1.3% 1.3% 1.5% 1.5% 1.6% 1.6% 1.2% 
NJ TRANSIT 0.7% 
Other 0.1% 
Other Transit 2.7% 
Ferries 2.1% 
Tramway 1.7% 

TOTAL 1.5% 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 (Tramway), and Analysis by FHI Studio 
Note: Data total over a 4-hour period, defined as percentage change in total systemwide boardings. The BPM includes MTA buses, NJ TRANSIT buses, other smaller regional 


bus carriers, and private carriers. (Other smaller carriers and private carriers are included under “Other Buses.”) Tramway volumes were calculated using the average 
growth over a five-year period with an incremental change factor derived from Queens/Roosevelt Island sector change per each tolling scenario. 
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Table 4C-8. Transit Ridership: No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative (2045 AM Peak Period) 
NO ACTION TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING 


MODE ALTERNATIVE | SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
Subway 3,505,040 3,556,434 3,552,926 3,559,460 3,569,286 3,576,311 3,572,538 3,557,745 


New York City Transit 3,344,746 3,394,538 3,390,882 3,397,112 3,406,542 3,413,503 3,409,708 3,395,715 


Shoes Tralee luce 160,294 161,896 162,044 162,348 162,744 162,808 162,830 ve 


Commuter and Intercity Rail 566,908 571,260 571,648 572,767 575,243 575,760 575,845 571,840 
Long Island Rail Road 182,379 183,350 183,968 183,855 184,739 184,062 184,856 183,867 
Metro-North Railroad 206,505 208,301 208,346 208,583 209,623 210,064 210,407 208,441 


NJ TRANSIT 179532 
Buses 2.997.420 | 2.988, 309 
MTA buses 2,182,751 2,209,043 2,206,110 2,211,296 2,215,888 2,217,583 2,214,448 2,210,288 
NJ TRANSIT 566 447 
othe 211 664 
Other Transit ee 
Fees 50,75 
cane 16 


TOTAL 7,178,925 
Source: WSP; Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
Note: Data total over a 4-hour period, defined as total boardings, which include transfers. (Because this ridership estimate includes transfers, the ridership reported is greater 
than MTA NYCT MetroCard data that is widely available.) The BPM includes MTA buses, NJ TRANSIT buses, smaller regional bus carriers, and private carriers. (Other 
smaller carriers and private carriers are included under “Other Buses.”) Tramway volumes were calculated using an incremental change factor derived from 
Queens/Roosevelt Island sector change per each tolling scenario. 
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Analysis primarily considered AM peak ridership based on concentration of ridership. For station element 
analyses, potential effects in the PM peak hour were also considered to account for differences in 
circulation and flow within the stations. 


The overall effects by tolling scenario are summarized below, along with the identification of the 
representative tolling scenario with the highest incremental increase in ridership used in the detailed 
assessment of environmental consequences (see Section 4C.4). 


For assessing capacity of transit lines (line haul), incremental shifts to transit were analyzed based on the 
representative tolling scenario with the highest incremental ridership at the tolling boundary. Table 4C-9 
shows the number of lines exceeding the threshold for triggering detailed analysis, across all tolling 
scenarios. Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F are projected to have the largest number of lines with ridership 
increases over 200 passengers, ® with the highest increases among lines over the threshold under Tolling 
Scenarios E and F. 


Table 4C-10 and Table 4C-11 show that of the seven modeled tolling scenarios, Tolling Scenario E is 
projected to have the largest number of stations exceeding thresholds in both the AM and PM peak hours, 
with a slightly lower number of stations exceeding thresholds under Tolling Scenarios A, D, F, and G. 
Because Tolling Scenario E projected the highest transit system ridership, it was selected as the tolling 
scenario for detailed analysis of stations requiring further analysis (except at one location in Newark, New 
Jersey—for both PATH and NJ TRANSIT—where Tolling Scenario C was selected for its greater station 
ridership increase). The incremental ridership at stations in the selected tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario 
E) is comparable to the increments in Tolling Scenarios D and F, and, therefore, representative of those 
tolling scenarios as well; the incremental increase in ridership in Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G are 
predominantly lower than in Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F. 


4C.4.2.3. CHANGE IN RIDERSHIP AND EVALUATION OF LINE-HAUL CAPACITY BY SECTOR 

This section assesses the incremental change in ridership (at the boundary of the Manhattan CBD), followed 
by maximum load point for each sector using the methodologies described in Section 4C.2. Table 4C-9 
summarizes the increases across all sectors. Each row of the incremental change tables provided for each 
of the sectors crossing into the Manhattan CBD represents a particular link to the Manhattan CBD (such as 
buses entering via the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, crossing the Brooklyn cordon) and provides the passenger 
load for the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative, as well as the highest incremental change 
projected for the particular transit line on the representative tolling scenario predicted to result in the 
largest incremental increase in passenger demand. This series of sector tables presents AM peak period, 
inbound-only trips crossing the cordon line. 


28 CEQR identifies a threshold of 200 incremental riders per line as recommending further detailed analysis of line haul 


capacity (described further in Section 4C.2.1.1). 
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Table 4C-9. Transit Lines Triggering Detailed Line-Haul Analysis and Average Incremental Ridership Increase Across Tolling Scenarios (AM Peak 
Hour) 


PORT AUTHORITY TRANS- NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT 
HUDSON (PATH) SUBWAY COMMUTER RAIL USS) TOTAL 
Number of Average Number of Average Number of Average Number of Average Number of 
Lines Incremental Lines Incremental Lines incremental Lines Incremental Lines 
TOLLING Exceeding Ridership Exceeding Ridership Exceeding Ridership Exceeding Ridership Exceeding 
SCENARIO Threshold Increase Threshold Increase Threshold Increase Threshold Increase Threshold 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 

Note: Average incremental ridership increase is the average increase in passengers among stations with hourly passenger increments over the 200 passenger threshold. 
Following CEQR guidance, subway and commuter rail lines with a projected net hourly increase of 200 or more passengers trigger detailed line-haul analysis. Bus lines 
with a projected net hourly increase of 50 or more passengers also trigger detailed line-haul analysis. 


Table 4C-10. __ Transit Stations Triggering Detailed Analysis and Average Incremental Ridership Increase Across Tolling Scenarios (AM Peak Hour) 


PORT AUTHORITY TRANS-HUDSON (PATH) NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT SUBWAY COMMUTER RAIL TOTAL 
Number of Stations Number of Stations Number of Stations Number of Stations 
TOLLING Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding 
SCENARIO Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 
Note: Average incremental ridership increase is the average increase in passengers among stations with hourly passenger increments over the 200 passenger threshold. 
Following CEQR guidance, stations with a projected net hourly increase of 200 passengers trigger detailed station analysis. No bus stops triggered detailed analysis. 
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Table 4C-11. 


TOLLING 
SCENARIO 


Transit Stations Triggering Detailed Analysis and Average Incremental Ridership Increase Across Tolling Scenarios (PM Peak Hour) 


PORT AUTHORITY TRANS-HUDSON (PATH) NEW YORK CITY TRANSIT SUBWAY COMMUTER RAIL TOTAL 
Number of Stations Number of Stations Number of Stations Number of Stations 
Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding Average Incremental Exceeding 
Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold Ridership Increase Threshold 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 
Note: Following CEQR guidance, stations with a projected net hourly increase of 200 passengers trigger detailed station analysis. 
PM incremental ridership is based on a higher PM peak-hour factor, resulting in slightly different increments than with the AM peak hour in Table 4C-4. 
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Figure 4C-6. Projected Change in Transit Crossings Entering the Manhattan CBD by Sector (2023 AM 
Peak Period) 


Upper Manhattan / Bronx 
Transit Crossings 


New Jersey / West of Hudson 
Transit Crossings 


A 1% -2% 
Queens 


Queens 
Transit Crossings 


A 2% -3% 
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NEW JERSEY 


Brooklyn 
Transit Crossings 


A 1% -2% 


Brooklyn 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. 
Note: Figure shows range of incremental percentage increases across all tolling scenarios. Tramway volumes were calculated 
using an incremental change factor derived from Queens/Roosevelt Island sector change per each tolling scenario. 
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Each sector also includes an assessment of maximum passenger load at the individual line level, based on 
CEQR Technical Manual guidance, which identifies a peak hour within the 4-hour peak period.”° In these 
tables, lines are grouped by transit link location, and passenger load per line is associated with the tolling 
scenario with the highest ridership at the Manhattan CBD boundary. In cases where the line or bus meets 
the threshold of further analysis based on peak-hour volumes, details on trains or buses per hour, cars per 
train, and incremental new passengers at these two levels are provided. 


Manhattan — 60th Street 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of transit trips crossing into the Manhattan CBD at the 60th 
Street boundary would increase slightly (in the AM peak period), with an average incremental growth of 
2.2 percent across the sector. For most transit lines, the greatest increase would occur under Tolling 
Scenario E (Table 4C-12). 


Table 4C-12. Projected Transit Ridership by Route at the Boundary between 60th Street and the 
Manhattan CBD (2023 AM Peak Period, Inbound) 
NO ACTION REPRESENTATIVE PERCENTAGE 
ALTERNATIVE TOLLING SCENARIO | CHANGE CHANGE 
Subway 


Broadway (Nos. 1/2/3) 

Lexington Avenue (Nos. 4/5/6) 

Eighth Avenue (A/C/B/D) 
Second Avenue (Q) 2.5% 


Commuter Rail (Metro-North Railroad) 


Hudson, Harlem, New Haven 97,340 99,258 


Buses 


York Avenue (M31) E 
Second Avenue (M15, M15-SBS) E 
Lexington Avenue (BXM1, M101) E 
Fifth Avenue (BXM10, BXM11, BXM18, BXM3, E 
BXM4B, BXM6, BXM7, BXM7A, BXM9, M01, M02, 

M03, M04) 

Broadway (BXM2, M05, M07, M10, M104, M20) E 
Columbus Avenue (M11) E 
West End Avenue (M57) 4 a. E 
Ferries/Tramway 


Ferries 1,106 1,122 E/F 16 1.5% 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 

Note: Bus routes listed as identified in BPM. Bus volumes are calculated via average leave load at the bus stop before it 
crosses into the Manhattan CBD. Amtrak is not included in the BPM for modeled future conditions, because it is not 
considered a commuter transit choice in the BPM. 


In coordination with MTA, an AM peak-hour factor of 26 percent was identified for NYC Transit subway and all bus ridership 
(and was used for other transit operators as well). Based on identification of the peak-hour per commuter rail operator, a 
factor of peak-period ridership for the peak hour was derived: 41 percent for LIRR, 43 percent for Metro-North, 43 percent 
for NJ TRANSIT. 
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For subways, the lowest percentage change would occur on the Eighth Avenue Line (2.2 percent) and the 
largest increases would occur on the Broadway and Second Avenue Lines (2.5 percent). Ridership on the 
Second Avenue Line would increase by the smallest number, though the percentage increase would be 
within the range of other lines. 


Bus ridership would remain largely equivalent to the No Action Alternative, with increases of up to about 
120 new riders across the 27 bus lines in the AM peak period (less than 2 percent). No individual bus route 
for this sector is projected to increase by 50 or more riders in the inbound peak hour. This increase would 
be below the CEQR threshold for further analysis, and no adverse effects on bus ridership are expected for 
the representative tolling scenario nor any of the tolling scenarios. 


Table 4C-13 presents projected ridership changes on these transit lines at their maximum load point.°° 
Three subway lines would exceed the CEQR threshold of an increase of 200 or more passengers in the peak 
hour, including the No. 1 subway line (projected to increase by 232 passengers), the No. 2 subway line 
(projected to increase by 210 passengers), and the No. 6 subway line (projected to increase by 288 
passengers). The Metro-North commuter lines crossing at 60th Street are also expected to increase by over 
200 passengers with an additional 311, 272, and 211 new passengers on the Harlem, Hudson, and New 
Haven lines, respectively. No other transit lines are projected to exceed 200 passenger increases at the 
maximum load point, indicating that there would be no adverse effects anticipated as a result of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative at these locations. 


Table 4C-14 provides the additional assessment necessary to evaluate maximum load points that exceed 
200 new passengers in the peak hour. The table provides the peak-hour increment broken down into an 
estimated number of new passengers per train and new passengers per car. CEQR guidance provides that 
an increase of fewer than 5 passengers per car would be considered as having no adverse effect. Based on 
the scheduled number of between 6 and 17 peak-hour trains and the standard number of 10 cars per train, 
the subway lines are projected to have increases of less than 5 passengers with between 1.13 (No. 6 line) 
and 2.89 (No. 2 line). For Metro-North commuter lines, the range is 1.26 (New Haven) to 2.99 (Hudson) 
new passengers per car, which is also below the CEQR line-haul capacity criteria for adverse effects. Metro- 
North scheduled service includes 18 peak-hour trains with an average of 8 cars on the Harlem line, 21 
scheduled trains with an average of 8 cars on the New Haven line, and 13 peak-hour trains with an average 
of 7 cars on the Hudson line. In summary, no adverse effects are anticipated on line-haul for the 60th Street 
sector. 


30 As noted in Section 4C.2, the maximum load point was calculated for the representative tolling scenario. Additional analysis 
was conducted for any subway or commuter rail routes where 200 or more new passengers were predicted and for any bus 
route where 50 or more new bus riders were predicted in the AM peak hour. This was calculated for inbound passenger 
volumes destined for the Manhattan CBD. 
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Table 4C-13. Projected New Passenger-Trips at Maximum Load Point for Routes Crossing into the 
Manhattan CBD at the 60th Street Boundary, (2023 AM Peak Period and Hour) 


NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS 
MODE Peak Period Peak Hour 
Subway 
Broadway 
No. 1 232 
No. 2 210 
No. 3 138 
Lexington Avenue 
No. 4 145 
No. 5 90 
No. 6 226 
Eighth Avenue 
A a 179 
B 101 
c 57 
D 636 165 
Second Avenue (Q) 157 
Commuter Rail (Metro-North Railroad) 
Harlem 311 
Hudson 272 
New Haven 212 
Buses 
York Avenue (1 route) a 2 
Second Avenue (2 routes) 12 
Lexington Avenue (4 routes) 10 
Fifth Avenue (13 routes) 27 
Broadway (4 routes) 7 
Columbus Avenue (1 route) 2 
West End Avenue (1 route) a ee 2 
Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: MTA NYCT data was used to analyze maximum load points for bus routes as of 2019. The tolling scenario used to derive this 


analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-12. 


4C-32 


August 2022 


Subchapter 4C, Transportation: Transit 


Table 4C-14. Projected Incremental Ridership Increases at Maximum Load Point for Routes Crossing 
into the Manhattan CBD at the 60th Street Boundary (2023 AM Peak Hour) 


NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS SCHEDULED TRAINS NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS 
MODE Peak Period Peak Hour Trips/Hour Cars/Train Per Train Per Car 
Subway 
No. 1 1.36 
No. 2 2.89 
No. 6 1.13 
Commuter Rail (Metro-North Railroad) 
Harlem 2.16 
Hudson 2.99 
New Haven 1.26 
Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-12. 


August 2022 4C-33 


Subchapter 4C, Transportation: Transit 


Queens/Roosevelt Island 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, in 2023 subway trips from Queens are projected to increase by less than 
5 percent in the AM peak period in all tolling scenarios, with most subway lines having the largest increase 
in ridership under Tolling Scenario E. The N/R/W subway corridor would see the largest percentage increase 
(3.3 percent) at the boundary with the Manhattan CBD, which translates to 1,609 new riders, and the E/M 
subway lines would have the largest increase in numbers of passengers, with 1,889 new passengers 
between the two routes (an increase of 2.4 percent) (Table 4C-15). 


Table 4C-15. — Projected Transit Ridership at the Boundary between Queens/Roosevelt Island and the 
Manhattan CBD (2023 AM Peak Period, Inbound) 
NO ACTION REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING PERCENTAGE 
ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO CHANGE CHANGE 
Subway 


60th Street Tunnel (N/RIW) 33% 
Sard Street Tunnel (E/M) 2.4% 
Steinway Tunnel (No. 7) 2.7% 
63rd Street Tunnel (F) 2.0% 
Commuter Rail (Long Island Rail Road) 

All Routes 2.3% 
Buses 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel* 

(BQM1, BM5, QM1, QM1A,QM2, 
QM3 QM4, QM5, QM6, QM7, 
QM8, QM10, QM11, QM12, QM15, 


QM16, QM17, QM18, QM20, 1.1% 
QM21, QM24, QM25, QM31, 

QM32, QM34, QM35, QM36, X63, 

X64, X68) 

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 1.1% 


(Q101, Q32, Q60) 
Ferries/Tramway 


Ferries 5,561 5,733 3.1% 
Roosevelt Island Tramway** 2.6% 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
Note: Bus routes are listed as identified in the BPM. Bus volumes are calculated via average leave load at the bus stop before 
it crosses into the Manhattan CBD. Amtrak is not included in the BPM for modeled future conditions, because it is not 
considered a commuter transit choice in the BPM. 
* Forecasts for Queens-Midtown Tunnel ridership have been estimated from the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 using 
the growth factor for all bus boardings per tolling scenario. 
** Forecasts for ridership on the Roosevelt Island Tramway have been estimated using a growth factor based on a rate 
calculated using historic data collected through NYMTC. Tolling scenario ridership projections were based on the rate of 
change for all transit in the sector as modeled in the BPM. 
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Bus routes that enter the Manhattan CBD from Queens/Roosevelt Island would see the greatest ridership 
increases under Tolling Scenarios E and F. These routes are projected to increase by a relatively small 
number of passengers; buses crossing the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge are 
not projected to see an increase of 50 or more new passengers. For LIRR ridership, the greatest rate of 
change would occur with Tolling Scenario E. Ferry trips and the Roosevelt Island Tramway would play a 
smaller role in the transportation system for trips entering the Manhattan CBD from the Queens/Roosevelt 
Island sector. 


Table 4C-16 shows the increment at the maximum load point for each transit line entering the Manhattan 
CBD, and Table 4C-17 shows the results of the detailed analysis of line-haul capacity for transit lines. Each 
line on the N/R/W corridor from Queens/Roosevelt Island would not have an increase of more than 200 
passengers in the peak hour and therefore do not warrant further analysis. Three subway lines connecting 
Queens to the Manhattan CBD would exceed the threshold of 200 new passengers in the AM peak hour. 
The E subway line ridership is projected to increase by 228 passengers, which would be 1.52 new 
passengers per car. The M subway line ridership, projected to increase by 264 passengers, would add 2.93 
passengers per car. The additional 279 passengers on the F subway line would translate to 1.86 new 
passengers per car, which is lower than the impact threshold of 5 or more new passengers per car. The 
No. 7 local subway line is projected to increase by 377 riders in the AM peak hour—equivalent to 2.45 new 
passengers per car, which would be lower than the threshold for an adverse effect. For the LIRR, only the 
Babylon Branch with 331 new peak-hour passengers is projected to have an increase of greater than 200 
passengers. Based on the scheduled 10 trains in the peak hour with an average of 10 cars per train, this 
results in 3.31 new passengers per car on average, which remains below the adverse effect threshold of 5 
new passengers per car. No bus routes from Queens are projected to increase by over 50 passengers. In 
summary, none of the passenger increases on transit lines from Queens/Roosevelt Island would result in 
an adverse effect. 
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Table 4C-16. Projected New Passenger-Trips at Maximum Load Point for Routes Crossing into the 
Manhattan CBD from Queens/Roosevelt Island, (2023 AM Peak Hour) 


MODE PEAK PERIOD AM PEAK HOUR 

Subway 
60th Street Tunnel (R) 657 171 
60th Street Tunnel 

N 386 100 

W 369 96 
53rd Street Tunnel 

M 264 

E 228 
Steinway Tunnel 

No. 7 (Local) 377 

No. 7 (Express) 156 
63rd Street Tunnel (F) 279 


Commuter Rail (Long Island Rail Road) 


Babylon 331 


Far Rockaway 147 60 
Hempstead 52 
Long Beach 20 
Montauk 8 
Oyster Bay 13 
Port Jefferson 276 113 
Port Washington 151 
Ronkonkoma 232 95 
West Hempstead 0 


Buses 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel (33 routes) 25 


Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge (3 routes) 11 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 

Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-15. The 
projected ridership changes have been rounded to zero (0) for estimates at or below zero, to account for 
variability/noise in the BPM for lines where existing ridership is already relatively low. MTA NYCT data was used to 
analyze maximum load points for bus routes as of 2019. 


4C-36 August 2022 


Subchapter 4C, Transportation: Transit 


Table 4C-17. Projected Incremental Ridership Increases at Maximum Load Point for Queens/Roosevelt 
Island (2023 AM Peak Hour) 
NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS SCHEDULED TRAINS NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS 
MODE Peak Period Peak Hour Trips/Hour Cars/Train Per Train Per Car 
Subway 
53rd Street Tunnel 


M 1014 A118 

E 1.52 
Steinway Tunnel 

No. 7 (Local) 2.45 
63rd Street Tunnel (F) 1.86 


Commuter Rail (Long Island Rail Road) 


Babylon 3.31 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-15. Because no 
bus routes met the threshold of 50 new passengers, none are included in this table. 
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Brooklyn 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, subway, ferry and bus ridership between Brooklyn and the Manhattan 
CBD would see increases under all tolling scenarios (Table 4C-18). These increases would be less than 
4 percent on any given subway line or ferry and approximately 6 percent for buses. During the AM peak 
period, Tolling Scenario F would increase subway ridership from Brooklyn the most (although the tolling 
scenario projections would have limited variation). Projected incremental passengers range from 1.3 to 
2.7 percent for subway lines. The largest increases in bus ridership would occur under Tolling Scenario B 
with 136 riders (a nearly 9 percent increase). 


Table 4C-18. — Projected Transit Ridership by Routes at the Boundary between Brooklyn and the 
Manhattan CBD (2023 AM Peak Period, Inbound) 


NO ACTION REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING PERCENTAGE 
ALTERNATIVE SCENARIO CHANGE CHANGE 

Subway 

Canarsie Tunnel (L) 2.3% 
Williamsburg Bridge (J/MIZ) 3.2% 
Rutgers Street Tunnel (F) 2.5% 
Manhattan Bridge (BIDINQ) | 100921 +»=~«=«103654.—=Si«ds“‘(<«‘(OT*!”!S*S:*S*«T OTN 
Cranberry Street Tunnel (A/C) 1.8% 
Clark Street Tunnel (Nos. 2/3) 2.6% 


Montague Street Tunnel (R) 10,143 10,301 1.6% 


Joralemon Street Tunnel a a 


Buses 

Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
(BM1, BM2, BM3, BM4) 
Williamsburg Bridge (B39) 
Ferries/Tramway 


Ferries 1.5% 
Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI 
Studio. 
Note: MTA NYCT data was used to analyze bus routes as of 2019. Bus volumes are calculated via average leave load at a bus 
stop before a bus crosses into the Manhattan CBD. 


1.0% 
1.0% 


No bus routes with an origin point in Brooklyn are projected to see an increase of more than 50 new 
passengers in the AM peak hour, the CEQR threshold for further analysis, indicating that there would be no 
adverse effect from the change in ridership. 


As summarized in Table 4C-19, the A, D, F, and L subway lines are projected to have an increase of more 
than 200 riders in the AM peak hour, while the incremental change would be below 200 riders for the 
Manhattan-bound Nos. 2/3; Nos. 4/5; and C, J/M, N/Q, and R subway lines. 
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Table 4C-19. Projected New Passenger-Trips at Maximum Load Point for Routes Crossing into the 
Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn (2023 AM Peak Period and Hour) 


MODE AM PEAK PERIOD AM PEAK HOUR 

Subway 
Clark Street Tunnel 

No. 2 165 43 

No. 3 345 90 
Joralemon Street Tunnel 

No. 4 664 173 

No. 5 588 153 
Cranberry Street Tunnel 

A 224 

C 87 
Rutgers Street Tunnel (F) 269 
Canarsie Tunnel (L) 254 
Williamsburg Bridge 

J 674 175 

M 502 130 
Manhattan Bridge 

B 616 160 

D 226 

N 165 

Q 685 178 
Montague Street Tunnel (R) 640 166 
Buses 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (6 routes) 12 


Williamsburg Bridge (1 route) 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: MTA NYCT data was used to analyze maximum load points for bus routes as of 2019. The tolling scenario used to derive 
this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-18. 


Table 4C-20 summarizes the maximum load point analysis for the four subway lines exceeding the 
200-passenger increase in the AM peak hour: 


e The A subway line with a projected increase of 224 passengers and 1.64 new passengers per subway 
car on average 
e The D subway line with 226 new passengers or about 2.82 per car 


e The F subway line with 269 new passengers or 2.07 per car 


e The L subway line with 254 new passengers or 1.59 per car 


These increases are all below the threshold increment of 5 or more new passengers per car, and there 
would be no anticipated adverse effect on any transit lines entering the Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn. 
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Table 4C-20. Projected Incremental Ridership Increases at Maximum Load Point for Brooklyn (2023 
AM Peak Hour) 


NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS SCHEDULED TRAINS NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS 
MODE Peak Period Peak Hour Trips/Hour Cars/Train Per Train Per Car 
Subway 
Cranberry Street Tunnel (A) 1.64 
Rutgers Street Tunnel (F) 2.07 
Canarsie Tunnel (L) 1.59 
Manhattan Bridge (D) 2.82 
Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-18. 


Because no bus routes met the threshold of 50 new passengers, none are included in this table. 


Staten Island 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, passenger-trips by ferry from Staten Island to the Manhattan CBD during 
the AM peak period are projected to increase by about 7 percent under the representative tolling scenario 
(Table 4C-21). Many of these passengers could be transferring to buses and subways in the Manhattan 
CBD, which is accounted for in the BPM results. 


Table 4C-21. — Projected Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD from Staten 
Island (2023 AM Peak Period, Inbound) 


REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING PERCENTAGE 
NO ACTION SCENARIO CHANGE CHANGE 


17,768 19,002 1,234 
Buses 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
(SIM1, SIM2, SIM3, SIM4, 
SIM5, SIM6, SIM7, SIM9, 


SIM10, SIM11, SIM15, 5.9% 
SIM31, SIM31, SIM32, 

SIM33, SIM34, SIM35) 

Lincoln Tunnel 

(SIM8, SIM22, SIM25, 4.9% 


SIM26, SIM30) 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 

Note: MTA NYCT data was used to analyze bus routes as of 2019. (Staten Island Express Bus Routes SIM23 and SIM24 were 
operated by Academy Bus Company via contract with the New York City Economic Development Corporation in 2019, 
but as of January 2022, the routes are now operated by MTA Bus.) Bus volumes are calculated via the average leave 
load at the bus stop before it crosses into the Manhattan CBD. Due to rounding, some numbers in this table may not 
add up. 


Ridership on express bus routes from Staten Island via New Jersey would increase under the representative 
tolling scenario, with an increase of 5.9 percent on buses via Brooklyn and 4.9 percent on buses via New 
Jersey. This translates to fewer than 50 new passengers on all buses; no bus routes with an origin point in 
Staten Island are projected to see an increase of more than 50 new passengers in the AM peak hour. 
Therefore, no adverse effects are anticipated from the representative tolling scenario nor any of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative scenarios. 
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The Staten Island Ferry serves commuters who transfer from the Staten Island Railway or from local buses, 
who bike or walk to the ferry terminal, and who arrive by vehicle. Rides on the ferry are also a popular 
tourist activity. It is expected that ridership on the new NYC Ferry St. George route (launched in 2021) would 
divert some travelers who previously used the Staten Island Ferry, because the NYC Ferry would provide a 
convenient connection to western Midtown Manhattan for some commuters in place of a transfer to the 
subway in Lower Manhattan to reach Midtown. No adverse effects on Staten Island Ferry service levels are 
expected as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. *? 


Table 4C-22 shows the increment at the maximum load point for Staten Island express buses that travel 
within Brooklyn and New Jersey to enter the Manhattan CBD. No bus routes within this sector are projected 
to experience over 50 new passengers. 


Table 4C-22. Projected New Passenger-Trips at Maximum Load Point for Staten Island Express Bus 
Routes (2023 AM Peak Period and Hour) 


MODE AM PEAK PERIOD AM PEAK HOUR 


Bus 
Staten Island express via Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (16 routes) 447 116 


Staten Island express via Lincoln Tunnel (5 routes) GS 17 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: MTA NYCT data was used to analyze maximum load points for bus routes as of 2019. The tolling scenario used to derive 
this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-21. 


New Jersey/West of Hudson 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in modest increases in ridership on transit services from the New 
Jersey/west-of-Hudson sector (Table 4C-23). The largest change as a percentage, would occur on PATH 
service to Midtown Manhattan (33rd Street), which would see 1,555 new passengers in the AM peak period 
with Tolling Scenario E, an increase of 3.8 percent. PATH service to Lower Manhattan (World Trade Center) 
would have a smaller increase, with an estimated 1,201 new passengers in the AM peak period (an increase 
of 1.7 percent). Ridership would increase by 2.3 percent under Tolling Scenario E for NJ TRANSIT rail 
service. For buses from New Jersey, ridership would increase less than 2 percent, with 1,656 new 
passengers on buses through the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels with the representative tolling scenario for 
each (Tolling Scenarios E and D, respectively). Privately operated ferries would see the greatest increases 
under Tolling Scenario D, with a projected increase of 207 new passengers. 


31 Based on an analysis of the projected increase in morning peak hour ridership on the Staten Island Ferry and based on the 


capacity of each ferry and the frequency of operation, adverse effects are not anticipated from the Project. 
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Table 4C-23. Projected Transit Ridership by Routes at the Boundary between New Jersey/West-of- 
Hudson and Manhattan CBD (2023 AM Peak Period, Inbound) 
REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING PERCENTAGE 
NO ACTION SCENARIO CHANGE CHANGE 
Subway 


PATH (33rd Street) 40,731 42,286 1,555 3.8% 
PATH (World Trade Center) 71,773 72,974 1,201 1.7% 


Commuter Rail 
NJ TRANSIT 59,721 61,068 1,348 2.3% 
Buses 


Lincoln Tunnel* 106,849 108,390 1,541 1.4% 
Holland Tunnel* 6,431 6547 DD | 116 | 1.8% 


Ferries/Tramway 


Ferries 8,123 8329 OD | 207 | 2.5% 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 and NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI 
Studio. 

Note: Metro-North west-of-Hudson service connects to the Manhattan CBD via a transfer at Secaucus Junction. Those riders 
represent a small proportion of total west-of-Hudson trips and are included under the Commuter Rail/NJ TRANSIT 
classification in these results summaries. 

* Bus routes listed as identified in BPM: 

NJ TRANSIT Lincoln Tunnel: #107, #108, #112, #113, #114, #115, #116, #117, #119, #122, #123, #125, #126, #127, #128, 
#129, #130, #131, #132, #133, #135, #136, #137, #138, #139, #144, #145, #148, #151, #153, #154, #155, #156, #157, #158, 
#159, #160, #161, #162, #163, #164, #165, #166, #167, #168, #177, #190, #191, #192, #193, #194, #195, #196, #197, #199, 
#319, #320, #321, #324 

NJ TRANSIT Holland Tunnel: #120 

Other Carriers Lincoln Tunnel: Bergen County/Suffern, CC Route 77, DC Route 32, DC Route 33, DC Route 44, DC Route 66, 
DC Route 88, DC Route 99, Jackson — Midtown, Jackson — PABT, Lincroft/Exit 109 — PABT, LK 46/80 to PABT, LK 46/80 to Wall 
St., LK 78 to PABT, LK 80 to PABT, Monsey — Midtown, MZ, Orange — Chester/Midtown, Orange — Newburgh/West Pt, 
Orange xPA84, Palisades, Pkwy Exp — PABT, PNC Center — PABT, Route 100 to PABT, Route 300/8A to Midtown, Route 
300/8A to PABT, Route 35 — PABT, Route 36 — PABT, Route 400 Express to PABT, Route 500 to Midtown, Route 55 — 
Bloomfield, RT 11A, Rt 14— PABT, RT 20—PABT, RT 21, RT 45, RT 46, RT 47, RT 49, RT 9 — PABT, Sayreville — Midtown, 

TB North, TB South 

Other Carriers Holland Tunnel: Jackson — Downtown, Lincroft/Exit 109 — Wall St, Pkwy Exp — Wall St, PNC Center, Red Bank, 
Route 300/8A, Route 36 — Wall St, Route 600 to Wall St, Route 9 to Wall St, Sayreville — Wall St, TB North to Wall St, West 
Caldwell 


Table 4C-24 shows the increment of passengers at the maximum load point for transit lines entering the 
Manhattan CBD via New Jersey. The 33rd Street PATH line from Hoboken would have an increase of 234 
new passengers in the AM peak hour, which is above the CEQR 200 passenger increase per peak-hour 
threshold for line-haul analysis. Based on BPM results, no bus routes would have increases of more than 
50 new passengers in the AM peak hour in the representative tolling scenario. ** Although total NJ TRANSIT 
commuter rail ridership would increase by more than 200 passengers overall, no individual routes would 
increase by more than 200 new passengers. 


32 Although the BPM projects ridership for individual routes, these route-specific projections do not have a high level of 
accuracy; therefore, increases are discussed relative to the route “family” for this assessment, although it is likely that route 
patterns do not all cover all bus stops for the route family. 
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Table 4C-24. | Projected New Passenger-Trips at Maximum Load Point for Routes Crossing into the 
Manhattan CBD from New Jersey/West of Hudson (2023 AM Peak Period and Peak Hour) 


MODE AM PEAK PERIOD AM PEAK HOUR 
Subway 
PATH (33rd Street) 
Hoboken Line 898 234 
Journal Square Line 657 171 
PATH (World Trade Center) 
Hoboken Line 605 157 
Newark Line 596 155 


Commuter Rail (NJ TRANSIT)* 


Montclair-Boonton Line 125 
Morris & Essex Line 112 
Northeast Corridor Line 172 
North Jersey Coast Line 127 
Buses 


Lincoln Tunnel (104 routes) 1,462 380 
Holland Tunnel (13 routes) 24 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 

Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-23. 

* Metro-North west-of-Hudson commuter trains (Port Jervis, Pascack Valley) transfer at Secaucus Junction to enter the 
Manhattan CBD and are therefore incorporated into NJ TRANSIT incremental passenger-trips. 


As shown in Table 4C-25, the increases on the PATH 33rd Street Hoboken line are estimated to result in an 
average increase of about 3.34 new passengers per car, which is below the 5-passenger threshold, 
indicating that there would be no adverse effect. In summary, no transit line originating in New Jersey 
would result in an adverse effect on maximum load point for the representative tolling scenario and, 
therefore, for any tolling scenario. 


Table 4C-25. — Projected Incremental Ridership Increases at Maximum Load Point for New Jersey/West 
of Hudson (2023 AM Peak Hour) 
NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS SCHEDULED BUSES/TRAINS NEW PASSENGER-TRIPS 
MODE Peak Period Peak Hour Trips/Hour Cars/Train Per Train/Bus Per Car 
Subway 
PATH (33rd Street) 


Hoboken 3.34 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021; analysis prepared by WSP and FHI Studio. 
Note: The tolling scenario used to derive this analysis matches the representative tolling scenario in Table 4C-23. 
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4C.4.2.4 | EVALUATION OF BUSES ACROSS SECTORS 

In early public outreach, concerns regarding increases in bus ridership that could result from Project 
implementation were expressed. Commenters asked if additional buses would be needed to account for 
ridership increases. Based on the line-haul capacity analysis results, which examined bus ridership at the 
point where the route would be the most crowded, no buses would cross the threshold for requiring 
detailed line-haul analysis; therefore, no adverse effects on bus lines are projected. This means that no new 
buses would be required to support ridership increases stemming from the Project. 


Local Bus Ridership 

As shown in Table 4C-26, overall bus ridership is projected to increase slightly due to the Project, from 
1.0 percent (in Tolling Scenario B) to 1.4 percent (in Tolling Scenarios E and F). The analysis considered the 
change in overall bus ridership due to the Project, examining the aggregation of bus ridership into three 
groupings or categories of bus routes: “cordon” bus routes (which pass through the Manhattan CBD tolling 
cordon or boundary); “feeder” bus routes (which serve at least one rail station); and “local” bus routes 
(which do not cross the Manhattan CBD cordon or serve a rail station). 


Table 4C-26. Projected Change in Bus Ridership Among Scenarios Compared to No Action Alternative 
(2023 AM Peak Period) 


TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
TYPE OF BUS ROUTE A B Cc ) E 


Change in ridership vs. No Action Alternative 


Cordon bus routes 4,886 
Feeder bus routes 29,770 23,082 
Local bus routes rat 


Total Change vs. | 29,345 27,916 35,097 34,742 37,830 37,034 28,709 
No Action Alternative 


Percentage change in ridership vs. No Action Alternative 


Cordon bus routes 1.0% 
Feeder bus routes 1.1% 
Local bus routes 0.9% 


Total Change vs. 1.1% 1.0% 1.3% 1.3% 1.4% 1.4% 1.1% 
No Action Alternative 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021. 

Note: Data total over a 4-hour period, defined as total boardings, which include transfers. (Because this ridership estimate 
includes transfers, the ridership reported is greater than MTA NYCT MetroCard data that is widely available.) The BPM 
includes MTA buses, NJ TRANSIT buses, smaller regional bus carriers, and private carriers. (Other smaller carriers and 
private carriers are included under “Other Buses.”) 


Based on BPM results for 2023, the projected systemwide increases in bus ridership for the morning peak 
period across the seven tolling scenarios (A, B, C, D, E, F, and G) would range between 0.7 and 1.6 percent 
for cordon, feeder, and local bus routes. For any given tolling scenario, local buses routes would mostly 
have a lower percentage increase than feeder or cordon routes. Under Tolling Scenario A, B, and F, some 
local bus routes would have a higher percentage increase than feeder routes, or both feeder and cordon 
routes. 
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With each bus accommodating 54 to 85 passengers, such increases would, on average, amount to no more 
than one or two additional passengers per bus. This level of increase in bus ridership is generally 
imperceptible and is anticipated as a 1.0 to 1.4 percent average increase, systemwide. 


A closer look was taken at subway stations that may serve as important transfer points between buses and 
subways, to examine whether the increased bus ridership could be more pronounced at those locations. 
Twenty-three subway stations (see Table 4C-27 and Table 4C-28) are projected to serve more than 200 
additional passengers in the AM peak hour under the CBD Tolling Alternative. Five stations outside 
Manhattan are projected to see increases above the 200-passenger increment threshold (Court Square, 
Atlantic Av — Barclays Center, Flushing-Main Street, Broadway Junction, 168 St - Washington Heights), with 
increments between 204 and 332 in the AM peak hour. 


At most of the 23 subway stations identified above, based on inputs from NYCT operations planners, 
approximately 10 percent of the total increment of subway passengers would be a result of transfers 
to/from buses. This proportion was applied to estimate the amount of passenger volumes attributed to 
bus-to-subway or subway-to-bus transfers that would traverse station fare control area and vertical 
circulation elements. 


4C.4.2.5 | TRANSIT STATION ASSESSMENT 

This section provides an assessment of the CBD Tolling Alternative’s effect on specific transit stations where 
the number of passengers would exceed the CEQR threshold of 200 incremental peak-hour passengers. As 
indicated in Section 4C.4.2, this assessment uses Tolling Scenario E as the representative tolling scenario 
with the largest increase in transit ridership overall relative to the No Action Alternative. The results of this 
analysis provide an understanding of the likely range of anticipated adverse effects from the proposed 
Project and identify potential improvement strategies to address these effects. 


Under the CBD Tolling Alternative, the regional transit system is projected to see overall increases of under 
2 percent increase although ridership increases would vary by mode and station. This analysis considers 
whether projected increases in passenger volumes at specific stations would adversely affect facility 
elements used by passengers and whether improvements at those stations would be necessary to avoid 
potential adverse effects. 


According to the CEQR Technical Manual, transit station analyses may be warranted if a proposed project 
is expected to generate 200 new passenger movements in a peak hour at a given station. Based on BPM 
results for 2023, the transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario E) would add more 
than 200 new passengers during the peak hour (including all transfers, boardings, and alightings) were 
identified. Passengers transferring between cross-platform lines were not included because transferring 
passengers would not interact with FCA and VCE station circulation elements (turnstiles, stairs, escalators). 
However, transfers to another line within the same station complex or transfers to/from bus routes outside 
of the station were included because these incremental movements could affect the function of station 
circulation elements. 
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Locations of Stations Exceeding Threshold 


Based on the BPM results for 2023, 26 commuter rail and subway stations are projected to have ridership 


£ 


increases of more than 200 new passengers with most stations located within New York City. For locations 
where the CEQR screening assessment indicates that further analysis is warranted, the CEQR Technical 
Manual calls for evaluation of capacity of the notable FCA and VCE station elements in the path of travel. 
Table 4C-27 shows projected AM peak-hour increments, and Table 4C-28 provides the corresponding PM 


peak-hour increments. (PM increments were estimated in coordination with NYCT by applying a different 


£ 


peak-hour factor onto the BPM AM peak-period results.) 


Five of the stations meeting the threshold are affiliated with cross-Hudson trips—either in New Jersey or 
the Manhattan CBD. In New Jersey, three transit stations would have an increase of more than 200 
passengers: Secaucus Junction Station, Hoboken Terminal, and Newark Penn Station. The other two 
stations are at New Jersey-serving hubs inside the Manhattan CBD. At Secaucus—one of a few major 
transfer points between northern New Jersey and Rockland and Orange Counties, New York—commuters 
primarily transfer rather than enter the station from the street. Hoboken Terminal is an important transfer 
point between PATH and NJ TRANSIT, where the increase in ridership would be fairly evenly split between 
the two services). At Newark Penn Station, a major hub and transfer station for NJ TRANSIT train and bus 
service and PATH, the CBD Tolling Alternative would also add a projected 148 new passengers for PATH 
and 181 passengers for NJ TRANSIT. 


The increases at each of these hubs also include a substantial transfer volume. Of the 23 stations where 
the new passengers resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative would exceed the screening threshold within 
New York City, nearly two-thirds are within the Manhattan CBD (Figure 4C-7). In addition, four stations are 
in Queens, two are in Brooklyn, and two are in Upper Manhattan/the Bronx (Table 4C-27). At some of these 
stations, planned or programmed improvements independent of the CBD Tolling Alternative will increase 
station capacity. Measures to be implemented by private developers related to the City of New York’s 
recent rezoning of East Midtown will provide capacity improvements at some East Side subway stations. 
Other MTA capital improvements are planned at various stations which may alleviate relatively minor 
ridership increases. 


Among those identified to incur incremental trips exceeding the CEQR analysis threshold, the largest 
increases are expected to occur at the Manhattan CBD’s large station complexes. These stations 
accommodate substantial transfer movements among different subway lines that serve various parts of 
the city. They also accommodate intermodal transfers, in the case of Grand Central Terminal and Penn 
Station New York with commuter rail lines, and in the case of Times Square with commuter bus routes that 
serve the greater metropolitan area. 
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Table 4C-27. — Transit Stations with More than 200 Projected New Passengers in the AM Peak Hour (Tolling Scenario E, 2023) 


TOLLING NET 


NOACTION | SCENARIO E NET PERCENTAGE 
STATION NAME OPERATOR LINE Ons/Offs Ons/Offs ONS/OFFS CHANGE LOCATION 


New York-Penn Station LIRR/NJ TRAN ee 61,663 63,043 1,380 Manhattan CBD 
SIT 

Times Sq-42 St/42 St-Port Authority Bus NYCT Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and 67,299 68,655 790 1.2% Manhattan CBD 

Terminal A, C, E, N, Q,R, S, W 


Grand Central-42 St NYCT Nos. 4,5,6,7,andS | 40,779 41,858 761 Manhattan CBD 
New York-Grand Central Terminal Metro-North §  =— | 42,262 43,301 619 Manhattan CBD 


14 St-Union Square NYCT Nos. 4, 5, 6, and L, N, 40,216 41,263 585 Manhattan CBD 
Q,R, W 


Secaucus NJ TRANSIT — 10,279 10,834 555 5.4% New Jersey 
Hoboken Terminal NJTRANSIT | =  — ~~ | 10,000 10,501 501 New Jersey 


Fulton St NYCT Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 19,681 20,242 495 2.5% Manhattan CBD 
AC IZ 
Lexington Av/59 St NYCT Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, R, 34,441 35,181 5 Manhattan CBD 
W 


Lexington Av/53 St— 51 St 395 Manhattan CBD 
42 St-Bryant Park-5 Av Manhattan CBD 
Broadway-Lafayette St and Bleecker St Manhattan CBD 
Court Square 3 Queens 

59 St-Columbus Circle Manhattan CBD 
34 St-Herald Sq Manhattan CBD 
Hoboken Terminal (PATH) —PANYN 7837749818 4.2% |_New Jersey 


Atlantic Av-Barclays Center NYCT Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 34,379 35,016 Brooklyn 
B,Q,D,N,R 


& 
ao 


Ro 


= 


wo 
Ro 


Port Authority Bus Terminal —PANYNS |= 28,898 28,694 301.8% Manhattan CBD 

14 St (Sixth AviSeventh Av) Manhattan CBD 

World Trade Center Station PANYNS |= 20,864 21,129 264 | 1.8% Manhattan CBD 

Flushing-Main St Queens 

Broadway Junction Queens 
J,Z 

34 St-Penn Station Manhattan CBD 
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TOLLING NET 
NO ACTION | SCENARIO E NET PERCENTAGE 
STATION NAME OPERATOR LINE Ons/Offs Ons/Offs ONS/OFFS CHANGE LOCATION 


168 St-Washington Heights NYCT No. 1, and A, C 11,155 11,437 Manhattan 
Newark Penn Station NJTRANSIT = ss —~———s200,390 20,571 New Jersey 
Newark Penn Station (PATH) PANYN) § — | 9505 9,653 New Jersey 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 

Note: All stations with free connections have aggregated volumes. Peak-hour incremental change was calculated as an average 26 percent peak-hour to peak-period ratio in 
the AM for NYCT subways, PATH trains, and buses; 43 percent peak-hour to peak-period ratio for Metro-North and NJ TRANSIT; and 41 percent peak-hour to peak-period 
ratio for LIRR. Net ons/offs include subway-to-bus, subway-to-subway, and bus-to-subway transfers and is not a direct calculation of Tolling Scenario E minus No Action 
Alternative incremental trips. 
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STATION NAME 
New York-Penn Station 


Times Sq-42 St/42 St-Port 
Authority Bus Terminal 


Grand Central-42 St 
14 St-Union Square 


Grand Central Terminal 
Secaucus 
Fulton St 


Hoboken 
Lexington Ave/59 St 


Lexington Av/53 St and 51 St 
42 St-Bryant Park-5 Av 


Broadway-Lafayette St and 
Bleecker St 


Court Square 

59 St-Columbus Circle 
Hoboken Terminal (PATH) 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center 


34 St-Herald Sq 
Port Authority Bus Terminal 
14 St (Sixth Av/Seventh Av) 


World Trade Center Station 
Flushing-Main St 
Broadway Junction 

Canal St 


34 St-Penn Station 
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OPERATOR 


NYCT 


LINE 


NO ACTION 
Ons/Offs 


SCENARIO E 
Ons/Offs 


72,476 73,936 


NYCT Nos. 4, 5, 6, 7 and S 43,916 45,078 


NYCT Nos. 4, 5, 6, and L, N, 43,309 
———=4 R, W 


Metro-North 
NJ TRANSIT 


NYCT 


NJ TRANSIT 


NYCT 


Nos. as 3, 4, 5, and 


A,C, J, Z 


Nos. 4, 5, 6, and 
N, R, W 


44,437 
42 22 Ss 301 
10.279 =| 10,834 
21,195 21,799 
10,000 10,501 


37,090 37,888 


NYCT No. 6, and E, M 16,970 17,452 
NYCT No. 7, and B, D, F, M 29,987 26,160 


NYCT No. 6, and B, D, F, M 27,319 27,990 


NYCT No. 7, and E, G, M 23,503 24,048 


NYCT 


-— PANYND 


Nos. 2, 3, 4, 5, and 


B,Q,D,N,R 


NET 
ONS/OFFS 
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Transit Stations with More than 200 Projected New Passengers in the PM Peak Hour (Tolling Scenario E, 2023) 
TOLLING 


NET 
PERCENTAGE 
CHANGE 


LIRINJTRANSIT = — ~~ | 61,663 63,043 1,380 


Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7 andA, 
C,E,N, Q, R, S, W 


1.4% 


54% 


: 
NYCT No.1, andA,B,C,D | 38,814 39,552 
PANYNS | = 8,005 8,345 


— B,D, F,M,N, SRE MN GE RW 33,021 33632 | 344 | 1.00% 
25,192 25517 825 138% 


NYCT SAA 1.2, 3 and F, M, 19,476 19,898 ee 


PANYNJ —— 22,469 22754 | 285 18% 
NYCT 15,980 16,262 
NYCT ACd,2 22,013 22,404 


NYCT No. 6, and N, Q, R, W, 11,846 12,151 
J 


NYCT 13,268 13,619 


LOCATION 
Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 
New Jersey 
Manhattan CBD 


New Jersey 
Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 


Queens 
Manhattan CBD 
New Jersey 
Brooklyn 


Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 
Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 
Queens 
Queens 

Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 
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TOLLING NET 
NO ACTION SCENARIO E NET PERCENTAGE 
STATION NAME OPERATOR LINE Ons/Offs Ons/Offs ONS/OFFS CHANGE LOCATION 


168 St-Washington Heights NYCT No. 1, and A, C 12,013 12,317 Manhattan 
Newark Penn Station NJTRANSIT | = — ~~ | 20,390 20,571 New Jersey 
Newark Penn Station PANYNN = — | 10,236 10,396 New Jersey 


Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 

Note: All stations with free connections have aggregated volumes. Peak-hour incremental change was calculated as an average 28 percent peak-hour to peak-period ratio in 
the PM for NYCT subways, PATH trains, and buses; 43 percent peak-hour to peak-period ratio for Metro-North and NJ TRANSIT; and 41 percent peak-hour to peak-period 
ratio for LIRR. Net ons/offs include subway-to-bus, subway-to-subway, and bus-to-subway transfers and is not a direct calculation of Tolling Scenario E minus No Action 
Alternative incremental trips. 
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Figure 4C-7.__‘ Transit Stations Identified for Detailed Station Analysis (2023, Tolling Scenario E — 
Representative Tolling Scenario) 


(1, A, C) ~2 miles t 


Manhattan 


NEW JERSEY 


© Secaucus Junction (NJ TRANSIT) 
9 St (4,5,6,N,R,W) 
51 St (E-M-6) 
42'S 
New York Penn Station - 34th 


© Court Sq (7,E,G,M) 


Flushing-Main St (7) ~7 miles => 


Hoboken Terminal (NJ TRANSIT, PATH) © 


<= Newark Penn Station (NJ TRANSIT, PATH) ~7 mil 


Broadway - La 


© Atlantic Av - Barclays Center (2-3-4-5-B-Q-D-N-R) 


Brooklyn 


Broadway Jet (A,C,J,L,Z) ~4 miles SN 


(Manhattan CBD (Excluding West Side Highway/ Route 9A and FDR Drive) 
@ Transit Station 
Source: WSP, Best Practice Model 2021 
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Qualitative Analysis of NYC Stations 


Some of the stations with over 200 anticipated new passengers due to the Project have large-scale station 
improvements either recently constructed, being implemented, or in process, which will significantly 
change circulation patterns and capacity at these stations. Consultation undertaken with NYCT—which took 
into account these current and/or future station improvements, as well as station size and available access 
points, existing usage levels, and baseline data availability—concluded that a qualitative evaluation of the 
stations below is appropriate as the projected incremental trips, in the context of ongoing improvements, 
would not have the potential to result in adverse effects. For more information, see the methodology for 
performing qualitative assessments above in Section 4C.2.1.1. 


Grand Central Terminal (serving Metro-North) is projected to have a net increase of 619 peak-hour 
passengers under Tolling Scenario E, which constitutes a 1.4 percent increase in Metro-North ridership at 
this East Midtown hub (see Table 4C-27). Additionally, the 42nd St — Grand Central subway station is 
projected to see a net increase of 761 peak-hour passengers under Tolling Scenario E. About two-thirds of 
these are the Nos. 4/5/6 line passengers, followed by about 30 percent of passengers using the No. 7 train. 
The remaining 5 percent are passengers using the 42nd Street Shuttle (S). 


Several improvements have recently been completed at the Grand Central Terminal commuter rail and 
subway stations. Over the years, the North End Access project has provided Metro-North commuter rail 
passengers at Grand Central Terminal with more direct access to destinations north of the Terminal, and 
additional access points are planned for future development sites. The anticipated completion of the East 
Side Access project will provide a new LIRR connection to the East Side with a new concourse below the 
existing Terminal and the new One Vanderbilt development. The 42 St. Connection Project, completed in 
2021, has added capacity to several stairs between the terminal and subway and between the subway and 
street, along with additional turnstiles and platform area serving the 42nd Street Shuttle (S), and 
modernized the escalators and elevator. Other than the escalator and elevator work, these changes will 
improve transfer moves, which are the largest portion of the projected increment for these stations, 
although they will not increase overall capacity. Similarly, the Lexington Avenue line station that is one stop 
north of Grand Central Station—the Lexington Av/53 St—51 St Station—is expected to undergo substantial 
improvements as part of the on-going build-out of the Greater East Midtown Rezoning initiatives. This 
station, which is projected to incur a net increase of 395 peak-hour passengers under Scenario E, spans 
three City blocks linking two separate station complexes (i.e., 51st St [No. 6 train] and Lexington Av-53 St 
[E/M trains]). 


Accordingly, the projected incremental trips would be dispersed across a large number of station elements, 
many of which will undergo substantial improvements. Hence, in consultation with NYCT, quantitative 
analyses of the Grand Central commuter rail terminal and subway station, as well as the Lexington Av/53 
St-51st St Station, were determined to be not warranted. Considering the improvements that would be in 
place and which were designed to improve existing operations and accommodate future growth, the 
projected increments from the Project, dispersed across this station, would not be expected to have the 
potential to result in adverse effects. 
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The PABT is projected to see a net increase of 301 passengers in the AM peak hour, which is an increase of 
1.3 percent. AM Peak Period ridership of the PABT was 84,000 in 2015 according to the Continuous Bus 
Study, roughly 26 percent of which (21,840) occurred during the AM peak hour. Because the projected 
increments would be distributed across a large transit complex, including a portion captured in the Times 
Square Station analyses, a quantitative analysis of the bus terminal (which is not expected to show material 
differences between future no action and with action conditions) was determined to not be warranted. 
The CBD Tolling Alternative is, hence, not expected to result in adverse effects on circulation elements 
within this facility. 


Under Tolling Scenario E, the Penn Station New York (LIRR, NJ TRANSIT, Amtrak) Station is projected to 
experience a net increase of 1,380 passengers (a 2.2 percent increase) and the 34 St-Penn Station (Eighth 
Avenue A, C, E lines) a net increase of 213 passengers (a 1.9 percent increase). The 34 St-Herald Square 
Station is projected to see an increase of 319 passengers (a 1.9 percent increase). The 34 St-Penn Station 
(Seventh Avenue 1, 2, 3 lines) is not projected to experience a net increase of over 200 passengers. 


e With respect to Penn Station New York and 34-Penn Station, according to the April 2021 Penn Station 
Master Plan, https://new.mta.info/document/37416 , daily Penn Station ridership was approximately 
600,000 in 2019.*? Roughly 30 percent of that ridership occurred in the AM peak period (180,000), and 
26 percent of AM peak ridership (40,680) occurred during the AM peak hour. Considering the 


expansiveness of Penn Station New York and its adjacent subway stations, as well as the recently 
completed Moynihan Station, the incremental pedestrian trips would be dispersed across a myriad of 
different pedestrian paths and a large number of station circulation elements, and would not be 
perceptible to those already using the station. 


e At 34 St — Herald Square Station, turnstyle data shows daily ridership of approximately 250,000 in 
October 2019.** Roughly 30 percent of that ridership occurred in the AM peak period (75,000), and 
26 percent of AM peak ridership (19,500) occurred during the AM peak hour. The under 400 
incremental passengers would traverse a large network of street-level entrances and underground 
passageways extending from West 32nd to West 35th Streets across Broadway and Sixth Avenue. 


e Accordingly, incremental ridership increases from the Project are unlikely to result in perceptible 
changes to operations at these transit facilities. Hence, in consultation with NYCT, quantitative analyses 
of the Penn Station New York commuter rail terminal and the adjacent/adjoining 34th Street subway 
stations were determined to be not required, and the Project is not expected to result in adverse effects 
on circulation elements within these facilities. 


33, 39 percent LIRR (237,000); 31 percent NJ TRANSIT (187,000); 24 percent subway and others, including local office workers 
and others patronizing in station retail (142,000) and 6 percent Amtrak (34,000). April 2021 Penn Station Master Plan. 
https://new.mta.info/document/37416. 

34 MTA Turnstile data. http://web.mta.info/developers/turnstile.html. 
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Fulton Street Station is projected to see an increase of 560 passengers in the AM peak hour, which is a 
2.8 percent increase relative to the station’s No Action Alternative ridership. The incremental number of 
passengers among the A/C, Nos. 2/3, and Nos. 4/5 lines are comparable, with the highest projected 
volumes on the A/C lines. Access to these lines is made via many station entrances spanning several city 
blocks east-west and north-south. Additionally, all lines within this station are connected via underground 
passageways; therefore, the projected increments would be well distributed across many station elements, 
such that the increase in trips at any individual station element is likely to be imperceptible. Moreover, the 
Fulton Street Transit Center renovations, completed in 2014, which included additional stair capacity off 
each platform, opening of new entrances, and reconstruction of upper mezzanine areas that improved 
ease of transfers within the station, provided additional capacity to accommodate future growth in 
ridership. Accordingly, in consultation with NYCT, a quantitative analysis was determined to be not 
required, and the Project is not expected to result in adverse effects at this station. 


Quantitative Analysis of Stations 


For the remaining stations, a quantitative station analysis was conducted at 18 transit stations: 13 NYCT 
stations, 2 NJ TRANSIT stations, and 3 PATH stations (operated by PANYNJ). 


Quantitative Analysis of Transit Stations — NYCT Stations 
An analysis of existing AM and PM peak-hour service levels at station elements was prepared to describe 


the operating conditions of the 13 stations and identify station elements that are already operating near 
capacity or at congested levels. These study locations were selected in coordination with NYCT. For each 
station’s selected analysis locations, NYCT was consulted on the appropriate application of friction and 
surge factors and the analyses were prepared in accordance with the guidance presented in the CEQR 
Technical Manual. As summarized in Table 4C-29 and Table 4C-30, approximately 15 percent of the station 
elements (86 in the AM peak hour and 81 in the PM peak hour out of 564 station elements) analyzed for 
the 13 stations currently operate at or above capacity, at level of service (LOS) D or worse. The detailed 
analysis results described above are presented in Appendix 4C-7, “Transportation: Level of Service Tables 
— New York City” and Appendix 4C-8, “Transportation: Level of Service Tables — NJ TRANSIT and PATH 
Stations.” 


For the No Action Alternative, no additional background growth was applied on top of 2019 ridership levels 
since the existing condition incorporates a return to pre-COVID-19 pandemic transit ridership. According 
to an analysis by McKinsey & Company, commissioned by MTA, ridership may reach 80 percent to 
92 percent of pre-pandemic levels by end of 2024.2° As summarized in Table 4C-31 and Table 4C-32, 
approximately 14 percent to 15 percent of the station elements (86 in the AM peak hour and 81 in the PM 
peak hour out of 563 station elements) analyzed for the 13 stations would operate at or above capacity, at 
LOS D or worse. 


35 MTA 2021 Budget and 2021-2024 Financial Plan Adoption Materials. MTA Finance Committee/MTA Board. December 16, 
2020. https://new.mta.info/document/25291. 
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Table 4C-29. _—_ Existing Conditions Level of Service for Analyzed Stations Elements (2019 AM Peak Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 


LOS A, LOS A, 
STATION B,C LOSD | LOSE | LOSF B,C LOSD | LOSE | LOSF 


14 St-Union Square 7 9 | 2 6 | Re | OO 
42 St-Times Square/PABT eet 6 | 
42 St-Bryant Park/Fifth Av 1 0 
Bleecker St-Broadway/Lafayette St 2) Oo) to oO Oo 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center ; 46 | a oe PO ae 0 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av | 8 {| 2 if 1 { +f 6 | o | o | 0 
Flushing-Main St | to | 4 f + {3 if 3 {of of 0 
Canal St(N, Q, R, W, J, Z, 6) | 3 of 2 f +f of 9 | of of 0 
168 St-Washington Heights | at | of 1 f[ o | 4 | of of 0 
59 St-Columbus Circle | 2% | 2 | o | o | 7 | o | of 0 
Broadway Junction | to | 4 f + {of +{of of 0 
Court Square ea a ee 
Lexington Avi59 St | a | s | 2; eto] of of 9 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 


Table 4C-30. —_ Existing Conditions Level of Service for Analyzed Station Elements (2019 PM Peak Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 
LOS LOS 
STATION A,B,C | LOSD | LOSE | LOSF | A,B,C | LOSD | LOSE | LOSF 


14 St-Union Square 0 


Ro 
~“N 
oOo 


co 


42 St-Times Square/PABT 0 
42 St-Bryant Park/Fifth Av 31 0 
Bleecker St-Broadway/Lafayette St 0 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center 0 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av 260. ae || 0 
Flushing-Main St 0 
Canal St (N, Q, R, W, J, Z, 6) 0 
168 St-Washington Heights 0 
59 St-Columbus Circle 0 
Broadway Junction 0 
Court Square | Oo | 0 
Lexington Avi59 St 0 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 
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Table 4C-31. No Action Alternative Level of Service for Analyzed Station Elements (2023 AM Peak 
Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 


STATION ABC LOS D LOSE LOS F ABC LOS D LOSE LOS F 
14 St-Union Square a7 | 9 | 2] 6 | 2] of of 0 
42 St-Times Square/PABT te a ae: fe 8 
42 St-Bryant ParkFifth Av | 2 | 4] a3] +f 9} of of 0 
Bleecker St-Broadway/Lafayette St 28) Ol Oi Ae ae 0 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center | 4 | 1] 1 {| of 8 ]| of 0 | 0 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av | s8 | 2] tf 1] #@}] of of 0 
Fushing Main St wo] 4] +1] 3] 3/ of o| 1 
Canal StINQR W286) | 30 2 
168 St-Washington Heights | af of tf] of 4 ft of of 
59 St-Columbus Circle | 2 | 2] of of 7} of of 0 
Broadway Junction OS] A o_o} 8 
Court Square | 4 | of 2] +f @}] of of 0 
Lexington Avi59 St | 4 | 6 | 2] 4} mw] of of 0 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 


Table 4C-32. No Action Alternative Level of Service for Analyzed Station Elements (2023 PM Peak 
Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 


STATION Wiese LOS D LOSE LOS F EC LOS D LOSE LOS F 
14 St-Union Square mea 
42 St-Times Square/PABT | oo | 0 
42 St-Bryant Park/Fifth Av | 2 | 9 | | o | 0 
Bleecker St-Broadway/Lafayette St | oo | 0 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center | o | 8 | 0 0 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av | 6 | 3 | | o | 16 | | oo | 0 
Flushing-Main St 9 0 
Canal St (N, Q, R, W, J, Z, 6) | of 8 0 | 0 
168 St-Washington Heights | o | 4 | | oo | 0 
59 St-Columbus Circle | o | 7 | | oo | 0 
Broadway Junction | o | 14 | | oo | 0 
Court Square a | o | @ | ) 9 | 0 
Lexington Avi59 St | 2 | 4 | 0 | 0 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 
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As described above, the implementation of the Project would result in measurable increases in subway 
trips at the 13 analyzed subway stations and the analyses presented in this subchapter depict conditions 
under the representative tolling scenario with the highest level of incremental ridership increases for 
subway operations. These increments were used in the station trip assignments described above and 
overlaid onto the station analysis elements for the quantitative analyses. As summarized in Table 4C-33 
and Table 4C-34, approximately 15 percent to 16 percent of the station elements (88 in the AM peak hour 
and 85 in the PM peak hour out of 563 station elements) analyzed for the 13 stations would operate at or 
above capacity, at LOS D or worse, for Tolling Scenario E. 


Table 4C-33. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service for Analyzed Station Elements (2023 AM Peak 
Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 


LOS LOS 


STATION A,B,C | LOSD | LOSE | LOSF | A,B,C | LOSD | LOSE | LOSF 
14 St-Union Square | 2 | 9 | 3 | 6 | 2 | o | o | 
42 St-Times Square/PABT | so | 6 fm | 6 | 6 | oO | lo 


42 St-Bryant Park/Fifth Av 


Bleecker StBroadwayllafayetteSt =» 28 01 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center | 6 | + | o | 4 | 8 | o fo | 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av | so | 1 | 2 | 41 | 6 | o | 0 | 


Flushing-Main St 


Canal St (N, Q, R, W, J, Z, and No. 6) | 9 {| o | oT 


168 St-Washington Heights 


4 
69 St-Columbus Circle Pa ji 2 | 0) 0) 7 [0 | o 
Broadway Junction 


Court Square 


Lexington Avi59 Si 10 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 
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Table 4C-34. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service for Analyzed Station Elements (2023 PM Peak 


14 St-Union Square 


42 St-Times Square/PABT Lae MG M0) es _0 
42 St-Bryant Park/Fifth Av 31 | 4 /] of 2 {| 9 | o | o | 
Bleecker St-Broadway/Lafayette St 24 | 1 {| 10 | o | o | 
Atlantic Av-Barclays Center 13 | o | 8 | 
14 St-Sixth/Seventh Av | oo | 16 | 

ie 


Flushing-Main St 
Canal St (N, Q, R, W, J, Z, and No. 6) 
168 St-Washington Heights 


59 St-Columbus Circle 
Broadway Junction 

Court Square 
Lexington Av/59 St 


Source: 


Hour) 


COUNT OF COUNT OF 
VERTICAL CIRCULATION ELEMENTS FARE CONTROL AREA ELEMENTS 


LOS LOS 
STATION A,B,C | LOSD LOS E LOSF | A,B,C | LOSD LOS E LOS F 


| a7 | 9 | 4 | 4 | 2 | o | oO] lO 


= 
Ro 


No 
[o>) 


= wo 
wo 


=) = 


No 
on 
A 
i 


O;/O; OD OD/0;/90 1; 0/01'0/01 1 0;/0 
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Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 


Based on criteria prescribed in the CEQR Technical Manual, without Project improvements, potential 


adverse effects were predicted at 4 VCEs and no FCAs across the 13 analyzed stations for the representative 


tolling scenario (Table 4C-35). Comparing projected ridership increases across various tolling scenarios, it 


is anticipated that some tolling scenarios may have relatively less potential for potential adverse effects 


(further described below). At stations where adverse effects are anticipated monitoring will be undertaken 


and the following mitigation measures will be pursued should they be needed: 


e Times Square Station (PM only) 


4C-58 


VCE: Interborough Rapid Transit (IRT) Mezzanine Level (ML) Stair 6/8 (Stair ML6/ML8) — stairway 
connecting IRT mezzanine to uptown Nos. 1, 2, 3 subway platform. The adverse effects identified 
for the Stair ML6/ML8 will be avoided or relieved by removing the center handrail and 
standardizing the riser, so that the stair meets code without the handrail. (NYCT has confirmed 
code compliance.) Implementing this mitigation measure will improve the PM _ peak-hour 
conditions from LOS F (with a v/c ratio of 1.70) to LOS E (with a v/c ratio of 1.64) and avoid the 
predicted potential adverse effect. Upon monitoring and evaluation of ridership at this station, 
TBTA will coordinate with MTA to construct this improvement if the projected ridership 
materializes. 
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Table 4C-35. | NYCT Station Elements Where Adverse Effects and Accompanying Project Improvements Have Been Identified (CBD Tolling 
Alternative, 2023 AM/PM Peak Hour) 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 
PEAK HOUR Peak- Level Peak- Level 


OF Hour vic of Hour vic of 
STATION ELEMENT ELEMENT DESCRIPTION CONCERN | Volume | Ratio | Service | Volume | Ratio | Service IDENTIFIED IMPROVEMENT 
42 St- IRT Stairway connecting IRT Remove center hand rail and 
Times ML6/ML8 | mezzanine to uptown Nos. 1, 2, standardize the riser. 
Sq/PABT and 3 subway platform 


Flushing - Street escalator at north side of : . Increase escalator speed to 
Main St Roosevelt Avenue between Main 120 feet per minute. 
Street and Union Street 
Union Sq Escalator connecting the ; : Increase escalator speed to 
Canarsie line platform to the IRT 120 feet per minute. 
mezzanine 
Flushing Stair between paid zone and i : Construct new stair from the 
P2/P4 Manhattan-bound No. 7 train northern end of the No. 7 
platform to the street. 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 
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e =Flushing-Main Street Station (AM only) 


VCE: Escalator 456 (E456) — located on the east side of the station providing access from the street 
to the mezzanine. The E456 escalator, which was replaced and operates at a speed of 100 feet per 
minute (fpm), can be safely operated at 120 fpm. (NYCT has confirmed code compliance). Without 
the improvement, this escalator would operate at LOS D (with a v/c ratio of 1.21). Implementing 
this operational change will improve the forecast AM peak-hour condition) to LOS D (with a v/c 
ratio of 1.08) and avoid the predicted potential adverse effect. Upon monitoring and evaluation of 
ridership at this station, TBTA will coordinate with MTA to implement this improvement if the 
projected ridership materializes. 


e 14 St- Union Square Station (AM only) 


VCE: Escalator 219 (E219) — connecting the Canarsie line platform to the IRT mezzanine. The E219 
escalator, which was installed in 2020 and operates at a speed of 100 fpm, can be safely operated 
at 120 fpm. (NYCT has confirmed code compliance). Without the improvement, this escalator 
would operate at LOS D (with a v/c ratio of 1.27). With the implementation of this operational 
change, the forecast AM peak-hour condition will be improved to LOS D (with a ratio of 1.15) and 
avoid the predicted potential adverse effect. Upon monitoring and evaluation of ridership at this 
station, TBTA will coordinate with MTA to implement this improvement if the projected ridership 
materializes. 


e Court Square Station (AM only) 
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VCE: Flushing Platform Stair 2/4 (Stair P2/P4) Stair — accessing Manhattan-bound No. 7 train. The 
adverse effects identified for this stairway will be mitigated by building a new stair from the 
northern end of the No. 7 platform to the street, along with a new fare control area. Doing so will 
distribute pedestrian flow away from Stair P2/P4. Implementation of this mitigation measure would 
improve the AM peak-hour conditions from LOS F, with a v/c ratio of 1.90, to LOS E, with a v/c ratio 
of 1.56 and avoid the predicted potential adverse effect. The improvement (the new stair and fare 
control area) is listed in the Special Long Island City Mixed Use District, Court Square Subdistrict, 
administered by the New York City Department of City Planning (NYCDCP). The Subdistrict language 
assigns transit improvement projects to projected developments on three blocks—this 
improvement is tied to a site on the southernmost block, which is on the east side of 23rd Street 
between 45th Road and 45th Avenue, Queens, New York. NYCT maintains ongoing coordination 
with NYCDCP about potential qualifying developments within the Subdistrict, and MTA approval 
for the design of the subway improvement and certification by the Chairperson of the City Planning 
Commission are both required. Thus, it is possible that this mitigation will be built by an outside 
developer in coordination with NYCT before the impact occurs. Upon monitoring of ridership at 
this station, if the projected ridership is anticipated to materialize and this station improvement 
has not been constructed via outside developers, or if construction by an outside developer is not 
likely in the foreseeable future from when the impact is triggered, TBTA will coordinate with NYCT 
to construct this new stair. The monitoring plan will allow for sufficient time to implement the 
mitigation to ensure that the adverse effect does not occur. 
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Implementation of the potential stairway and escalator improvements at 42nd Street-Times Square/PABT, 
Main Street-Flushing, Court Square, and 14th Street-Union Square Stations have been reviewed by NYCT 
for feasibility and will be further coordinated and finalized through NYCT, in compliance with requirements 
under the Americans with Disabilities Act. 


In contrasting the projected increases in passenger volumes among the various tolling scenarios, it can be 
expected that Tolling Scenarios D and F would yield the same or comparable adverse effects that could be 
addressed with the same Project improvements identified for the representative tolling scenario. While 
these adverse effects and need for Project improvements may also materialize for Tolling Scenarios A, B, 
C, and G, the severity of the adverse effects and extent of Project improvements needed is likely to be 
relatively less than the other three tolling scenarios (D, E, and F) and varies by station element as a function 
of projected net passenger increase at the station. Nevertheless, to ensure the Project does not create an 
adverse effect at any of the four NYCT station elements described above, monitoring at all four NYCT station 
elements will be undertaken regardless of the tolling scenario selected. Monitoring of actual conditions 
before and after Project implementation will determine if the potential Project mitigation measures 
identified are warranted for implementation. 


The operating agencies will monitor changes in ridership levels during the first year after implementation 
of the Project (starting no sooner than two months after implementation) to account for a potential initial 
period of fluctuation in travel behavior.*° The changes in ridership levels will be used in accordance with 
the thresholds defined by the CEQR Technical Manual to determine whether forecast adverse effects at 
specific station elements would materialize and whether improvement strategies—which, if implemented, 
would achieve an adequate level of improvement to avoid the predicted adverse effects—should be 
pursued. 


Within a year after implementation of the CBD Tolling Program, should ridership at the stations be 
projected to increase at or above the level anticipated for effects to occur, the mitigation measures 
described above will be constructed. Because some of these strategies are likely to require additional 
planning, design, and construction, it is possible that short-term, adverse effects may occur while these 
improvements are being designed and constructed. The operating agencies will also advance planning and 
design efforts subsequent to approval of the Project to expedite the implementation of improvement 
strategies if they are deemed warranted by the above monitoring efforts. 


Detailed Analysis of Transit Stations — NJ TRANSIT Stations 
Analyses of stations for NJ TRANSIT were performed using CEQR guidelines for consistency and because 


NJ TRANSIT does not have an alternative guideline. Two NJ TRANSIT stations, Secaucus Junction and 
Hoboken Terminal, would meet the CEQR criteria for detailed analysis with 200 or more Project-generated 
trips in a peak hour with Tolling Scenario E, the representative tolling scenario for transit analyses. In 


36 For London’s congestion zone, a Transit Cooperative Research Program report noted that traffic patterns stabilized at six 
weeks after charging began. See Chapter 14, “Road Value Pricing” in Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 95: Traveler 
Response to Transportation System Changes. p. 14-13. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt 95c14.pdf. 
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addition, Newark Penn Station would experience an increase of more than 200 peak-hour trips with Tolling 
Scenario C. 


At Hoboken Terminal and Newark, the connected PATH stations would also experience increases of more 
than 200 peak-hour trips, and in those cases, most of the increase consists of transfers between NJ TRANSIT 
rail and PATH trains. 


NJ TRANSIT trains at Hoboken Terminal are distributed to 17 tracks which are accessed via nine at-grade 
platforms. The platforms are accessed directly from an at-grade concourse at the south end of the tracks 
and at-grade platforms without any requirement for vertical circulation. Therefore, NJ TRANSIT areas of the 
station do not contain many capacity constrained pedestrian elements (such as stairs or escalators). As 
Project-generated passengers would be widely dispersed in the terminal and there are no VCEs in the 
NJ TRANSIT area, no further analysis was performed for the NJ TRANSIT areas of Hoboken Terminal. 
(Analysis of PATH station elements at Hoboken Terminal is discussed below.) 


For the Secaucus Junction and Newark Penn Station, Project-generated incremental pedestrian volumes 
were assigned to VCEs along likely paths of travel. Detailed analysis was conducted for elements that are 
projected to see an increase of 100 or more people in the AM or PM peak hour, because it was deemed 
unlikely that elements with smaller incremental increases would experience an adverse effect from the 
Project. This threshold was borne out by the analysis because the elements that exceeded the 100-person 
threshold also did not experience significant adverse effects. 


BPM model outputs indicate that most Project-generated trips at Secaucus Junction would be transferring 
from eastbound Main Line trains to eastbound Northeast Corridor trains in the morning and the reverse 
direction in the evening, with a small number also transferring between buses and Northeast Corridor 
trains. While passengers making these connections are distributed to multiple stairs and escalators, there 
would be a concentration of activity on the three escalators to the platform serving Northeast Corridor 
Tracks A and B just north of the fare control area at the mezzanine level. Analysis was also conducted for 
the next set of stairs and escalators to Tracks 2, A, B, and 3 north of the fare control area. 


At Newark Penn Station, most Project-generated trips would be transferring from eastbound NJ TRANSIT 
trains to eastbound PATH trains in the morning and the reverse direction in the evening. In the morning, 
these transfers would be primarily cross-platform from Tracks 1 and 2 to the eastbound PATH platform 
without using any vertical circulation. The small number who would transfer from Track A to PATH would 
use vertical circulation but would result in very small incremental volumes on those elements. During the 
evening, most Project-generated trips would transfer from the arriving PATH platform H down a ramp to 
the platform serving Tracks 3 and 4. A smaller number of passengers would transfer down another ramp 
to the platform serving Track 5. An analysis was conducted of the ramp to Platforms 3 and 4 in the PM peak 
period only. 


For the No Action Alternative, no growth factor was applied because the baseline conditions incorporate a 
return to pre-COVID-19 pandemic transit ridership. Therefore, levels of service are the same in the existing 
condition and No Action Alternative. 
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The LOS on the ramp analyzed at Newark Penn Station (Table 4C-36), would continue to operate at LOS A 
with the Project. Of the eight elements analyzed at Secaucus Junction, one escalator and one stair would 
decline from LOS A to LOS C with the proposed action. However, based on criteria prescribed in the CEQR 
Technical Manual, no significant adverse effects were predicted at the NJ TRANSIT stations. 


Table 4C-36. —__ Level of Service on NJ TRANSIT Station Elements (Peak Hour) 


NO ACTION CBD TOLLING 
EALTILNS Au) ALTERNATIVE (2023) ALTERNATIVE (2023) 
STATION/ELEMENT AM PM AM PM AM PM 


Newark, Ramp to Tracks 3 and 4 
Secaucus, Escalator 1a to Platform A/B | A | A | 
Secaucus, Escalator ‘1b to Platform A/B | A | A | 
Secaucus, Escalator 1c to Platform A/B | Bo | A | 
Secaucus, Stair 2a to Platform 3 
Secaucus, Escalator 2b to Platform 3 N/A 

Secaucus, Stair 3 to Platform A/B 
Secaucus, Stair 4a to Platform 2 


Secaucus, Escalator 4b to Platform 2 N/A 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 
Note: N/A = Not applicable 
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Detailed Analysis of Transit Station — PATH Stations 
Analyses of stations for PATH were performed using CEQR guidelines for consistency and because PANYNJ 


does not have an alternative guideline. Three PATH stations—World Trade Center, Newark Penn Station, 
and Hoboken Terminal—would meet the CEQR criteria for detailed analysis with 200 or more Project- 
generated trips in a peak hour with Tolling Scenario E. At Hoboken and Newark, most of the 
Project-generated increase consists of transfers between PATH and NJ TRANSIT trains. 


The PATH World Trade Center Station consists of five tracks accessed from four platforms. Each of the 
platforms is accessed by multiple stairs and escalators in relatively close proximity. Distribution of Project- 
generated passengers to the various elements results in low incremental volumes on each element. Due to 
the number of platforms and circulation elements, no individual circulation element would receive more 
than 100 new trips in a peak hour. Based on distribution and low incremental volumes added to individual 
elements, more detailed analysis was not performed for circulation elements in the station. 


At Newark Penn Station, originating PATH trains depart eastbound on a track that is at the same level as 
the NJ TRANSIT rail tracks. Departing trains are accessible from platforms on both sides of this track, which 
are directly accessible from the platforms serving NJ TRANSIT Tracks 1 and 2. PATH trains arrive and 
terminate westbound at a track on the upper level. Access to both PATH platforms is provided via stairs, 
escalators, and two ramps that are in the NJ TRANSIT controlled areas of the station and were addressed 
by the analysis for those areas, described above. 


The PATH Hoboken Station is connected to the Hoboken Terminal NJ TRANSIT trains by two stairs located 
within the Terminal building and two smaller stairs located just outside the north wall of the Terminal. Most 
passengers transferring between PATH and NJ TRANSIT use the two inside stairs due to their larger size and 
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visibility from within the terminal or the PATH station. The PATH station also has two stairs on the north 
side of the station providing access to Hudson Place and the Hoboken community. 


Project-generated trips were assigned to the two key stairs providing connection to Hoboken Terminal, 
street stairs serving the community, and additional stairs that connect a mezzanine level to each of the 
three platforms. Although only Stair 01/02, connecting the PATH station to Hoboken Terminal, would 
experience more than 100 Project-generated trips during either peak hour, a detailed analysis was 
performed both for that Stair 01/02 and Stair 05, which also connects to the terminal. Table 4C-37 indicates 
existing, No Action Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative LOS on the two stairs analyzed at the PATH 
Hoboken Station. 


Table 4C-37. Level of Service on PATH Hoboken Station Elements (AM and PM Peak Hours) 


EXISTING NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE | CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 
(2019) (2023) (2023) 


STATION/ELEMENT AM P PM 


M AM PM AM 
Hoboken Stair 01/02 LOS D LOS D LOS D LOS D LOSE 
Hoboken Stair 05 LOSA LOSA LOS A LOSA LOSA 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 


The implementation of the Project would result in measurable increases in volumes on the various stairs at 
the PATH Hoboken Station with the representative tolling scenarios. Based on criteria prescribed in the 
CEQR Technical Manual, an adverse effect was predicted during the AM peak hour at Stair 01/02 for Tolling 
Scenario E, the tolling scenario with the highest projected ridership. 


In contrasting the projected increases in passenger volumes among the various tolling scenarios, there 
could be considerable differences in the projected passenger increases, which could lead to potential 
adverse effects (Table 4C-38). While Tolling Scenarios E and F (the tolling scenarios with the highest tolls) 
would yield the passenger increases sufficient to result in adverse effects, Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, D, and 
G are not predicted to result in adverse effects in this location. 


Table 4C-38. Projected Net Passenger Increase at Hoboken Stair 01/02 (All Scenarios, AM Peak Hour) 
TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING TOLLING 


SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIOG 


Projected 
Passenger 
Increase 


Determin- 
ation of 
Adverse 

Effect 


45 72 122 164 240 205 139 


Likely Likely None 


Source: Analysis prepared by AKRF, FHI Studio, and WSP. 


If Tolling Scenario E or F is selected by the TBTA Board, the Project Sponsors will monitor ridership at this 
station during the first year after Project implementation to evaluate whether projected ridership has 
materialized due to the Project. The specific plan for monitoring is being developed in coordination with 
PANYNJ (PATH) and NJ TRANSIT. As outlined in the plan, if a comparison of Stair 01/02 passenger volumes 


4C-64 August 2022 


Subchapter 4C, Transportation: Transit 


one month prior and two months after implementation shows an incremental change that is greater than 
or equal to 205 passengers, the Project Sponsors will continue coordination with PANYNJ (PATH) and 
NJ TRANSIT to implement improved wayfinding and supplemental temporary personnel to direct 
passengers if needed. These mitigation measures are expected to improve circulation and more evenly 
distribute passengers among the station’s stairs, including PATH Stairs 03 and 05. Through consultation and 
in coordination with NJ TRANSIT and PANYNJ (PATH), if it is determined that the predicted adverse effects 
on Stair 01/02 would materialize, the committed improvements will be implemented to alleviate the 
adverse effect. 


4C.5 CONCLUSION 


Ridership increases resulting from the Project would affect a limited number of subway lines and subway 
stations within the regional transit system (and no bus or commuter rail lines or stations). Even in the tolling 
scenarios with the highest incremental ridership increases, the increases in ridership on the transit lines 
(line-haul capacity) would not be high enough to be considered adverse effects. 


The station screening analysis resulted in some forecast increases of over 200 passengers in MTA subway 
stations and commuter rail hubs connecting to the Manhattan CBD, but most subway stations and all other 
commuter rail stations are projected to see relatively small increases. Based on criteria prescribed in the 
CEQR Technical Manual, without Project improvements, potential adverse effects were predicted at 4 VCEs 
and no FCAs across the 13 analyzed NYCT stations; and at 1 VCE and no FCAs across the 4 analyzed 
NJ TRANSIT and PATH stations for Tolling Scenario E. These are further described in Table 4C-39, along with 
accompanying project improvements. 


Improvements that could alleviate the predicted potential adverse effects include increasing escalator 
speeds, adding additional wayfinding to distribute passengers, and stair improvements, depending upon 
location. With the implementation of these improvements, the adverse effects would be ameliorated. In 
the case of the predicted adverse effect in New Jersey under certain tolling scenarios, planned 
improvements have been coordinated with NJ TRANSIT and PANYNJ (PATH); coordination will continue for 
a detailed monitoring program and implementation of improvements, should they be warranted. 


Contrasting the projected increases in passenger volumes among the various tolling scenarios, Tolling 
Scenarios D and F are expected to yield the same or comparable adverse effects that could be addressed 
with the same Project improvements that are identified for Tolling Scenario E, the representative tolling 
scenario with the highest incremental ridership increases. While these adverse effects and need for Project 
improvements may also materialize for Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G, the severity of the adverse effects 
and extent of Project improvements needed may not be needed or may be less than for Tolling Scenario E, 


depending upon the location. 
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In consideration of reduced ridership on the subway due to the COVID-19 pandemic, TBTA and the other 
sponsoring agencies have committed to monitoring before and after Project implementation at the select 
locations at which adverse effects are predicted under the analyzed tolling scenario. If ridership at those 
station elements increases (in comparison to pre-implementation ridership) at or above the level 
anticipated, the Project Sponsors will implement the mitigation measures described above. Because 
strategies at two NYCT VCEs may require additional planning, design, and construction, the operating 
agencies will advance planning and design efforts subsequent to approval of the Project to expedite the 
implementation of improvement strategies if they are warranted by the above monitoring efforts. Short- 
term, adverse effects may temporarily occur during this construction or implementation process. 
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TOPIC 


Transit 
Systems 


Bus System 
Effects 
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~e Dietrice? (CRD) Talling Dranram Envir meantal Ae a paca at 
ss District (CBD) Tolling Program vironmental Assessme 


Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Transit 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION DATA SHOWN IN TABLE EFFECT MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


New York City Transit 1.5%-2.1% 
The Project would generate a dedicated PATH 0.8%-2.0% 
bantam. eS ens ne Long Island Rail Road 0.6%-2.0% 
Transit ridership would increase by 1 to Metro-North Railroad 0.6%-1.9% 
2 percent systemwide for travel to and |NJ TRANSIT Commuter Rail % Increase or decrease in 0.3%-2.3% 
from the Manhattan CBD, because | MTA/NYCT Buses total daily transit ridership 1.3%-1.6% No mitigation needed. No adverse effects 
some people would shift to transit rather | \) TRANSIT Bus systemwide 0.5% 1.1% 
darshin Wold not recut im adveree other buses (suburban and private operators) 00%09% 
ridership would not result in adverse Other buses (suburban and private operators 0.0%-0.9% 


i ) 
effects on line-haul capacity on any Ferries (Staten Island Ferry, NYC Ferry, NY 2 5%-3 5% 
transit routes. Waterway, Seastreak) 
Roosevelt Island Tram 1.7%-4.1% 


Manhattan local buses Increases of 0.5%-1.2% 
1.6% to 2.2% 


boundary of the Manhattan CBD would Leipet a shale el si ailladioniceasdoedeneenee: 
reduce the roadway congestion that | Brooklyn local and express buses aint 
i a aac ; 
Beer teen 
0.4%~1.5% 


Decreases in traffic volumes within the aes ay all buses (via Ed Koch ee 
Manhattan CBD and near the 60th Street -UeensPoro Bridge 
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TOPIC 


Transit 
Elements 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Increased ridership would affect passenger 
flows with the potential for adverse effects at 
certain vertical circulation elements (i.e., 
stairs and escalators) in five transit stations: 
= Hoboken Terminal, Hoboken, NJ PATH 
station 
Times Sq-42 St/42 St-Port Authority Bus 
Terminal subway station in the 
Manhattan CBD (N, Q, R, W, and S; 
Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 7; and A, C, E lines) 
Flushing-Main St subway station, 
Queens (No. 7 line) 
14th Street-Union Square subway 
station in the Manhattan CBD (Nos. 4, 5, 
and 6; and L, N, Q, R, W lines) 
Court Square subway station, Queens 
(No. 7 and E, G, M lines) 


LOCATION 


Hoboken Terminal-PATH station (NJ) Stair 01/02 


42 St-Times Square-subway station (Manhattan) Stair 
ML6/ML8 connecting mezzanine to uptown 1/2/3 lines 
subway platform 


Flushing-Main St subway station (Queens)-Escalator 
E456 connecting street to mezzanine level 


Union Sq subway station (Manhattan)-Escalator E219 
connecting the L subway line platform to the Nos. 
4/5/6 line mezzanine 


Court Sq subway station (Queens)-Stair P2/P4 to 
Manhattan-bound No. 7 line 


DATA SHOWN IN TABLE 


Net passenger increases or 
decreases at stair in the peak 
hour 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station OVERALL 
as compared to Tolling 
Scenario E (not only at the 
affected stair or location) in 
the peak hour, peak period 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station OVERALL 
as compared to Tolling 
Scenario E (not only at the 
affected stair or location) in 
the peak hour, peak period 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station OVERALL 
as compared to Tolling 
Scenario E (not only at the 
affected stair or location) in 
the peak hour, peak period 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station OVERALL 
as compared to Tolling 
Scenario E (not only at the 
affected stair or location) in 
the peak hour, peak period 


TOLLING SCENARIO 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
Mitigation needed for Tolling Scenarios E 
and F. TBTA will coordinate with 
NJ TRANSIT and PANYNJ to monitor 
pedestrian volumes on Stair 01/02 one 
month prior to commencing tolling 
operations to establish a baseline, and two 
months after Project operations begin. If a 
comparison of Stair 01/02 passenger 
volumes before and after implementation 
shows an incremental change that is greater 
than or equal to 205, then TBTA will 
coordinate with NJ TRANSIT and PANYN4J to 
implement improved signage and wayfinding 
to divert some people from Stair 01/02, and 
supplemental personnel if needed. 
Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify a 
baseline, specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is reached, 
TBTA will coordinate with MTA NYCT to 
remove the center handrail and standardize 
the riser, so that the stair meets code without 
the hand rail. The threshold will be set to 
allow for sufficient time to implement the 
mitigation so that the adverse effect does not 
occur. 

Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify a 
baseline, specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is reached, 
MTA NYCT will increase the speed from 100 
feet per minute (fpm) to 120 fpm. 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify a 
baseline, specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is reached, 
MTA NYCT will increase the escalator speed 
from 100 fpm to 120 fom. 

Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify a 
baseline, specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is reached, 
TBTA will coordinate with MTA NYCT to 
construct a new stair from the northern end 
of the No. 7 platform to the street. The 
threshold will be set to allow for sufficient 
time to implement the mitigation so that the 
adverse effect does not occur. 
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4D. Parking 


4D.1 INTRODUCTION 


This subchapter describes the potential effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on parking, 
including curbside parking (on-street parking) and parking lots and garages (off-street parking) in the 
regional study area for the Project. The analysis to determine potential effects includes assessments of 
commuter parking demand on on-street parking and off-street parking, where present; at commuter and 
intercity rail stations providing service along routes terminating at or near the Manhattan CBD; and at bus 
facilities, light-rail and subway facilities, ferry facilities, and a tramway facility in the 28-county regional 
study area. Separately, in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD and in the Manhattan CBD, general 
parking utilization and availability as well as the potential demand associated with the Project are described. 
This subchapter considers the Project’s potential increase in demand to determine whether the Project 
could lead to shortfalls in parking supply.* 


4D.2 METHODOLOGY 


The analysis of the potential effects of the Project on parking conditions considered locations where 
transportation modeling predicts an increase in vehicle trips that would result from the Project (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”). 


Consistent with the other analyses in this EA, the parking analysis was conducted using data collected prior 
to the COVID-19 pandemic. The analysis employs the methodologies outlined in the City of New York’s 
CEQR Technical Manual.” 


The CEQR Technical Manual recommends a tiered approach to evaluating a project’s effects on parking 
demand and supply based on the vehicular trips generated by a project in total, and then at individual 
intersections. The first step in the tiered analysis is to determine whether a project could result in 50 or 
more additional vehicle trips during the peak hour in total. If surpassed, the second step in the tiered 
analysis is to determine whether a project could result in 50 or more additional vehicle trips during the 


1 In addition, post-implementation, the Project’s effects on parking supply and demand in New York City in and around the 
Manhattan CBD is required to be evaluated by New York City, and a report must be completed 18 months after the Project 
commences. 

2 The MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act exempts the Project from the requirements of the New York State Environmental 
Quality Review Act, New York CEQR, the New York City Uniform Land Use Review Procedure, and any other local law of the 
City of New York of like or similar effect. NYCDOT and other New York City (NYC) agencies use the parking assessment 
methodology in environmental review documents to assess the potential effects of public and private projects on the supply 
of and demand for parking in NYC. The parking methodology is also used at times in geographies outside NYC in 
environmental review documents, such as when the lead agency is based in NYC. The City of New York first published the 
CEQR Technical Manual in 1991 and has released several versions since then to update methodologies based on new 
information and practical experience. The CEQR Technical Manual can be found at 
https://www1.nyc.gov/site/oec/environmental-quality-review/technical-manual.page. 
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peak hour at any individual intersection.? According to the CEQR Technical Manual methodology, that level 
of new vehicle trips may be large enough to result in a corresponding increase in demand for parking spaces 
at facilities within a quarter-mile’ of a project, and detailed analysis of the projected increase in demand 
for parking relative to existing parking capacity and utilization at individual parking facilities is appropriate 
at such locations. 


The analysis of the Project’s potential effects on parking began with a review of the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practice Manual (BPM) results for the Project to identify commuter 
rail stations and park-and-ride facilities where there would be 50 or more new vehicle trips in the peak 
hours resulting from the Project and, if warranted, additional analysis would be conducted. 


Next, should the aforementioned tiered evaluation identify that a detailed parking analysis is warranted, 
the CEQR Technical Manual presents the methodology for determining adverse parking effects. These 
effects could be considered adverse depending on the location, utilization, and available supply of existing 
parking capacity according to surveys, and projected increase in parking demand from a project. In some 
circumstances, projects could adversely affect parking conditions when the demand for parking generated 
by a project cannot be accommodated by available parking supply, and in other circumstances, this effect 
would not be categorized as adverse but would be disclosed as a parking shortfall. The CEQR Technical 
Manual! identifies certain neighborhoods of New York City as areas where a parking shortfall would not 
constitute an adverse effect because of the many other alternative modes of transportation there (i.e., 
where there are subway stations within a quarter-mile?) that do not limit trip-making to solely driving and 
parking. These neighborhoods are defined as “Parking Zones 1 and 2” in the CEQR Technical Manual. |n 
these zones, when a project creates or exacerbates demand for parking exceeding parking supply, this is 
considered a shortfall but not an adverse effect.® Parking Zones 1 and 2 encompass all of Manhattan 
(including Roosevelt Island) and all or parts of the neighborhoods of the South Bronx in the Bronx, Flushing, 
Jamaica, Long Island City/Astoria in Queens; and Downtown Brooklyn and Greenpoint/Williamsburg in 
Brooklyn (Figure 4D-1). 


According to the CEQR Technical Manual, “if the proposed project would generate fewer than 50 peak hour vehicle trips, 

the need for further traffic analysis would be unlikely.” This is because the added traffic congestion from fewer than 50 

vehicle trips per hour would likely fall below the published CEQR thresholds defining significant adverse traffic impacts. 

However, it also states that “proposed projects affecting congested intersections have at times been found to create 

significant adverse traffic impacts when their trip generation is fewer than 50 peak hour vehicle trips, and therefore, the 

lead agency, upon consultation with NYCDOT may require analysis of such intersections of concern.” 

4 The CEQR Technical Manual states, “in general, a quarter-mile walk (taking approximately 5 to 10 minutes) is considered the 
maximum distance from primary off-site parking facilities to the project site,” and further explains that parking availability, 
the destination type, and geography of the area can increase or decrease the maximum distance people are willing to walk 
from parking to a destination. 

5 Based on the FHWA’s Pedestrian Safety Guide for Transit Agencies, most people are willing to walk for 5 to 10 minutes (or 

approximately one-quarter to one-half mile) to a transit stop, and people may be willing to walk considerably longer 

distances when accessing heavy rail services. https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_ bike/ped_ transit/ped_transguide/ch4.cfm#a. 

City of New York Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination. 2020. City Environmental Quality Review Technical Manual. 

Chapter 16, “Transportation,” pp. 16 to 67. 
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Figure 4D-1. City Environmental Quality Review Technical Manua/ Parking Zones 
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In addition, project-related shortfalls in parking may not constitute an adverse effect if other parking is 
available within a reasonable walking distance. Outside of Parking Zones 1 and 2, increases in parking 
demand that result in parking shortfalls can constitute adverse effects when the resulting parking shortfall 
exceeds more than half of the available on-street and off-street parking spaces within a quarter-mile of the 
location where the shortfall would occur. This determination should take into consideration the availability 
and extent of transit in the area and its proximity to the new parking demand, features of a project that 
result in vehicle trip reductions, and travel modes of customers in the area. 


4D.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


4D.3.1 Regional Study Area 

The regional study area for this EA includes 28 counties in the New York metropolitan area, which are the 
main catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD (see Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis 
Framework,” Section 3.3.1.1). The region has an extensive public transit network that includes commuter 
and intercity rail providing service along routes terminating at or near the Manhattan CBD, buses operating 
throughout the region, light rail and subways, ferries, and a tramway. Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: 
Transit,” provides a description of transit services throughout the regional study area, including those that 
serve the Manhattan CBD. 


As described in Section 4D.1, the analysis includes an assessment of commuter parking demand at on- 
street parking and off-street parking, where present, at and near public transit facilities in the regional 
study area, where the Project’s commuter parking effects are anticipated to be most concentrated. 
Specifically, transportation modeling predicts that increases in vehicular trips to public transit would be 
highest at and near commuter rail and park-and-ride facilities, and, relatively, that there would be much 
lower increases in vehicular trips to subway stations, light rail, and other modes of public transit without 
dedicated commuter parking facilities nearby. Therefore, this subsection evaluates parking utilization and 
demand at and near commuter rail and park-and-ride facilities, and other subsections discuss general 
parking utilization and capacity in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD, and in the Manhattan CBD, 
related to the Project. 


While approximately 29 percent of the regional workforce commutes to work via public transit, this share 
is substantially higher for commuters to jobs in New York City (approximately 56 percent of workers with 
jobs in New York City use public transportation to travel to work) and is even greater for commuters to jobs 
in the Manhattan CBD (more than 85 percent of workers with jobs in the Manhattan CBD use public 
transportation to travel to work (see Tables 6-5 and 6-6 in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions”). ’ 


Most of the approximately 400 intercity and commuter rail stations’ in the regional study area have parking 
lots and garages for rail passengers to use. The parking facilities at rail stations vary in size from small 


i Sources: Regional and New York City workforce data from American Community Survey 2015-2018 5-year estimates, U.S. 
Census Bureau; CBD data from Census Transportation Planning Package, 2012-2016, U.S. Census Bureau. 

8 Metro-North Railroad map. 2022. http://web.mta.info/mnr/html/mnrmap.htm; Long Island Rail Road map. 2022. 
http://web.mta.info/lirr/Timetable/lirrmap.htm; and New Jersey Transit Commuter Rail map including PATH, Newark, and 
Hudson Bergen Light Rail. 2022. https://d2g630yneaimm8.cloudfront.net/sites/default/files/pdfs/rail/Rail System Map.pdf. 
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surface lots to large, multilevel garages and are owned by the transit agency, a private operator, or the 
municipality where the station is located. Commuter rail stations typically charge a fee to park. Some 
facilities restrict use to residents of the municipality, some require a monthly permit for their use, and some 
are available to the general public. An individual rail station might have a combination of parking operators 
and multiple types of fee structures within one or at multiple parking facilities. 


In addition, several other rail and non-rail transit hubs in the regional study area have parking facilities for 
their customers, such as the PATH Journal Square Station and various commuter park-and-ride lots with 
access to bus service into New York City. While most commuters using commuter rail and park-and-ride 
lots drive either alone or in a carpool to the transit facility, others walk, bike, or are dropped off there by 
local buses, shuttles, and private or for-hire vehicles. 


Typically, parking facilities at the regional study area’s commuter rail stations and transit hubs are well- 
used. Many are at capacity (or at least at “effective capacity,” when a user perceives an off-street parking 
facility is full, which for commuter rail parking facilities is typically considered at or exceeding 85 percent 
utilization), and some facilities have waiting lists for additional parking demand that the parking operators 
(i.e., transit agency, municipality, or private entity that controls the facility) maintain. Based on information 
from the Metropolitan Transportation Authority for the Long Island Rail Road and Metro-North Railroad 
and from NJ TRANSIT, average pre-COVID-19 pandemic parking utilization at transit facilities across the 
regional study area ranged from approximately 75 percent to 100 percent of capacity, with many individual 
facilities reaching their effective capacity (see Tables 4D.1.1, 4D.1.2, and 4D.1.3 in Appendix 4D.1, 
“Transportation: Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the Regional Study Area”). 


4D.3.2 New York City Outside the Manhattan CBD 


As described in Section 4D.1, general parking utilization and capacity are discussed in this subsection to 
characterize the potential effects of the Project on parking. Many neighborhoods throughout New York City 
have curbside parking on major and minor streets. This parking is subject to regulations that limit long-term 
parking in business districts and that prohibit parking on some busy streets during peak periods to create 
capacity for traffic or buses. In addition, neighborhoods throughout New York City are subject to New York 
City’s alternate-side parking regulations, which prohibit parking during certain times to allow street 
cleaning. In recent years, several New York City programs that promote repurposing on-street parking 
spaces with other uses have reduced the number of on-street parking spaces. These include Citi Bike, 
NYCDOT’s bike share program, which places bike share docking stations in former on-street parking spaces; 
Neighborhood Loading Zone, which dedicates more curb space to commercial loading/unloading; Open 
Restaurants, which allows restaurants and other food-service establishments to convert on-street parking 
spaces to customer seating as a temporary program during the COVID-19 pandemic enabled through an 
emergency order; and the Open Streets program using the same emergency order as Open Restaurants, 
which allows certain street segments to be temporarily closed to through vehicles. New York City is 
currently transitioning the temporary Open Restaurants and Open Streets programs to be permanent, so 
the reduced number of on-street parking spaces resulting from those temporary programs is anticipated 
to continue. Throughout New York City, curbside parking is generally heavily used, with high demand and 
few available spaces during most times of the day. Although a specific survey was not conducted for this 
Project or can be cited, parking surveys performed as part of traffic studies in New York City typically show 
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high levels of weekday daytime utilization for on-street parking. Consequently, on-street spaces are 
generally not a reliable source of parking and finding available parking spaces that are not already occupied 
can involve substantial time searching for an available space. 


The neighborhoods closest to the Manhattan CBD, including the Upper East Side (i.e., East 59th Street to 
East 96th Street, from Central Park to the East River), the Upper West Side (i.e., West 59th Street to West 
110th Street, from Central Park to the Hudson River), Long Island City in Queens, and Williamsburg and 
Downtown Brooklyn in Brooklyn, have curbside parking on local streets subject to the regulations noted 
above. This parking is typically heavily used. Figure 4D-2 shows the locations of these neighborhoods. Some 
commercial centers in Brooklyn and Queens, including Long Island City, Flushing, and Jamaica in Queens, 
have public off-street parking facilities, and these too are typically heavily used. 


4D.3.3 Manhattan CBD 

As described in Section 4D.1, general parking utilization and capacity are discussed in this subsection to 
characterize the potential effects of the Project on parking. Curbside parking exists throughout the 
Manhattan CBD. To provide for bus lanes on some north-south avenues, curbside parking is generally 
restricted during and between the weekday AM and PM peak commuter hours but is allowed overnight 
and on weekends. Numerous special parking regulations are within the Manhattan CBD, but in general, 
parking is allowed on both curbsides of the east-west streets, except for two-way, primary crosstown 
streets such as 14th Street, 23rd Street, 34th Street, 42nd Street, and 57th Street and near the entrances 
to and exits from bridges and tunnels connecting to the Manhattan CBD. Parking on major avenues and on 
side streets within Midtown Manhattan is generally metered to limit parking duration, and parking on all 
streets is subject to New York City’s alternate-side parking regulations, which prohibit parking during 
certain times to allow street cleaning. The Manhattan CBD is subject to the same programs (e.g., Citi Bike, 
Neighborhood Loading Zone, Open Restaurants, and Open Streets) that have reduced and will continue to 
reduce the amount of on-street parking in New York City outside of the Manhattan CBD (see 
Section 4D.3.2). Throughout the Manhattan CBD, curbside parking is in high demand and is heavily used, 
with limited available spaces during most times of typical weekdays. Additionally, metered parking rates 
regulated by NYCDOT are priced higher in the Manhattan CBD than elsewhere in New York City. 


The Manhattan CBD has approximately 600 off-street parking facilities (surface lots and parking garages) 
with a total capacity of nearly 90,000 parking spaces. While a specific survey was not conducted for this 
Project, surveys for numerous development projects in the Manhattan CBD areas of Lower Manhattan and 
Midtown? over the past several years have found that off-street parking facilities were at or near capacity 
on weekdays throughout the Manhattan CBD. In many parts of the Manhattan CBD near shopping and 
entertainment venues (e.g., Rockefeller Center and the Theater District) as well as major institutional uses 
(e.g., hospitals and museums), off-street parking facilities are heavily used in the evenings and on 
weekends. In addition to off-street parking for periodic use by the public, many off-street parking facilities 
also provide monthly parking for residents of the Manhattan CBD and commuters. 


2 Source: Recently completed Environmental Impact Statements for projects proposed in the Manhattan CBD, including 
Phased Redevelopment of Governors Island South Island Development Zones Final Second Supplemental Generic EIS (2021), 
Two Bridges Large Scale Residential Development Final Els (2018), and Greater East Midtown Rezoning Final EIS (2017). 
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Figure 4D-2. General Location of Neighborhoods Near the Manhattan Central Business District 


ay js 
Powe? | ws | 
; <q University H Heights Brigg e 


y 


NEW JERSEY Uy Wi a r 


LONG ISLAND SOUND 


MILES 
(Ns General Location of Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) — 


Note: The MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act defines the Manhattan CBD 
as the area south of and inclusive of 60th Street but excluding 
the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive 


Source: ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 


August 2022 4D-7 


Subchapter 4D, Transportation: Parking 


4D.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


4D.4.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program. The No Action Alternative 
would not substantially change demand for on-street and off-street parking in the regional study area, or 
within or outside the Manhattan CBD compared to existing conditions. In the No Action Alternative, the 
demand for parking facilities and curbside spaces within and outside the Manhattan CBD would likely be 
comparable to current conditions, with limited available capacity, especially near heavily used transit 
stations. 


4D.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


REGIONAL STUDY AREA 

The BPM results show that all tolling scenarios for the CBD Tolling Alternative would decrease vehicle trips 
entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD with a corresponding increase in transit trips to the Manhattan 
CBD. There would be as much as a 9.2 percent decrease in Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) to as little as a 7.6 
percent decrease in VMT for the Manhattan CBD from the Project, compared to the No Action Alternative 
(see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”). There would be as 
little as a 0.7 percent increase in transit share to as much as a 1.6 percent increase in transit share from the 
Project, compared to the No Action Alternative. Consequently, there would be a decrease in demand for 
parking within the Manhattan CBD and an increase in demand for parking at the region’s transit stations 
and commuter park-and-ride locations. 


As discussed in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” the evaluation of the effects of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative on transit ridership (subway, commuter rail, and bus passengers) outside the Manhattan CBD 
considered groups of stations together, rather than individual stations. In addition, projected transit 
ridership increases as reported by the BPM at individual transit stations (including commuter rail or bus 
stations, park-and-ride facilities, and subway stations) were also evaluated to forecast the number of new 
vehicle trips they would create at each of the localized station groupings. As described in Section 4D.3 
transportation modeling predicts that increases in vehicular trips to public transit would be highest at and 
near commuter rail and park-and-ride facilities, and, relatively, there would be much lower increases in 
vehicular trips to subway stations, light rail, and other modes of public transit without dedicated commuter 
parking facilities nearby. Although there could initially be some modest level of vehicular traffic searching 
for parking in neighborhoods outside the Manhattan CBD to avoid the toll, the behavior would most likely 
be short-lived as part of the adjustment process. Time spent by motorists searching unsuccessfully for free, 
available parking just outside the Manhattan CBD boundary would eventually result in the outcomes 
anticipated by the transportation modeling, which forecasts an overall reduction in vehicular traffic and an 
increase in transit use in the regional study area. 


Based on the BPM results, the increase in commuters at individual stations or park-and-ride facilities 
outside the Manhattan CBD would be distributed throughout the region, and no locations would have 
increases in vehicle trips of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour for any tolling scenario. In the Regional 
Study Area outside New York City, the increase in transit ridership from the Project would primarily be 
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served by commuter rail and bus. Commuter and intercity rail make up 11.4 percent of AM peak-period 
person-trips to and from the Manhattan CBD on an average weekday (see Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: 
Transit”). As stated in Subchapter 4C state, “MTA bus services account for approximately 1.6 percent of all 
trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD. NJ TRANSIT bus service carries about 5.3 percent of all trips. Other 
private bus carriers (such as Greyhound, Coach USA, Academy, DeCamp, and Lakeland) with service to the 
Port Authority Bus Terminal and on-street in Manhattan account for less than 1 percent of all trips into and 
out of the Manhattan CBD.” Therefore, the 0.7 to 1.6 percent increase in transit usage from the Project 
(see Table 4A-8 in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”) would 
be distributed among 400 commuter rail stations consisting of Metro-North, LIRR, and NJ TRANSIT, The 
PATH service, MTA bus, NJ TRANSIT Bus, and private carriers, which would not generate more than 50 
vehicles per hour at any transit station or commuter park-and-ride location. Moreover, the new vehicle 
trips at stations would include some customers who would be dropped off without parking and therefore 
would not add to the demand for parking. Because other modes of public transit in the regional study area 
(e.g., subways, light rail) would incur even fewer additional vehicle trips as a result of the Project, those 
locations would also not exceed 50 more vehicles in the peak hour for any tolling scenario. Consequently, 
using the tiered methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual for analysis of parking, no detailed analysis of 
parking is warranted, and it can therefore be concluded that no adverse effect would occur to parking 
conditions at locations in the regional study area. 


Although there would be no adverse effect on parking utilization based on the CEQR Technical Manual 
methodology, the Project would generate parking demand near some public transit facilities in the regional 
study area, which would exceed supply if the facility is currently at or over capacity. 


NEW YORK CITY OUTSIDE THE MANHATTAN CBD 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of commuters and visitors to the Manhattan CBD who would 
use transit for their journey would increase in all tolling scenarios. As described in Subchapter 4A, the 
change in the transit mode share would range from an increase of 1.0 percent (Tolling Scenario B) to 2.3 
percent (Tolling Scenario E). Some of these new transit users would drive to transit stations in New York 
City outside the Manhattan CBD to access transit to complete their journey. However, based on lower auto 
ownership rates and lack of parking availability in New York City, as compared to the regional study area 
outside New York City, the driving trips to parking would be at far lower numbers than commuter rail and 
park-and-ride facilities described in the regional study area. Consequently, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would slightly increase the number of drivers who would seek parking near transit facilities in New York 
City outside the Manhattan CBD. 


Based on the BPM results, the increase in the number of travelers at individual transit facilities in New York 
City outside the Manhattan CBD would be widely distributed. Within New York City, the 0.7 to 1.6 percent 
increase in transit usage from the Project would be distributed among commuter rail and subway stations 
within New York City. Subways, which carry 61.9 percent of these commuters, most often do not have 
dedicated parking facilities and little to no available on-street or off-street parking nearby. Parking at 
commuter rail stations within New York City is also very limited. Moreover, the new vehicle trips at transit 
facilities would include some customers who would be dropped off without parking and therefore would 
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not add to the demand for parking. According to Metro-North Railroad and Long Island Rail Road data, 
approximately 50 percent and 60 percent of transit passengers, respectively, drive and park to access 
stations, on average, during the AM peak period. 


Applying an average, regional vehicle occupancy factor of 1.10 from 2012 to 2016 Census Transportation 
Planning Products Reverse Journey to Work data to the new transit riders that are distributed across transit 
stations within the study area, no station would exceed 32 vehicles per hour (vph) at commuter rail stations 
or 28 vph at subway stations. Consequently, using the tiered methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual, 
no adverse effect would occur to parking conditions at locations in New York City outside the Manhattan 
CBD. 


There is potential that the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase parking demand immediately outside the 
Manhattan CBD in the neighborhoods just north of the Manhattan CBD boundary at 60th Street (the Upper 
East Side and Upper West Side); see Figure 4D-2 for their locations. Modeling conducted for this Project 
using the BPM shows that the number of cars on each of the avenues immediately north of 60th Street 
would decrease under all tolling scenarios; therefore, there would not be an increase in parking demand in 
those neighborhoods. However, there may be economic considerations and, as described in Chapter 6, 
“Economic Conditions,” Section 6.4.3.2, if an increase in demand were to occur just north of the 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary, that demand would be accommodated either by the existing off-street parking 
spaces where available or—if there were capacity constraints—through upward adjustments in parking 
fees. These factors would likely offset potential changes in parking behavior resulting from the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. In any case, as noted earlier in the discussion of the CEQR Technical Manual methodology used 
to assess parking changes associated with projects in New York City, increases in parking demand that cause 
parking shortfalls in Parking Zones 1 and 2 are not considered adverse effects (see Figure 4D-1). 


Although there would be no adverse effect on parking utilization based on the CEQR Technical Manual 
methodology, the Project would generate parking demand outside the Manhattan CBD, which could 
exceed supply if the area is currently at or over capacity. To further examine the potential effects of the 
Project on parking supply and demand, the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act states that the City of New 
York must study the effects of the Project on parking within and around the Manhattan CBD, and a report 
must be completed 18 months after the Project commences. 


MANHATTAN CBD 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would decrease the number of daily private vehicle trips to the Manhattan CBD 
under all tolling scenarios. As shown in Table 4A-9 in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” the decrease in vehicle trips would range from 15,536 trips by 
private vehicle (drive alone or carpool) in Tolling Scenario A to approximately 41,936 trips by private vehicle 
(drive alone or carpool) in Tolling Scenario E. The decrease in vehicle trips would also result in a decrease 
in parking demand in the Manhattan CBD. While the demand for parking spaces in the Manhattan CBD 
from residents within the Manhattan CBD would likely generally remain unchanged, the demand from 
those driving into the Manhattan CBD each day from other locations would decrease in comparison to the 
No Action Alternative. This reduction would be spread across the approximately 600 off-street parking 
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facilities with nearly 90,000 parking spaces in the Manhattan CBD as well as the numerous on-street parking 
spaces in the Manhattan CBD. (Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” provides an analysis of the potential 
economic effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on the off-street parking industry in the Manhattan CBD.) 
Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not create or exacerbate a parking shortfall in the Manhattan 
CBD. 


4D.5 CONCLUSION 


Most of the parking facilities near transit stations are well-used with limited available capacity, and the 
Project would generate parking demand near some public transit facilities in the regional study area, which 
would exceed supply if the facility is currently at or over capacity. The increase in commuters at individual 
stations or park-and-ride facilities would be distributed throughout the region, and no locations would have 
increases in vehicle trips of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour for any tolling scenario. Therefore, no 
adverse effect on parking conditions would occur at locations in the regional study area. 


The Project would generate parking demand outside the Manhattan CBD, which could exceed supply if the 
area is currently at or over capacity. To further examine the potential effects of the Project on parking 
supply and demand, the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act states that the City of New York must study 
the effects of the Project on parking within and around the Manhattan CBD, and a report must be 
completed 18 months after the Project commences. 


While the demand for parking spaces in the Manhattan CBD from residents within the Manhattan CBD 
would likely generally remain unchanged, the demand from those driving into the Manhattan CBD each 
day from other locations would decrease in comparison to the No Action Alternative. 


Table 4D-1 summarizes the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on parking. 


Table 4D-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Parking 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE EFFECT 


MITIGATION AND 
ENHANCEMENTS 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS 


All tolling scenarios would result in a 
reduction in parking demand within 


the Manhattan CBD of a similar Reduction in parking demand due to 

magnitude to the reduction in auto reduction in auto trips to the Manhattan No mitiaation 
trips into the Manhattan CBD. Witha | CBD; small changes in parking demand at needa ce 
shift from driving to transit, there transit facilities outside the Manhattan CBD, : 


; ; adverse effects. 
would be increased parking demand | corresponding to increased commuter rail 


at subway and commuter rail stations | and subway ridership 
and park-and-ride facilities outside 
the Manhattan CBD. 
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4E. Pedestrians and Bicycles 


4E.1 INTRODUCTION 


This subchapter describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on pedestrian circulation; 
bicycle routes and bicycle infrastructure; and vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety. 


The regional study area for this subchapter includes commuter and intercity rail stations providing service 
along routes terminating within or near the Manhattan CBD, and bus stations, light rail and subway stations, 
ferry stops, and a tramway station (“transit stations”) in the 28-county regional study area. Transportation 
modeling predicts that increases in pedestrian and bicycle trips to/from public transit would be highest at 
and near commuter rail and subway stations with higher ridership and high occurrences of walk/bike mode 
share, and this subchapter examines the potential effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative at 
such locations. The modeling shows that there would be lower increases in new trips on light rail, buses, 
ferries, and other modes of public transit with lower ridership and/or higher occurrences of vehicular mode 
share. 


The first part of this subchapter summarizes potential changes in pedestrian circulation near transit stations 
in the regional study area that would result in an increase in passenger activity from the Project. The second 
part of this subchapter presents a qualitative assessment of the Project’s effects on existing and future 
bicycle facilities (i.e., on-street bicycle lanes or shared-lane routes), including bicycle trips generated by the 
Project’s forecast increased activity at and near transit stations. The final section of this subchapter is an 
assessment of vehicular, bicycle, and pedestrian safety for intersections where detailed pedestrian analyses 
were performed. 


4E.2 PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 


4F.2.1 Methodology 


The analysis of pedestrian circulation in this subchapter considers the potential for increased crowding on 
sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks at or around transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative is 
predicted to increase the number of passengers. This would occur because of changes to travel patterns, 
where some people would no longer drive to the Manhattan CBD and instead use transit to travel there. 


This analysis was conducted using the methodologies and effects criteria outlined in the City of New York’s 
CEQR Technical Manual. The FHWA and NYSDOT have design criteria for pedestrian facilities, but the 
guidance does not lay out procedures to identify potential adverse effects from project-generated 
increases in foot or bicycle traffic in dense urban areas such as New York City. It should be noted that CEQR 
Technical Manual! guidance does not conflict with the Federal and state design criteria for pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities. 
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Using the CEQR Technical Manual methodologies, the analysis included the following steps: 


e Based on the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practice Manual (BPM) 
results for the Project (Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit”), the analysis identified all transit 
stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new pedestrian trips in the 
busiest hour for any tolling scenario. (The busiest hour is the “peak hour,” and was based on observed 
pedestrian conditions; this was not necessarily the same peak hour that was used for the traffic 
analyses discussed in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections.”) 


e For transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new pedestrian trips 
in the peak hour for any tolling scenario, the analysis identified specific locations—such as at a 
particular intersection—that would have an increase of 200 or more new pedestrian trips in the peak 
hour. Based on the CEQR Technical Manual methodology, this is the level of new pedestrian trips with 
the potential to result in an adverse effect on pedestrian flows. For these transit stations, additional 
analysis was conducted of the effects of additional pedestrians resulting from the Project. 


e For transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new pedestrian trips 
at a specific location in the peak hour for any tolling scenario, the analysis involved assigning those trips 
along the most direct and logical routes to workplaces, residences, and other key destinations to 
identify individual pedestrian elements that would experience an increase in pedestrian activity in the 
peak hour. Pedestrian elements are defined as the street components used by people walking, 


”1) Transit elements such 


including sidewalks, crosswalks, and street corners (called “corner reservoirs 
as subway station control area, stairs, escalators, and platforms that are not considered pedestrian 
elements are described in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit”; therefore, these elements are 
excluded from the discussion below. This quantified analysis used the methodologies presented in the 
2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Using these methodologies, the primary performance measure for 
pedestrian circulation is pedestrian space, expressed as square feet per pedestrian (SFP), which 
indicates the quality of pedestrian movement and comfort. The calculation of SFP was based on the 
pedestrian volumes by direction, the effective sidewalk or walkway width, and pedestrians’ average 


walking speeds. The SFP formed the basis for a sidewalk level of service (LOS) analysis. 


e At transit stations where the increase in pedestrians would be fewer than 200 people in the peak hour 
at any specific location, no adverse effect would occur to pedestrian conditions for any tolling scenario, 
based on the CEQR Technical Manual! guidance. 


As part of the analyses, data regarding existing pedestrian volumes as well as traffic operations and volumes 
(for turning vehicles that conflict with pedestrians within a crosswalk) were collected in June and October 
2019 at locations identified later in this subchapter. These data were collected during the weekday AM, 


As described in Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” corner reservoirs are the 
corner areas of sidewalks, serving both standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians (crossing 
the street or moving around the corner). 

* As described in Appendix 4E, LOS is a scale used to describe the operations of traffic, transit, or pedestrian facilities based on 
quantified information. LOS ranges from A (uncongested) to F (substantially congested/poor operation). The specific 
parameters used to define LOS vary by the type of analysis. 
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midday, and PM peak periods (7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m., and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
respectively). Inventories of total and effective widths, crosswalk lengths, street furniture, and other 
obstructions were conducted to provide appropriate inputs for the operational analyses. NYCDOT provided 
official traffic signal timings for the analysis locations. 


An annual background growth rate of 0.50 percent was conservatively applied to estimate the No Action 
Alternative pedestrian volumes in the Manhattan CBD at the specific locations analyzed (to account for 
discrete trip-making from large development projects underway near the analysis locations). Note that this 
subchapter did apply a background growth factor while Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and 
Local Intersections,” and Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” did not because, on a broader basis, the 
pre-COVID-19 pandemic traffic and transit conditions would be representative of the 2023 analysis year. 
MTA anticipates that transit ridership—and therefore pedestrian activity surrounding transit stations—will 
reach previous levels several years after the 2020 decline in ridership.? 


Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” presents details on the 
CEQR Technical Manual! analysis methodologies, including adverse effect criteria. 


TOLLING SCENARIO SELECTED FOR THIS PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS 

The tolling scenario that would result in the greatest increase in new pedestrian trips at transit stations 
within the Manhattan CBD was used for quantified analysis.* Based on the BPM results (Subchapter 4C, 
“Transportation: Transit”), the representative tolling scenario with the most effects is Tolling Scenario E, 
which is modeled to result in the largest number of new transit riders and therefore would add the highest 
pedestrian volumes on the sidewalks, street corners, and crosswalks adjacent to transit stations within the 
Manhattan CBD. Other tolling scenarios would generate fewer new pedestrian trips. (See Chapter 2, 
“Project Alternatives,” for a description of the tolling scenarios evaluated.) 


LOCATIONS FOR PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS 

As discussed earlier in this subchapter, the first steps in the analysis were to identify transit stations 
throughout the 28-county region where the CBD Tolling Alternative would add 200 or more new pedestrian 
trips in the peak hour, and then to identify any of those transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would add 200 or more new pedestrian trips on any individual pedestrian element. Figure 4E-1 shows the 
pedestrian analysis study area. Most transit stations in the region—both within and outside the Manhattan 
CBD—would have an increase of fewer than 200 peak-hour pedestrian trips under the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. Based on the BPM results, the CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario E) would result in more 
than 200 new peak-hour pedestrian trips at the 16 transit stations identified in Table 4E-1. 


3 As described in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” public transit ridership may reach 80 to 92 percent of pre-pandemic 
levels by end of 2024 according to an MTA-commissioned analysis prepared by McKinsey & Company. 

4 As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this document evaluates multiple tolling scenarios to identify the range of 
potential effects that could occur from implementing the Project. These tolling scenarios have a range of different toll amounts 
and toll structures, such as crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions. Ultimately, the TBTA Board would determine the 
toll amounts and toll structure to be implemented, which might differ from the tolling scenarios evaluated in this document. 
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Figure 4E-1. Pedestrian Analysis Study Area 
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Sources: — ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 
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Table 4E-1. Transit Station Pedestrian Trip Assessment 


INDIVIDUAL PEDESTRIAN 
ELEMENT THAT WOULD HAVE 
MORE THAN 200 NEW 
TRANSIT STATIONS THAT WOULD HAVE MORE THAN 200 NEW PEDESTRIANS PER HOUR PEDESTRIANS PER HOUR 
. 14 Street-Union Square, Manhattan CBD (Nos. 4/5/6, and L/N/R/Q/W subway lines) No 
2. Herald Square/Penn Station New York, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: Yes 
a. 34 Street-Herald Square subway station (B/D/F/ M/N/Q/R/W subway lines) 
b. 34 Street-Penn Station subway station (Nos. 1/2/3 subway lines) 
c. 34 Street-Penn Station subway station (A/C/E subway lines) 
d. 33rd Street Station (PATH) 


e. New York Pennsylvania Station (Amtrak, LIRR, NJ TRANSIT) 


3. 42 Street-Bryant Park, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M subway lines and connection to Fifth No 
Avenue [No. 7 subway line]) 
4, 47-50 Streets—Rockefeller Center, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M subway lines) No 
5. Broadway-Lafayette Street, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M and No. 6 subway lines) No 
6. Canal Street, Manhattan CBD (J/N/Q/R/WI/Z and No. 6 subway lines) No 
7. Canal Street, Manhattan CBD (A/C/E subway lines) No 
8. World Trade Center/Fulton Street, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: Yes 
a. Fulton Street subway stations (Nos. 2/3/4/5 and A/C/J/Z subway lines) 
b. World Trade Center Station (PATH) 
c. Cortlandt Street Station (R/W subway lines) 
9. Flushing Main Street, Queens County, New York (No. 7 subway line) No 
10. Atlantic Terminal, Kings County (Brooklyn), New York, includes the following: No 


a. Atlantic Avenue—Barclays Center subway station (Nos. 2/3/4/5 and B/D/N/Q/R/W 
subway lines) 
b. Atlantic Terminal (LIRR) 
11. Grand Central Terminal, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: No 
a. 42 Street-Grand Central subway station (Nos. 4/5/6/7 and S subway lines) 
b. Grand Central Terminal (Metro-North Railroad) 


12. Lexington Avenue/53 Street, Manhattan CBD (E/M subway lines and connection to No 
51 Street [No. 6 subway line]) 


13. Second Avenue, Manhattan CBD (F/M subway lines) No 
14. Wall Street, Manhattan CBD (Nos. 2/3 subway lines) No 
15. Secaucus, Hudson County, New Jersey (NJ TRANSIT) No 
16. Hoboken Terminal, Hudson County, New Jersey (PATH and NJ TRANSIT) No 


Source: BPM Results 


Following the steps described in the discussion of methodology, the following two areas (Table 4E-1 and 
Figure 4E-1) would have more than 200 new pedestrians in the peak hour at an individual pedestrian 
element (i.e., crosswalk, sidewalk, or corner reservoir): 


e Herald Square/Penn Station New York 
e World Trade Center/Fulton Street 


Although 34 Street—Herald Square and 34 Street—Penn Station are separate stations, the effect of predicted 
pedestrian trips resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative at these two stations were considered together, 
because the stations are in proximity to one another and many of the pedestrian routings to and from each 
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station would overlap. Similarly, pedestrian trips resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative at the Cortlandt 
Street Station (R/W subway lines), WTC Cortland Street (1), and World Trade Center (PATH and E subway 
line) were considered together with Fulton Street because many of the pedestrian routings to and from 
each station would be in proximity and would share primary pedestrian routes. Therefore, Herald 
Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street were considered as areas rather than 
stations in the pedestrian conditions analysis. 


4E.2.2 Affected Environment 

Existing pedestrian and traffic data were collected in June and October 2019 at the analysis locations 
adjacent to Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street. As previously 
described, the count data is conservative for characterizing existing (2021) pedestrian conditions. Peak- 
hour pedestrian volumes were tabulated from the peak-period pedestrian data collected in June 2019. 
Based on the collected data, the weekday AM and PM peak hours of pedestrian volumes at both analysis 
areas were 8:15 a.m. to 9:15 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m., respectively, representing the peak work 
arrival and departure times in and around the transit facilities. (Midday pedestrian circulation would not 
vary because the predominant Project-generated change in activity would be during the weekday AM 
and PM peak hours when commuters would use transit in higher numbers. During the midday peak hour, 
commuters would mainly have the same pedestrian travel patterns irrespective of how the Project would 
change the mode shift in the AM and PM peak-hour work trip.) Using the methodology presented for 
pedestrian circulation, this section summarizes, and Table 4E-2 presents, the LOS analysis results for the 
study area pedestrian elements near the two transit station areas. Figure 4E-2 presents the locations of all 
analyzed pedestrian elements. (Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian 
Analyses,” presents the pedestrian LOS tables and peak-hour pedestrian volume figures.) 


Table 4E-2. —_ Existing (2021) Conditions Pedestrian Analysis Results (2019) 


NUMBER OF NUMBER OF LOCATIONS THAT OPERATE AT 
PEAK PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS | LOSCOR 
TRANSIT STATION AREA | HOUR ELEMENT LOCATIONS | BETTER 


LOS D LOSE LOS F 


o 


- 


Herald Square/Penn Station 
New York 


orner Reservoirs 


Sidewalks 


orner Reservoirs 


World Trade Center/Fulton 
Street 


| 6 
Sm 


Source: AKRF, Inc. 


The following two sections provide further detail on the pedestrian elements and results presented in the 
above table, and briefly describe the process by which the pedestrian elements were selected for detailed 
analysis using the previously presented methodology. 
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HERALD SQUARE/PENN STATION NEW YORK 

The detailed assignment of pedestrian trips near Herald Square/Penn Station New York resulted in 2,051 
new pedestrian trips in both AM and PM peak hours, which would result in 200 or more peak-hour 
pedestrian trips at the following 14 pedestrian elements: 


e North sidewa 


fe) 


f West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 
e West sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between West 35th and West 34th Streets 
e North sidewa 


oO 


f West 34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 
e North sidewa 


fe) 


f West 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway 
ong West 34th Street between Sixth and Fifth Avenues 
e North sidewalk of West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 
e Northwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 

e North crosswalk of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e North crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e North crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 


e North sidewa 


fed) 


Most of these pedestrian elements operate at LOSD (which is considered marginally acceptable) 
operations or better. The following locations operate at congested LOS E or LOS F conditions: 


e The north crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street operates at LOS E in the AM peak hour and 
LOS F in the PM peak hour. 


e The north crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street operates at LOS E during the AM and 
PM peak hours. 


WORLD TRADE CENTER/FULTON STREET 

Based on the detailed assignment of pedestrian trips near World Trade Center/Fulton Street (1,222 new 
pedestrian trips in the peak hour), the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more peak-hour 
pedestrian trips at the following two pedestrian elements: 


e West sidewalk along Broadway between Liberty and Cortlandt Streets 


e Northwest corner of Broadway and Liberty Street 


Both pedestrian elements operate at acceptable LOS C or better during both peak hours. 


August 2022 4E-7 


Subchapter 4E, Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles 


4E.2.3 Environmental Consequences 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project Soonsors would not implement a vehicular tolling program. 
Pedestrian volumes would be similar to pre-pandemic levels as described above. (No Action Alternative 
pedestrian volumes were increased by 0.5 percent to reflect potential growth from new development in 
the area.) In the No Action Alternative, all the analysis locations would continue to operate at the same LOS 
as existing conditions. (Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” 
presents the detailed pedestrian LOS tables and peak-hour pedestrian volume figures.) 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in increased pedestrian activity near transit stations throughout 
the regional study area. However, the increased volumes at many locations would not adversely affect 
pedestrian circulation or the LOS of sidewalks, corners, and crosswalks. At most transit stations presented 
in Table 4E-1, the volume of pedestrian trips would be distributed among different station entrances and 
different locations around the station, and the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects 
on pedestrian conditions. Additionally, because the additional volume of pedestrian trips generated by the 
Project adjacent to all other transit facilities in the regional study area would be even lower than at 
commuter rail and subway stations presented in Table 4E-1, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
adverse effects on pedestrian conditions at other transit facilities. 


For the Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street areas, the projected 
increments for Tolling Scenario E would exceed 200 trips in the peak hour; therefore, an analysis was 
conducted to identify any adverse effects on pedestrian circulation. The pedestrian volumes generated by 
Tolling Scenario E were added to the No Action Alternative volumes to determine the CBD Tolling 
Alternative volumes (Table 4E-3). (Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian 
Analyses,” presents the detailed pedestrian LOS tables and peak-hour pedestrian volume figures.) 


Table 4E-3. CBD Tolling Alternative 2023 Pedestrian Analysis Results 


NUMBER OF | NUMBER OF LOCATIONS THAT WOULD OPERATE AT 
PEAK PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS | LOSCOR 
TRANSIT STATION AREA | HOUR ELEMENT LOCATIONS | BETTER 


LOS D LOSE LOS F 


Herald Square/Penn Station 
New York 


Sidewalks 


World Trade Center/Fulton 
Street Sidewalks 
Corner Reservoirs 


Source: AKRF, Inc. 
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Herald Square/Penn Station New York 

As under existing and No Action Alternative conditions, with implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
all analysis locations near Herald Square/Penn Station New York would operate at marginally acceptable 
LOS D or better except for the following: 


e = The north crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street would operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour 
and LOS F in the PM peak hour. 


e The north crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street would operate at LOS E during the AM 
and PM peak hours. 


Although there would be no change in the number of congested LOS E or LOS F pedestrian elements with 
or without the Project, there would be slight deteriorations in SFP values. Based on the CEQR Technical 
Manual adverse effects criteria (Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian 
Analyses”), the CBD Tolling Alternative could potentially result in adverse pedestrian effects near Herald 
Square/Penn Station New York, as follows: 


e The west sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between West 34th and West 35th Streets would operate at LOS D 
with a decrease of 3.2 SFP in the AM peak hour and 2.9 SFP in the PM peak hour compared to the No 
Action Alternative. 


e The Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street north crosswalk would operate at LOS E with a decrease of 
2.2 SFP in the AM peak hour and at LOS F with a decrease of 0.8 SFP in the PM peak hour compared to 
the No Action Alternative. 


e The Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street north crosswalk would operate at LOS E with a decrease of 
1.3 SFP in the AM peak hour compared to the No Action Alternative. 


Figure 4E-2 shows the locations of adverse effects. The adverse effects at these three locations will be 
mitigated through standard measures that will be implemented as part of the Project under any tolling 
scenario, if needed. None of these measures would affect existing bicycle infrastructure in the street. Any 
additional vehicular traffic generated by increased transit activity related to the Project at transit hubs in 
the 28-county regional study area is not anticipated to measurably reduce safety conditions because this 
modest increased activity would be along routes already traveled by high volumes of traffic. Increased 
pedestrian space on sidewalks and crosswalks can be achieved via physical widening and/or removing or 
relocating obstructions. Table 4E-4 shows the recommended measures and predicted conditions with their 
implementation. While potential measures are shown, each specific treatment for attaining increased 
pedestrian space at the affected locations will be developed in coordination with NYCDOT prior to its 
implementation. The Project Sponsors will undertake monitoring at the locations near Herald Square/Penn 
Station with identified potential adverse effects, including pre-implementation baselining and monitoring 
before and after the first year after implementation of the Project, starting no sooner than two months 
after implementation to account for a potential initial period of fluctuation in travel behavior.° 


5 For London’s congestion zone, a Transit Cooperative Research Program report noted that traffic patterns stabilized at six 
weeks after charging began. See Chapter 14, “Road Value Pricing” in Transit Cooperative Research Program Report 95: Traveler 
Response to Transportation System Changes. p. 14-13. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt 95c14.pdf. 
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Figure 4E-2. Adverse Pedestrian Effects near Herald Square/Penn Station New York 
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Table 4E-4._ No Action Alternative, CBD Tolling Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative with 
Improvement Measures—Pedestrian Level of Service Analysis—Herald Square/Penn 
Station New York 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION | CBDTOLLING | (IMPROVED) 


LOCATION PROJECT IMPROVEMENT MEASURES | SFP Los | SFP | LOS | SFP | LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 


Provide 0.5 feet of additional width by 31.5 28.3 31.4 D 
West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue |removing constricting sidewalk 
between West 34th Street and West| obstruction (relocate movable planter so 
35th Street it is not directly across from parking sign 

pole; easy to implement). 


Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street: |Widen the crosswalk by 2 feet (easy to | 12.8 E 10.6 E 11.8 E 
north crosswalk implement). 
Seventh Avenue and West 32nd _| Widen the crosswalk by 1 foot (easy to | 12.7 11.4 12.0 E 
Street: north crosswalk implement). 


Weekday PM Peak Hour 


Provide 0.5 feet of additional width by : : : D 
West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue | removing constricting sidewalk 
between West 34th Street and West) obstruction (relocate movable planter 
35th Street So it is not directly across from parking 
sign pole; easy to implement). 


Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street: | Widen the crosswalk by 2 feet (easy to : F 
north crosswalk implement). 


Source: AKRF, Inc. 


The monitoring results will be compared to the No Action SFP and LOS as well as the CEQR Technical Manual 
thresholds described above to validate the need for, and design of, mitigations such as crosswalk restriping, 
movable obstruction relocation, and other improvements as necessary to ensure there will be no adverse 
effects. Table 4E-4 also notes the relative ease of implementation of each recommended measure. 


World Trade Center/Fulton Street 

With implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, the west sidewalk of Broadway between Liberty and 
Cortlandt Streets during the AM and PM peak hours and the northwest corner of Broadway and Liberty 
Street during the PM peak hour would operate at LOS C or better. The northwest corner of Broadway and 
Liberty Street would operate at LOS D in the AM peak hour with a decrease of 1.9 SFP as compared to LOS C 
in the No Action Alternative. Based on the expected LOS and the CEQR Technical Manual adverse effects 
criteria, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any adverse pedestrian effects at pedestrian 
elements near World Trade Center/Fulton Street. 
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4E.3 BICYCLES 


4F.3.1 Methodology 

Neither the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act nor the CEQR Technical Manual describe a 
methodology for quantitative capacity analysis of bicycle facilities or identification of adverse effects on 
bicycle facilities. Because the BPM is not capable of estimating new bicycle trips from the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, it was assumed that 2 percent of the AM and PM peak-hour Project-generated transit-to-walk 
trips to Manhattan CBD transit stations would be bicycle trips (reflecting the greatest concentration of 
potential new bicycle trips throughout the region). This distribution of bicycle mode share is based on the 
New York Metropolitan Transportation Council’s Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, which presents data 
showing that 2 percent of all trips entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD on a typical weekday were 
made by bicycle. Using this assumption, a qualitative assessment of existing and future on-street bicycle 
facilities, including the expected increase in bicycle trips at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World 
Trade Center/Fulton Street, was prepared. The qualitative assessment compares the inventory of existing 
and proposed bicycle facilities surrounding station areas that would generate the highest volume of bicycle 
trips from the Project to the estimated volume of peak-hour bicycle trips generated by the Project to 
determine the potential for adverse effects. 


4£.3.2 Affected Environment 

In recent years, New York City has expanded its bicycle network, including new bicycle lanes and upgrades 
to existing bicycle lanes. The network is well established within and around the Manhattan CBD. Figure 4E-3 
shows the City of New York’s bicycle map for the Manhattan CBD. NYCDOT plans to continue adding new 
bicycle lanes and enhancing existing ones throughout the city both in and outside the Manhattan CBD. 


In the Manhattan CBD, several north-south avenues and many cross-streets have bicycle lanes that provide 
delineated bicycle travel adjacent to or separated from vehicular traffic. The bicycle network also connects 
to dedicated bicycle paths on the bridges to Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx, via the Staten Island Ferry 
to Staten Island, and across the George Washington Bridge to New Jersey. Encircling much of Manhattan, 
dedicated bikeways or shared-use paths extend through the length of most of Hudson River Park and the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A from the southern tip of Manhattan to the island’s northern boundary with 
few gaps. Dedicated bikeways or shared-use paths also extend along much of the East Side along the East 
River waterfront. North-south avenues (First, Second, Sixth, Seventh, Eighth, and Ninth Avenues) have 
bicycle lanes, and crosstown (east-west) bicycle lanes through the Manhattan CBD generally run in pairs 
on adjacent one-way streets, with small intervals between pairs. 


5 — https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/nyc-bike-map-2021.pdf. 
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Figure 4E-3. Bicycle Routes in the Manhattan CBD 
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NYCDOT implemented bicycle infrastructure improvements in 2021 and has planned additional 
improvements in the near future. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not affect or prevent any of these 
planned improvements. The following recently implemented or planned pedestrian and _ bicycle 
improvements are within and near the Manhattan CBD:’ 


e Future conversion of Queensboro Bridge south and north outer roadways from a vehicular travel lane 
to pedestrian walkway and existing shared-use path to exclusive bike lane, respectively 


e Conversion of a vehicular travel lane on the Brooklyn Bridge to a bicycle lane 
e Creation of protected bicycle lane and parking along the following: 
— Columbus Avenue bicycle lane islands between West 59th Street and West 62nd Street 


— East 60th, East 61st, and East 62nd Streets between Fifth Avenue and York Avenue for Queensboro 
Bridge access 


e Creation of bike lane adjacent to the median of Broadway from Columbus Circle to West 72nd Street 


New York City has the nation’s largest bicycle-sharing program—Citi Bike. People can rent bicycles at a kiosk 
or use a mobile app to pick up and return bicycles at any Citi Bike station. Approximately 1,300 Citi Bike 
stations with 20,000 bicycles are in New York City and approximately 260 Citi Bike stations with 6,000 
bicycles are in the Manhattan CBD.® NYCDOT and Lyft (the operator of Citi Bike) plan to expand the system 
to serve additional neighborhoods by 2024. Citi Bike’s Phase 3 plan will double the size of the Citi Bike 
service area and triple the number of shared bicycles. 


4E.3.3 Environmental Consequences 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 

In the No Action Alternative, there would not be a vehicular tolling program, and any changes in bicycling 
would likely result from background growth, improvements in cycling infrastructure and Citi Bike service, 
or new development in an area. 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 

As described in Section 4E.2.1, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in increases in peak-hour pedestrian 
volumes high enough to warrant detailed pedestrian analysis near the Herald Square/Penn Station New 
York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street transit hubs. Because expected higher bicycle use would be 
concentrated at transit hubs with the highest projected increases in pedestrian trips, these two areas have 
been assessed for bicycle effects. With up to 2,051 and 1,222 new pedestrian trips predicted in the peak 
hours, 41 and 24 new hourly bicycle trips would be generated by the Project at Herald Square/Penn Station 
New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street, assuming a 2 percent bike share, respectively. Because 
there would be an average of fewer than one new bicycle trip per minute, these increases would be 
negligible compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent to the two transit station complexes. 


7 NYCDOT, “Current Projects,” https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/htm|/about/current-projects.shtml. 
8 Citi Bike, https://www.citibikenyc.com/. 
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Outside the Manhattan CBD, the shift to bicycle use because of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not be 
substantial. It would be about 2 percent or less within New York City based on the assumptions above for 
stations within the Manhattan CBD. According to Long Island Rail Road and Metro-North Railroad data, less 
than 1 percent of commuters bike to their stations, Although the BPM cannot predict such activity, a small 
proportion of commuters would shift from automobiles to bicycles for their daily trips, depending on 
distance, available bicycle facilities, comfort, and other factors. Therefore, the total additional bicycle trips 
associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any adverse effects on bicycle operations 
outside the Manhattan CBD. 


4E.4 VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 


4F.4.1 Methodology 

Pursuant to methodologies outlined in the CEQR Technical Manual, vehicular and pedestrian safety 
assessments were prepared for the same intersections for which detailed pedestrian analyses were 
conducted, adjacent to the areas of Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton 
Street. Crash data were obtained from NYCDOT for the most recent three-year period for which data are 
available (January 1, 2015, to December 31, 2017). The data quantify the total number of reportable 
crashes (defined as involving fatality, injury, or more than $1,000 in property damage), as well as a yearly 
breakdown of vehicular crashes with pedestrians and bicycles at each location. 


Additionally, the curb pedestrian ramps at the corners selected for detailed analysis were assessed based 
on the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations. The direction, location, and type of corner 
pedestrian ramps were evaluated to identify if the ramps meet minimum ADA compliance. 


4£.4.2 Affected Environment 
During the 2015-2017 period, the crash data reveals that 167 reportable crashes, consisting of 1 fatality, 
116 injuries, and 63 pedestrian/bicyclist-related crashes occurred at the intersections in the areas of Herald 
Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street. A rolling total of crash data? 
identifies three high-crash locations: 


e West 34th Street at Eighth Avenue 
e West 34th Street at Seventh Avenue 
e West 34th Street at Sixth Avenue/Broadway 


Each of these intersections experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. 


To assess minimum ADA compliance of curb pedestrian ramps in the affected environment, observations 
were conducted using street view images captured in July and August 2021. At the northwest, northeast, 


° As described in Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” high-crash locations are 
defined as locations where 48 or more total reportable and non-reportable crashes or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury 
crashes occurred in any consecutive 12 months of the most recent three-year period for which data are available. NYCDOT 
crash data does not contain non-reportable crashes, which make up a negligible portion of intersection crashes, because 
nearly all involve property damage exceeding $1,000 or an injury or fatality. 
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and southwest corners of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street, northeast corners of Sixth Avenue and West 
34th Street and Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street, and northwest corner of Broadway and Liberty 
Street, none of the curb pedestrian ramps meet minimum ADA compliance. Additional information is 
provided in Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses.” NYCDOT 
has an ongoing Pedestrian Ramp Program,?°? which is dedicated to upgrading and installing pedestrian 
ramps throughout New York City. 


Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” shows the total crash 
characteristics by intersection, as well as a breakdown of pedestrian and bicycle crashes by year and 
location. For the three high-crash locations, an examination of each pedestrian/bicyclist-related incident 
was conducted, along with a field audit of each intersection’s geometric and operational conditions. These 
efforts, as detailed in Appendix 4E, “Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses,” 
showed that causes for the recorded crashes vary and are mostly attributed to inattentiveness of and 
failure to yield—by motorists but also by pedestrians and bicyclists. As part of the City of New York’s Vision 
Zero” initiative, many additional safety measures have been added to roadways and intersections across 
New York City. 


4£.4.3 Environmental Consequences 
NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


In the No Action Alternative, there would not be a vehicular tolling program, and any changes in safety 
conditions at high-crash intersections or non-compliant ADA curb pedestrian ramps would likely result from 
changes in activity resulting from background growth or new development in an area. 


CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in slight increases in pedestrian volumes at the three identified 
high-crash locations. The Project would not exacerbate safety concerns at the locations, which already 
experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD Tolling Alternative would also not result 
in substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or exacerbate safety concerns at other locations in the 
Manhattan CBD that do not already experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. Three 
locations near Herald Square could realize a degradation in the LOS because of the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
but the widening of a sidewalk through the removal of sidewalk obstructions and the widening of two 
crosswalks will address this potential degradation in the LOS. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in substantially modified geometric or operational traffic, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions, with or without 
recommended improvement measures, which would therefore not exacerbate safety concerns. Also, 
because of fewer vehicular trips entering and exiting the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative could 
result in reduced traffic volumes at these locations. This would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle- 
pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall benefit to safety. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not result in any adverse effects on vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety, and mitigation measures to 
address vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety are not necessary. 


10 https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/html/pedestrians/pedramps.shtml. 


https://www1.nyc.gov/content/visionzero/pages/. 


11 


4E-16 August 2022 


Subchapter 4E, Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles 


4E.5 CONCLUSION 


Using methodology presented in the CEQR Technical Manual, a detailed assessment of increases in 
pedestrian activity was warranted for areas around the Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World 
Trade Center/Fulton Street transit hubs in Manhattan. 


e Herald Square/Penn Station New York in Midtown Manhattan where Penn Station New York (Amtrak 
and commuter rail), three subway stations serving multiple subway routes, a Port Authority Trans- 
Hudson (PATH) station, and commuter and local bus routes are located 


e World Trade Center/Fulton Street in Lower Manhattan where a PATH station, multiple subway stations 
serving multiple subway routes, and local bus routes are located 


Based on detailed analysis of the pedestrian elements at these locations that would experience more than 
200 new peak-hour trips, there would be no adverse effect on pedestrian circulation except at three 
locations in the Harold Square/Penn Station study area. These effects would occur at two crosswalks on 
one sidewalk, and they will be mitigated with measures that are routinely implemented throughout the 
city. The Project Sponsors will monitor the affected locations before and after completion of the Project to 
validate the analysis results and will implement the necessary mitigation to alleviate adverse effects. 


The bicycle network is well established within and around the Manhattan CBD, and additional bicycle trips 
generated by the Project would be negligible compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent 
to transit station complexes. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any adverse effects 


on bicycle operations. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would not exacerbate safety concerns at the three identified high-crash 
locations within the study area, nor would it exacerbate safety concerns at other locations within or outside 
the Manhattan CBD that do not already experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not result in substantially modified geometric or operational traffic, pedestrian, 
or bicycle conditions that would exacerbate safety concerns. Because fewer vehicular trips would be 
entering and exiting the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative could result in reduced traffic volumes 
at these locations, which could reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall 


increase in safety. 


Table 4E-5 summarizes the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on pedestrians and bicycles. 
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Table 4E-5. 


TOPIC 


Pedestrian 
Circulation 


Bicycles 


Safety 


4E-18 


Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Pedestrians and Bicycles 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Increased pedestrian activity on sidewalks 
outside transit hubs because of increased 
transit use. At all but one location in the 
Manhattan CBD (Herald Square/Penn 
Station), the increase in transit riders would 
not generate enough new pedestrians to 
adversely affect pedestrian circulation in 
the station area. Outside the Manhattan 
CBD, transit usage at individual stations 
would not increase enough to adversely 
affect pedestrian conditions on nearby 
sidewalks, crosswalks, or corners. 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit 
hubs and as a travel mode, both inside and 
outside the Manhattan CBD 


No adverse effects 


EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS 


Adverse effects on pedestrian circulation at one 
sidewalk segment and two crosswalks 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit hubs 
with highest increases in pedestrian trip share; 
some shifts from automobiles to bicycles 


No substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or 
increased safety concerns, including at existing 
identified high-crash locations. Overall, fewer 
vehicular trips entering and exiting the Manhattan 
CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative could result in 
reduced traffic volumes at these locations. This 
would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle- 
pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall benefit to 
safety. 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
EFFECT 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 
will implement a monitoring plan at this 
location. The plan will include a baseline, 
specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, the Project Sponsors will increase 
pedestrian space on sidewalks and 
crosswalks via physical widening and/or 
removing or relocating obstructions. 


No mitigation needed. No adverse effects 


No mitigation needed. No adverse effects 
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5. Social Conditions 


This chapter provides an overview of social conditions for the New York City region, the Manhattan CBD, 
and the neighborhoods where implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would have potential 
environmental consequences related to population characteristics and community cohesion, 
neighborhood character, and current public policy. This chapter relies on data from Chapter 4, 
“Transportation,” to evaluate the effects of predicted changes in travel behavior resulting from the CBD 
Tolling Alternative on social conditions. 


To present the wide range of topics related to social conditions, the chapter is broken into three 
subchapters: 


e Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion” 
e Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character” 
e Subchapter 5C, “Social Conditions: Public Policy” 


This and other chapters of this EA (in particular Chapters 2, 3, 6, 15, 17, and Subchapters 4A, 4B, 4C, 4E, 
5B, and 5C) collectively provide information relevant to FHWA’s guidance for a Community Impact 
Assessment. The information is presented in this EA rather than in a stand-alone Community Impact 
Assessment report, and Appendix 5A, “Social Conditions: Community Impact Assessment Summary 
Matrix,” presents a matrix showing the elements of a Community Impact Assessment and where they can 
be found in this EA. 


: FHWA. 2018 Update. FHWA-PD-96-036. Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation. 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/livability/cia/quick_reference/ciaguide 053118.pdf. 
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5A. Population Characteristics and Community 
Cohesion 


5A.1 INTRODUCTION 


This subchapter assesses whether changes to population characteristics or travel patterns resulting from 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect community cohesion, community facilities and 
services, and access to employment. It also evaluates the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on certain 
vulnerable social groups, including elderly populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent 
populations, and nondriver populations. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” presents an evaluation of the 
Project’s effects on low-income and minority populations and an analysis of whether the Project would 
result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations in 
accordance with Executive Order 12898, “Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority 
Populations and Low-Income Populations.” 


5A.2 METHODOLOGY 


5A.2.1 Analysis Framework 

FHWA’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A provides guidance on the content of environmental documents 
prepared pursuant to NEPA and FHWA’s procedures that implement NEPA.? In addition, FHWA’s 
Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation (Community Impact Assessment 
guidance) provides information on how to conduct a Community Impact Assessment and guidance on 
analyzing community impacts for transportation actions.? The Project Sponsors followed the guidance in 
these documents in preparing the analysis in this chapter. FHWA’s Technical Advisory T6640.8A identifies 
categories of resources that project sponsors should consider when assessing the environmental 
consequences of their undertakings, and the Community Impact Assessment guidance identifies types of 
community impacts to consider. 


Consistent with FHWA Technical Advisory T66040.8A and the FHWA Community Impact Assessment 
guidance, this subchapter provides an overview of key population characteristics in the New York City 
region and evaluates potential effects on community cohesion, community facilities and services, certain 
social groups, and access to employment. 


Community cohesion is the degree to which groups of people with shared attributes or affinities—such as 
cultural, religious, artistic, or activity-based communities—can form and maintain communities that are 
not limited to any particular location or neighborhood. Community cohesion is usually expressed as a 
“sense of belonging” or a level of commitment to a community, or a strong attachment to neighbors, 


2 FHWA. October 30, 1987. FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, “Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and 
Section 4(f) Documents.” www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/nepa/guidance_ preparing env _documents.aspx#aa. 

° FHWA. 2018 Update. FHWA-PD-96-036. Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation. 
www.fhwa.dot.gov/livability/cia/quick_reference/ciaguide _053118.pdf. 
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groups, and institutions, usually because of continued appreciation over time. FHWA Technical Advisory 
T66040.8A defines potential effects on community cohesion as, “[c]hanges in the neighborhoods or 
community cohesion for the various social groups as a result of the proposed action. These changes may 
be beneficial or adverse, and may include splitting neighborhoods, isolating a portion of a neighborhood or 
an ethnic group, generating new development, changing property values, or separating residents from 
community facilities, etc.”* In addition, the FHWA Community Impact Assessment guidance identifies types 
of community impacts, including displacement of residents and adverse effects on public facilities. As such, 
this subchapter also considers Project effects related to the potential for residential displacement and 
effects on community facilities and services—such as public or publicly funded schools, libraries, childcare 
centers, health care facilities, and fire and police protection. 


Consistent with FHWA Technical Advisory T66040.8A, this subchapter also addresses potential effects on 
certain social groups, such as elderly populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent populations 
(those who use transit as their primary mode for some or all trips, irrespective of vehicle ownership), and 
nondriver populations. Changes in travel patterns and accessibility can affect these population sub-groups 
as they may rely on certain modes of transportation or certain accessibility patterns. 


5A.2.2 Study Area 

The analysis of social conditions in this subchapter considers potential effects of the No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative on the 28-county region and the Manhattan CBD. The 28-county regional study 
is shown in Figure 5A-1 and described in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework.” It includes New 
York City and the surrounding region, which represents the primary catchment area for trips to and from 
the Manhattan CBD. 


5A.2.3 Data Sources 

Unless otherwise noted, information on population characteristics is based on the U.S. Census Bureau’s 
2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates. The evaluation of the Project’s effects on 
these population characteristics is based on the results of comprehensive regional transportation modeling 
conducted for the Project as described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects 
and Modeling.” 


4 FHWA. October 30, 1987. FHWA Technical Advisory T6640.8A, “Guidance for Preparing and Processing Environmental and 
Section 4(f) Documents.” www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/legislation/nepa/guidance preparing env_documents.aspx#aa. 
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5A.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


5A.3.1 Regional Context 

The New York City metropolitan region is a very large and diverse area of some 12,500 square miles and a 
regional population of about 22.2 million residents. New York City is the center of the regional study area, 
which includes portions of three states—New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut—and is home to 
approximately 22.2 million residents according to the 2015-2019 ACS. Figure 5A-1 shows the regional study 
area, with the five counties of New York City at the center, two counties to the east on Long Island, seven 
counties to the north of New York City in New York and Connecticut, and 14 counties to the west and south 
in New Jersey. The study area extends approximately 170 miles from east to west and approximately 
175 miles from north to south. The region reflects a high level of social and economic diversity and its 
development patterns range from dense urban core areas in and around New York City to lower density 
suburban communities and low-density exurban areas. 


The regional study area has a wide range of population densities, land uses, and development densities 
reflecting the long history of settlement patterns, the regional transportation network, and the location of 
the region’s cities, communities, and neighborhoods. Other than large tracts of open space or lands owned 
by the State or Federal government, there are no unincorporated areas and there are more than 
700 incorporated municipalities (boroughs, villages, towns, and cities) within the 28 counties of the regional 
study area. These incorporated municipalities range from small boroughs and villages—often with fewer 
than 5,000 residents, larger townships and towns, subregional urban areas, and cities. Large or small, these 
communities generally provide for essential community facilities and services and maintain their own 
planning, zoning, and development controls that define the character of the community. New York City is 
the urban center with its 8.4 million residents and, after New York City, the next largest city in the region is 
Newark in Essex County, New Jersey, with a population of approximately 281,000, followed by Jersey City 
in Hudson County, New Jersey, and Yonkers in Westchester County, New York, with populations of 262,000 
and 200,000, respectively. 


New York City is the most densely populated city in the United States.° As shown in Figure 5A-2, four of its 
five boroughs (counties)—the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Queens—are densely populated; in 
addition, the adjacent county across the Hudson River in New Jersey, Hudson County, is also densely 
populated. Other counties in the regional study area are more suburban in character, and density decreases 
at greater distance from New York City. New York City’s population of 8.4 million people is approximately 
38 percent of the regional population and yet its combined land area of 423 square miles represents only 
about 3.4 percent of the total land area of the region. The 28-county region is a mature metropolitan region 
with a long history of development patterns that are reflected in its transportation network and its 
population distribution. 


5 New York City Department of City Planning. www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/planning-level/nyc-population/newest-new- 


yorkers-2013.page. 
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Figure 5A-1. Regional Study Area 
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Figure 5A-2. Population and Density 
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The region has a dense transportation network of highways and public transportation, including commuter 
rail, subway, light rail, buses, and ferries. Because New York City, and particularly Manhattan, has long been 
the economic center of the region, the transportation network is predominantly oriented to providing 
connections to and from Manhattan and New York City overall. Transportation links to Manhattan include 
the roads and highways that lead to and from the tunnels and bridges linking Manhattan to the region. The 
historic transportation patterns are most notable in the legacy infrastructure of fixed transportation routes 
(railroads, subways, and ferries) that connect the region to the city, and all five boroughs of New York City 
to the Manhattan CBD. The level of density in the urban core is reflected in the extensive transit network, 
frequent service throughout the region, and 24-hour service on the New York City subway and bus system. 
As depicted on Figure 5A-3, nearly all areas of New York City are within a half-mile of subway, commuter 
rail, Select Bus Service (SBS), or express bus service. One-half mile represents an approximately 10-minute 
walk for an average pedestrian, and therefore indicates the availability of these transportation services. In 
addition, New York City has a very dense local bus network, and all areas of the city are within a half-mile 
of a local bus stop other than one neighborhood in Queens (Breezy Point, a gated community in southern 
Queens). As discussed in Section 5A.3.4, most people use public transportation to travel to and from the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Farther from New York City, the suburban and exurban areas of the regional study area have commuter rail 
and bus service that lead to New York City, with towns centered around commuter rail stations, but also 
include a more decentralized road network serving the greater region that developed as the region grew 
with a more auto-oriented development pattern. The highway network includes roads that do not connect 
to New York City at all as well as circumferential highways such as I-95, |-287, and |-84 that pass through 
New York City but largely bypass the Manhattan CBD. The expansion of the larger and decentralized 
highway network but the limited roadway capacity of the historic links to, from, and within Manhattan is 
reflected in the chronic congestion in Manhattan as described in Chapter 1, “Introduction.” 


At the hub of the regional study area, the Manhattan CBD is the traditional economic center of the region. 
It extends almost 5 miles from the tip of Lower Manhattan on the south to 60th Street on the north, and 
approximately 2 miles from the Hudson River on the west to the East River on the east. The Manhattan 
CBD includes the densely developed commercial areas of Lower Manhattan and Midtown Manhattan as 
well as residential neighborhoods within and around these business-oriented areas. Subchapter 5B, “Social 
Conditions: Neighborhood Character,” provides more detailed discussion of the neighborhoods and 
geographic areas of the Manhattan CBD. 


Other areas of New York City are connected to the Manhattan CBD through the city’s extensive transit 
system, which carries 85 percent of daily commuter trips to and from the Manhattan CBD, as well as by 
bridges and tunnels connecting the road and highway network to Manhattan. One of the city’s five 
boroughs, Staten Island, is more geographically isolated from the rest of New York City, and is connected 
by highway bridges to Brooklyn and New Jersey (which carry express buses between Staten Island and 
Manhattan) and is linked to Manhattan by the iconic Staten Island Ferry. Staten Island is more suburban in 
character than other parts of New York City with less racial and ethnic diversity than the rest of New York 
City, and a housing stock with lower density. 
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Figure 5A-3. New York City Areas Within and Beyond One-Half Mile of Rail Stations, Subway Stations, or 
Express Bus and Select Bus Service Stops 
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5A.3.2 Community Cohesion 

Community cohesion is the degree to which groups of people with shared attributes or affinities—such as 
cultural, religious, artistic, or activity-based communities—can form and maintain communities that are 
not limited to any particular location or neighborhood. Community cohesion and civic life in the regional 
study area are organized around neighborhoods and communities, including the 700 communities that 
surround New York City and the hundreds of neighborhoods within New York City that reflect the diversity 
of the city’s population. The regional study area has a wide range of geographic, cultural, religious, artistic, 
and activity-based communities spread throughout the region, with varying levels of economic, social, and 
cultural ties to the Manhattan CBD. As distances increase from the Manhattan CBD, fewer residents have 
direct and daily interactions with the Manhattan CBD, as evidenced by the smaller numbers and 
proportions of daily commuters to the Manhattan CBD (discussed in Section 5A.3.4). 


The region’s transportation network, including its roadways, sidewalks, and public transportation services, 
is essential to connecting the communities that define the region, allowing the mobility to access its urban 
centers, centers of government, cultural institutions, and, most importantly, places of employment. This is 
particularly true for the Manhattan CBD, which has large share of the region’s jobs. As described in more 
detail in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” a meaningful connection to the Manhattan CBD for many 
people is that it is their place of work. The scale of the social connections in the region and the 
transportation demands to maintain those connections are immense. According to the 2010/2011 Regional 
Household Travel Survey, there are approximately 80 million individual trips in the region on an average 
weekday. Approximately one-third of all daily trips are made for social/recreational purposes, shopping, or 
school, and approximately one-quarter of all daily trips are for work purposes. ® 


There are thousands of places of worship for many different religions throughout the region, and these 
remain important local neighborhood anchors not particularly tied to or dependent on regional mobility. 
In and around the Manhattan CBD, there are similarly dispersed neighborhood places of worship as well as 
important regional institutions that draw local and regional visitors as well as tourists and visitors from 
outside the region. Some notable examples include St. Patrick’s Cathedral, Trinity Church, Central 
Synagogue, Othman bin Affan Masjid (Islamic Society of Mid Manhattan), St. Vartan Armenian Cathedral, 
the Mahayana Buddhist Temple, and many others.’ In total, the Manhattan CBD has approximately 
200 places of worship.® Places of worship typically are accessible by transit, and most do not have on-site 
visitor parking given the densely developed nature of the Manhattan CBD, which indicates that travel by 
vehicle is not the predominant mode of transportation for their worshippers. 


Trip purpose categories included “Work,” “School,” Social/Recreational,” “Shopping,” and “Other;” more detailed options 
comprising “Other” included “Personal Business,” “Home to Serving Passengers/Serving Passengers to Home,” and “Other.” 
New York Metropolitan Transportation Council and New Jersey Transportation Planning Authority. October 2014. 
2010/2011 Regional Household Travel Survey. www.nymtc.org/portals/O/pdf/RHTS/RHTS_FinalExecSummary10.6.2014.pdf. 
7 The U.S. Census Bureau does not collect data on religious affiliation in its demographic surveys or decennial census; 
therefore, data on the population of different religious affiliations in the Manhattan CBD is not available from the census. 
Based on a review of ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html, in combination with Google maps.no com. 
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5A.3.3 Community Facilities and Services 

Community facilities include schools, libraries, childcare centers, health care facilities, and police and fire 
protection. Throughout the region, most community facilities are locally focused, serving their individual 
communities, although some have a larger regional draw. Other facilities, such as homeless shelters, food 
pantries and meal distribution services, jails, community centers, colleges and universities, and religious 
and cultural facilities, are also community facilities and services and these serve a broader regional need. 


5A.3.3.1 LIBRARIES 

There are some 200 branch libraries in New York City and hundreds more in individual communities in the 
region. The region includes some major, central libraries, such as the main library of the New York Public 
Library system within the Manhattan CBD and the main library of the Brooklyn Public Library system outside 
the Manhattan CBD, as well as many smaller libraries throughout the region. The regional libraries, like 
other large cultural institutions with a regional draw, attract visitors with specific needs (i.e., research 


projects or other specialized tasks). 


5A.3.3.2 SCHOOLS 

Similarly, schools are decentralized and located throughout the city and region, serving their local 
communities. In New York City, the New York City Department of Education (NYCDOE) provides 
transportation to all eligible New York City students in public, charter, and non-public schools. NYCDOE 
transportation services vary by school and each child’s eligibility for those services. In general, NYCDOE 
provides student MetroCards for students living more than one-half mile from their school, and may 
provide yellow school bus service, depending on the age of the student, distance to school, and the 
student’s disability status.? Many students, especially those in Manhattan where school catchment zones 
are small given the population density, walk or take transit to school. 


The Manhattan CBD includes approximately 125 public schools serving some 60,000 students, as well as 
charter schools and private and parochial schools. Based on recent surveys conducted by the NYCDOE, 
approximately 8 percent of the public school students who live within the Manhattan CBD use school buses 
to get to school; the rest use public transit, walk, or bicycle to school. 


5A.3.3.3 MEDICAL FACILITIES 

Like other services in a community, health clinics, urgent care, doctors’ offices, and community hospitals 
are present throughout the regional study area and typically serve their local communities. The 28-county 
study area also has healthcare facilities, including specialists and hospitals, with a larger, regional (and, in 
some cases, national and international) draw because of the specialty services they provide. Some of these 
are within the Manhattan CBD and others are outside. For example, specialty hospitals and associated 
doctors’ offices are located throughout Manhattan, including within the Manhattan CBD on the east side 


9 MetroCard is the primary payment method for the New York City subway and New York City and MTA buses. Student 
MetroCards are distributed by schools to students whose home is one-half mile or farther from their school. These 
MetroCards allow three free rides each school day between 5:30 a.m. and 8:30 p.m., including free transfers between buses 
or between the subway and local, limited, and SBS buses. 
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between East 14th and East 34th Street and outside the Manhattan CBD on the Upper East Side (generally 
between East 68th and East 106th Streets). 


Some people may travel by vehicle from locations outside the Manhattan CBD or by vehicle within the 
Manhattan CBD to access these facilities. In addition, some residents of the Manhattan CBD may travel by 
vehicle to access medical facilities outside the Manhattan CBD. 


The rate of vehicle use to access medical facilities depends in part on the facilities’ distance to a subway 
station or bus route (as well as other factors, including the patient’s mobility and the type of medical service 
sought). For medical office uses within one-quarter mile of a subway station, approximately 6 percent of 
trips to these uses are by auto or taxi/FHV modes, according to data from NYCDOT’s mode choice surveys. 
For medical office uses that are beyond one-quarter mile from a subway station, approximately 14 percent 
of trips are by auto or taxi/FHV modes. Therefore, most medical trips, even those to facilities more than 
one-quarter mile from a subway station, are made by modes other than auto or taxi/FHV. Several major 
medical facilities in Manhattan are more than one-quarter mile from a subway station, including New York 
University Langone Medical Center, the Veterans’ Administration New York Harbor Healthcare System, and 
Bellevue Hospital Center in the Manhattan CBD. 


5A.3.3.4 OTHER FACILITIES 

Other facilities, such as homeless shelters, food pantries and meal distribution services, jails, community 
centers, colleges and universities, and religious and cultural facilities, are also community facilities and 
services. These serve both a local and a broader regional need. 


5A.3.4 Population Characteristics and Protected Social Groups 

This section summarizes key population characteristics in the regional study area and identifies social 
groups that are the focus of this analysis: elderly populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent 
populations (those who use transit as their primary mode for some or all trips, irrespective of vehicle 
ownership), and nondriver populations. 


The 28-county regional study area has approximately 22.2 million residents. As shown in Figure 5A-2 and 
detailed in Table 5A-1, approximately 38 percent of these residents live in New York City; and almost 
20 percent in the four closest New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, and Union) and Nassau County, 
just east of New York City. 


The population of the regional study area has grown by 5 percent since 2000, with New York City adding 
more than 410,000 people and accounting for 37 percent of that growth. Brooklyn saw the largest 
population gain in the region, with almost 126,000, followed by the Bronx (102,000), and Manhattan 
(95,000). Population projections prepared by the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC), 
the regional Metropolitan Planning Organization (MPO) for the New York City region, projects continued 
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growth in the region, with the population projected to exceed 25 million by 2045. New York City’s 
population is projected to surpass 9 million by 2045.7° 


Table 5A-1. Population Characteristics of the Regional Study Area 


% 
HOUSEHOLDS 
% AGE 65 % WITH WITH NO 
TOTAL % % LOW- AND AMBULATORY | ACCESS TOA 


GEOGRAPHIC AREAS POPULATION | MINORITY INCOME OLDER DIFFICULTY VEHICLE 


New York City 8,419,316 67.9% 36.0% 14.5% 54.6% 
Bronx County 1,435,068 90.9% 51.0% 12.5% 59.1% 
Kings County (Brooklyn 2,589,974 63.6% 39.1% 13.6% 55.8% 


New York County 

Manhattan 1,631,993 53.1% 28.9% 16.2% 6.5% 77.0% 
Queens Count 36.7% 
Richmond County 

Staten Island 474,893 39.0% 23.0% 16.0% 6.2% 16.7% 


Long Island Counties 2,840,341 36.1% 15.6% 17.0% 6.0% 
1,356,509 40.0% 14.5% 17.5% 6.9% 
Suffolk County 1,483,832 32.4% 16.7% 16.5% 5.2% 


of New York Ci 2,065,938 39.3% 22.3% 16.0% 5.7% 11.7% 


Dutchess Count 293,754 28.5% 21.4% 17.1% 7.8% 
Orange Count 380,085 35.8% 25.8% 13.7% 9.8% 


Nassau County 


Putnam Count 98,787 21.3% 12.7% 16.8% 4.9% 
Rockland Count 324,422 36.9% 28.3% 15.6% 10.7% 


Westchester Count 968,890 46.5% 20.2% 16.7% 14.5% 
New Jersey Counties 7,060,811 46.8% 22.5% 15.7% 12.3% 


Bergen Count 930,390 43.4% 16.1% 17.0% 8.3% 
Essex Count 795,404 69.5% 33.3% 13.5% 22.4% 
Hudson Count 670,046 71.2% 32.8% 11.8% 32.6% 


Hunterdon Count 3.4% 
Mercer County 11.2% 
Middlesex County 8.0% 
Monmouth County 6.9% 
Morris County 4.7% 
Ocean County 6.3% 
Passaic Count 16.6% 
Somerset Count 4.9% 


Sussex Count 141,483 13.7% 13.6% 16.7% 3.5% 
Union Count 554,033 60.5% 24.8% 14.2% 11.8% 


Warren Count 
Connecticut Counties 9.6% 
Fairfield Count 7.8% 
New Haven Count 11.6% 
TOTAL 27.9% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey (ACS) 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 
Note: Low-income residents are those with household incomes of up to 1.99 times the Federal poverty level. 


6.4% 


10 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. 2015. 2050 Socioeconomic and Demographic Forecasts. 


www.nymtc.org/DATA-AND-MODELING/SED-Forecasts/2050-Forecasts. 
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According to the U.S. Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates, 52 percent of the regional study 
area’s population is minority. Some 67.9 percent of New York City’s population identifies as minority and 
53.7 percent of the combined residents of the four closest New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, 
and Union) and Nassau County are minority. An estimated 26.8 percent of the population in the regional 
study area have a household income that can be considered low-income." In New York City as a whole, 
approximately 36.0 percent of the population is low-income and 22.4 percent of the combined population 
in the four closest New Jersey counties and Nassau County is low-income. Overall, in the New York counties 
north of New York City, Long Island, and the portions of New Jersey and Connecticut outside of New York 
City that comprise the remainder of the regional study area, the proportion of minority residents ranges 
from 13.7 percent to 69.5 percent, with the lowest numbers in the less densely populated New Jersey 
counties farthest from New York City. Approximately 10.7 percent to 33.3 percent of the population of the 
counties outside New York City is low-income. Appendix 5B, “Social Conditions: Supplemental Demographic 
Information for the Regional Study Area and Manhattan CBD,” and Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” 
provide additional demographic information regarding minority status and income characteristics for the 
Manhattan CBD and regional study area, respectively. 


In the regional study area, approximately 10 percent of the noninstitutionalized population has a disability 
and approximately 6 percent of the noninstitutionalized population age 5 and older is disabled with 
ambulatory difficulty.’ The counties with the highest percentages of population with ambulatory difficulty 
are Bronx County at 9.5 percent (compared to 6.4 percent in New York State overall) and Ocean County at 
7.6 percent (compared to 5.5 percent in New Jersey overall). 


About 15 percent of the population in the regional study area is 65 years old or older, representing a 
29 percent increase in this age group since the year 2000. Throughout the regional study area, 
approximately 12 percent to 23 percent of each county’s population is 65 years or older; Ocean County, 
New Jersey, has the highest percentage of elderly residents at 23 percent. Across the regional study area, 
approximately 22 percent of the population is youth (age 0 to 17) and approximately 63 percent is working 
age (age 18 to 64). 


Roughly 28 percent of households in the regional study area do not have a vehicle available for their use 
(and, conversely, 72 percent of households have one or more vehicles available), although vehicle access 
varies widely across the region, as shown in Table 5A-1 and Figure 5A-4.*° As would be expected given the 
urban densities of New York City, the proportion of households that do not have access to a vehicle is 
substantially higher in Manhattan (77 percent in the county as a whole, 80 percent in the Manhattan CBD), 


1 As described in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” low-income residents are those with household incomes of up to 1.99 


times the Federal poverty level. 

This census category is defined as “having serious difficulty walking or climbing stairs.” This community may depend on 
vehicular transportation and would have challenges switching to public transit. 

This discussion relies on data on “Vehicles Available” from the 2015-2019 ACS. These data show the number of passenger 
cars, vans, and pickup or panel trucks of one-ton (2,000 pounds) capacity or less kept at home and available for the use of 
household members. Vehicles rented or leased for one month or more, company vehicles, and police and government 
vehicles are included if kept at home and used for nonbusiness purposes. Motorcycles or other recreational vehicles are 
excluded. Dismantled or immobile vehicles are excluded. Vehicles kept at home but used only for business purposes also are 
excluded. 


12 


13 
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the Bronx (59 percent), and Brooklyn (56 percent), than in the region (28 percent). These households 


without access to a vehicle are part of the region’s transit-dependent population. Vehicle access generally 


increases with income,” resulting in a greater number of all auto trips being made by those reporting a 


higher income than by households that reported a lower income.** 


As shown in Figure 5A-5 (on the following page), the percentage of households with no access to a vehicle 


generally decreases with distance from the Manhattan CBD. While some counties just outside New York 


City have vehicle access rates similar to those of New York City counties, these adjacent counties typically 


have a much lower share of commuters to the Manhattan CBD. For example, Hudson County in New Jersey 


has an auto ownership rate similar to that of Queens, but it contributes only 5 percent of the commuters 


to the Manhattan CBD, compared to 17 percent from Queens. 


5A.3.5 Access to Employment in the Manhattan CBD 


Chapter 1, “Introduction,” 


Figure 5A-4. Work Trips Entering Manhattan CBD (by mode and origin) 


describes the commuting 
behaviors of — workers 8% New York Counties 


commuting to the 
Manhattan CBD, both by 
mode and by county of 
origin (Figure 5A-4). Given 
that 
directly affect the use of 
driving modes to access 
employment in the 


5% New York City 


85% Transit 2% Long Island Counties 


1% New York Counties 
North of New York City 


ag —_ 3% New Jersey Counties 
\ 0.2% Connecticut Counties 


the Project would 


Manhattan CBD, this section 
4% Other (walk, bike, taxi/FHV) 
provides more detail about 


existing travel mode choices source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016 Estimates. 
for people who travel to 


employment in the Manhattan CBD. It also provides a more detailed discussion of the use of driving modes 


to commute to Manhattan from areas of New York City that do not have convenient transit access, since 


these areas may have fewer alternative to vehicle access for convenient travel to the Manhattan CBD. 


14 FHWA. Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit 


Conditions & Performance 23rd Edition. Chapter 3, “Travel.” https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/23cpr/chap3.cfm#access-to- 


vehicles. 
15 Trip purpose categories included “Work,” “School,” Social/Recreational,” “Shopping,” and “Other”; more detailed options 

comprising “Other” included “Personal Business,” “ 

New York Metropolitan Transportation Council and New Jersey Transportation Planning Authority. October 2014. 

2010/2011 Regional Household Travel Survey. p. 124 (Table 4-19). 

www.nymtc.org/portals/0/pdf/RHTS/RHTS FinalExecSummary10.6.2014.pdf. 


Home to Serving Passengers/Serving Passengers to Home,” and “Other.” 
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Figure 5A-5. Households in the Regional Study Area with No Vehicle by County 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau. American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2015-2019. 
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Figure 5A-6 provides data on the commute mode choice for travel to work in Manhattan by the age 
distribution of workers. The most detailed estimates available describe those working in Manhattan as a 
whole, but these data provide some insight into commute mode and worker age. As Figure 5A-6 shows, 
the rate of driving or other auto modes to work is highest for ages 45 and over, with approximately 
17 percent to 18 percent of workers commuting to Manhattan by auto. The use of public transportation to 
commute to work decreases with age, with the lowest rate (63 percent) for workers age 65 and older; even 
for this age group, the majority of workers use public transportation to commute to work in Manhattan. 


Figure 5A-6. Travel Modes to Work (by age of workers) 
100% 


80% 
60% 
40% 


20% 


2% 


16-24 Yrs 25-44Yrs 45-59Yrs 60-64 Yrs 65+ Yrs 
Y Transit SL Car — [|] BikeWalk [§ Work fromHome 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016 Estimate. 


Le} 


Residents of New York City in particular are most likely to use transit to travel to work in the Manhattan 
CBD (see Chapter 1, “Introduction,” Figure 1-6). With a dense network of public transportation options 
throughout New York City and 24-hour service throughout that network, CTPP data indicate that 88 percent 
of the New York City residents who travel to work in the Manhattan CBD from outside the CBD use public 
transportation’® for their commute. All of New York City is within one-half mile of a commuter rail station, 
subway station, or bus stop except one small area in southern Queens, a gated community called Breezy 
Point (see Figure 5A-3). 


Most of New York City is also within one-half mile of the faster public transportation modes available— 
commuter rail, subway, express bus, or Select Bus Service (SBS), New York City’s growing bus rapid transit 
system.” As shown in Figure 5A-3, few neighborhoods in New York City are more than one-half mile from 
these faster transportation modes. These areas are at the periphery of the city and along the waterfront 
(and, as noted, do have local bus service). In Manhattan, these areas include the far west side in the West 
50s within the Manhattan CBD and on Roosevelt Island outside the Manhattan CBD. In Brooklyn, areas 
include the neighborhoods of Red Hook, Borough Park, Rugby-Remsen Village, East New York, and Canarsie. 
In Queens, portions of the Astoria, College Point, South Ozone Park, Auburndale, Springfield Gardens, 


16 Unless otherwise noted, the terms “public transportation” and “transit” are used interchangeably throughout this chapter. 
VY One-half mile represents an approximately 10- to 15-minute walk for an average pedestrian, and therefore indicates the 
availability of these transportation services. 
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Breezy Point, Maspeth, and Ridgewood neighborhoods do not have access to faster public transportation 
via commuter rail, subway, or express bus/SBS service within one-half mile. In the Bronx, portions of the 
Soundview, Castle Hill, East Tremont, and Wakefield neighborhoods are more than one-half mile from 
commuter rail, subway, or express bus/SBS service. In Staten Island, these areas are around the shoreline 
and in central Staten Island. Some of the areas in New York City that are not close to transit are places from 
which no one commutes by car to the Manhattan CBD (see Figure 5A-3). 


Approximately 440,000 people (or about 5.2 percent of the city’s 8.4 million residents) live in these areas 
of New York City that are more than one-half mile from the faster public transportation modes of commuter 
rail, subway, or express bus/SBS service, ® and approximately of them 33,900 commute to the Manhattan 
CBD (Figure SA-7). Approximately 5,200 (15 percent) of these commuters to the Manhattan CBD travel by 
car.1? These 5,200 car commuters come from locations distributed around the city with the largest 
concentrations in the Queens neighborhoods of Maspeth, College Point, Middle Village, and Springfield 
Gardens, the Soundview neighborhood of the Bronx, and Staten Island. Additional residents may be auto 
commuters who pass through the Manhattan CBD, but the total number of auto trips, even from areas with 
less convenient public transit access, is small even if these trips are included. Chapter 17, “Environmental 
Justice,” considers the potential effect of implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative on low-income and 
minority populations who live in these areas. 


Figure 5A-7._ Population and Commuters to Manhattan CBD from Areas More than One-Half Mile from 
Commuter Rail, Subway, or Express Bus Service 


440,000 


400,000 (5% of NYC 
population of 
8.4M) 


(0.4% of NYC 
population) (<0.1% of NYC 
33,900 population) 
) 5,200 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012—2016 Estimate. 
Note: All areas of New York City other than Breezy Point, Queens, are within a half mile of local bus service. 


Outside of New York City, the rest of the regional study area is also well-served by public transportation, 
including commuter rail, light rail, and public and private bus routes, and as noted previously, most people 


18 This population consists of people living within census tracts that are not within one-half mile of the faster public 


transportation services, when measured from the center of the census tract to the nearest transit stop. 
19 2012-2016 CTPP. 
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who work in the Manhattan CBD use public transportation to travel to and from work. In areas of the 
regional study area that are farther from New York City and less densely developed and populated, more 
areas are not within a convenient walking distance of public transportation. However, in those areas, 
households have a higher rate of access to a vehicle, and residents use or may use their vehicles to access 
public transportation (e.g., commuter rail stations). 


5A.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


5A.4.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program with its associated tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. With the No Action Alternative, the study area’s settlement 
patterns, transportation mobility (including chronic congestion in and around the Manhattan CBD) would 
remain similar to the existing affected environment. Overall demographic trends in terms of population 
and job growth would experience normal background growth. Community cohesion and access to 
employment for residents of the region would likely be similar to existing conditions. ?° 


5A.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section describes the potential effects of implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative on population 
characteristics and community cohesion, when compared with the No Action Alternative, beginning with a 
description of the potential benefits of the CBD Tolling Alternative and how they relate to social conditions. 
The section then evaluates the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on community cohesion and 
community facilities and services, its potential benefits or adverse effects to certain vulnerable social 
groups, including elderly populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent populations, and 
nondriver populations; and its effects on access to employment at the regional level. 


5A.4.2.1 POTENTIAL BENEFITS TO SOCIAL CONDITIONS 

With implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, transportation users in the region would benefit 
through travel-time savings, improved travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved 
safety, and reduced air pollutant emissions. These changes would positively affect community connections 
and access to employment, education, healthcare, and recreation for residents. The CBD Tolling Alternative 
would result in the following social benefits: 


e Travel-Time Savings: People in the region making trips to or within the Manhattan CBD by auto, 
FHV/taxi, bus, paratransit, or truck would benefit from travel-time savings improvements relative to 
the No Action Alternative due to decreased congestion within the Manhattan CBD. Part of these travel- 
time savings benefits would be offset by the increased transportation cost for those trips under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative in the form of a toll. People traveling by vehicle in the Manhattan CBD would 
also benefit from travel-time savings due to decreased congestion in the Manhattan CBD and on other 
roadways. These benefits would occur in all tolling scenarios, with a reduction in vehicles crossing into 


20 Existing conditions described in this chapter are for conditions prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic and therefore 
do not reflect changes to social conditions that may emerge as the pandemic subsides. At this time, it would be speculative 
to describe long-term (post-pandemic) changes to social conditions. 
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the Manhattan CBD each day ranging from 15.4 percent to 19.9 percent and a reduction in daily VMT 
in the Manhattan CBD of 7.1 percent to 9.2 percent (see Table 4A-5 and Table 4A-7 in Subchapter 4A, 
“Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”). Tolling Scenario E would result in the 
greatest benefit, with 19.9 percent fewer vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD each day and a 
reduction of 9.2 percent in VMT relative to the No Action Alternative. 


Reliability Benefits: People traveling by auto, taxi/FHV, bus, paratransit, or truck to or within the 


Manhattan CBD would benefit from improved travel-time reliability due to the reduced congestion. 
Improvements to transportation system capacity or reliability can have social benefits such as greater 
ease of making and maintaining social ties and higher quality of life. Reliability of travel time refers to 
the level of travel time uncertainty. When travel times are unpredictable, travelers typically allow more 
time for their trip to account for possible delays. By reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD, the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce the current uncertainty associated with travel in the Manhattan 
CBD and allow travelers to reduce the buffer time set aside for their trip. Benefits would accrue not 
only to automobile passengers but also to bus passengers who would be able to rely on evenly spaced 
buses with reliable schedules. These benefits would also apply to school bus passengers and users of 
paratransit services. 


Safety Benefits: In all tolling scenarios, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in fewer vehicles 
accessing the Manhattan CBD, which would help to reduce conflicts between vehicles and between 
vehicles and pedestrians and bicyclists, leading to an overall benefit to safety. The reduction in regional 
VMT because of the CBD Tolling Alternative could also lead to regional safety benefits. Some research 
indicates that VMT is directly related to the rate of fatal crashes;** therefore, the reduction in VMT 
could lead to a decrease in traffic fatalities in the region. Enhanced safety would benefit social 
conditions by improving community connectivity, reducing social isolation, and facilitating more 
physical activity and use of nonmotorized modes of transportation. While the increase in potential 
safety benefits may be offset to some degree by the propensity for drivers to drive at greater speeds 
in less congested conditions, experience with the London congestion-based pricing system suggests 
that the overall effect would be net positive; within the London zone, between 2000 and 2010 traffic 
collisions decreased by 40 percent per VMT.” 


Accessibility Benefits: Accessibility can be understood as the attractiveness of a place of origin (how 
easy it is to get from there to all other destinations) or of a destination (how easy it is to get to there 
from all other origins). Enhanced accessibility can benefit social conditions by improving community 
connections and access to employment, education, health care, and recreation. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would improve accessibility for travelers throughout the region by decreasing roadway 
congestion. The CBD Tolling Alternative would also improve accessibility for disabled individuals 


Reid Ewing, Shima Hamidi and James Grace. 2016. “Urban Sprawl as a Risk Factor in Motor Vehicle Crashes,” Urban Studies, 
Vol. 53/2, pp. 247 to 266. digitalcommons.unl.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.ca/ 
&httpsredir=1&article=1911&context=usgsstaffpub. 

Davis, Alex. 2015. “London’s Congestion Pricing Plan is Saving Lives.” Wired Magazine. 
https://www.wired.com/2015/03/londons-congestion-pricing-plan-saving-lives/. 
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throughout the region by providing benefits to improve paratransit services, such as reduced roadway 
congestion and travel-time improvements as discussed above. 


5A.4.2.2 COMMUNITY COHESION 

This section evaluates potential effects to community cohesion resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
As noted previously in the discussion of the affected environment, community cohesion and civic life in the 
regional study area are typically local, organized around neighborhoods and communities, and in most 
cases are not focused on economic, social, and cultural ties to the Manhattan CBD. Therefore, this analysis 
focuses on the three primary ways the CBD Tolling Alternative could potentially affect community cohesion 
through travel pattern changes to and from the Manhattan CBD: 


e Installation of Tolling Infrastructure and Equipment: The CBD Tolling Alternative would involve the 
installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. This analysis considers whether this 
infrastructure and equipment would create a physical barrier that could separate or isolate 


communities. 


e Changes to Travel Patterns: The CBD Tolling Alternative would change travel patterns and alter people’s 
choices of how to travel into and out of the Manhattan CBD and would encourage more people to use 
transit to access the Manhattan CBD. The concern with respect to changing travel patterns and greater 
use of transit services is whether these changes would weaken community cohesion either by making 
it more difficult for people to physically connect with others throughout the region or by overburdening 
transit infrastructure that communities rely on for social ties. 


e Potential for Residential Displacement: The CBD Tolling Alternative would not require any property 
acquisition or direct displacement of residences. This analysis evaluates whether implementation of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would have the potential to result in indirect displacement of residents. 


The following subsections address each of these concerns with respect to community cohesion. In addition, 
Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” considers these effects on low-income and minority populations. 


Installation of Tolling Infrastructure and Equipment 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within or 
adjacent to existing transportation rights-of-way, including sidewalks, and, in very limited instances, public 
parkland. As discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” Section 2.4.2.2, the tolling infrastructure would 
include poles and mast arms, similar to those used for streetlights and traffic lights today; tolling system 
equipment including reader and meter cabinets and cameras; and signage similar in size and character to 
signs already present throughout Manhattan. Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” Figure 2-3 illustrates the 
proposed infrastructure; in addition, figures in Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” provide before and after 
views of selected locations where new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment is proposed. The 
signage would be similar in size and nature to existing signs already in place. Therefore, this tolling 
infrastructure, tolling system equipment, and signage would not create a physical barrier that could 
separate or isolate communities, and therefore would not result in adverse effects to community cohesion. 
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Changes to Travel Patterns 

The new toll for vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD with the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would change travel patterns and alter people’s choices of how to travel into and out of the Manhattan 
CBD. This section summarizes the changes in daily trips under the No Action Alternative and with the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. The transportation modeling conducted for the Project using the Best Practice Model 
(BPM) provides information on the projected changes in travel patterns between the No Action Alternative 
and the CBD Tolling Alternative (Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling”). The BPM results include changes in daily journeys, which are the round-trips from origin to 
destination and back to origin again.*? The BPM is a regional transportation model used to predict changes 
in mode and route that would result from modifications to the transportation system, using adopted 
regional population, labor force, and employment forecasts. The model does not (and cannot) predict 
changes to the numbers of residents, workers, or jobs in the region but rather assumes that those numbers 
remain constant. 


The section presents the change in total daily journeys to the Manhattan CBD and the change in non-work- 
related journeys (e.g., daily round trips with any combination or linked trips excluding the journey to work 
such as school, shopping, medical care, or entertainment purposes) to the Manhattan CBD. The different 
tolling scenarios would have varying effects on different areas (e.g., New Jersey vs. Long Island), and the 
particular tolling scenario that would result in the greatest change in trips varies depending on the area. 
This section presents data on travel patterns for each tolling scenario for each subarea of the regional study 
area.~4 The travel pattern data presented in this section include all modes of transport, including auto 
modes, public transportation modes, and walking and biking.*° 


Changes to Total Daily Journeys to the Manhattan CBD by All Modes 
Overall, the model results show that all tolling scenarios would result in changes to the distribution of total 


daily journeys to the Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action Alternative, with an increase in total daily 
journeys from New Jersey and Long Island and a decrease in total daily journeys from portions of New York 
north of New York City, and Upper Manhattan, the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn. Table 5A-2 and Table 5A-3 
present data on projected total daily journeys to the Manhattan CBD for each tolling scenario. The largest 
decrease in travel via all modes (i.e., including auto, public transportation, and walk/bike modes) into the 
Manhattan CBD would be approximately 3 percent for areas of Manhattan outside the Manhattan CBD 
under Tolling Scenario D. Daily journeys between New Jersey counties and the Manhattan CBD would 
increase by 1.9 percent to 3.5 percent and daily journeys between Long Island and the Manhattan CBD 
would increase by 2.5 percent to 3.7 percent, depending on the tolling scenario. In New York City, daily 
journeys to and from the Manhattan CBD would decrease in the Bronx, Brooklyn, other areas of Manhattan, 
and Queens, but would increase in Staten Island. The rest of Manhattan would have the largest percentage 


23 More specifically, as described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” a journey 


is defined as round-trip travel between principal and anchor locations such as home, work, school, retail, and 
entertainment. 
24 Subareas include each New York City county (boroughs), outside the Manhattan CBD, inside the Manhattan CBD, Long Island 
counties, New York counties north of New York City, New Jersey counties, and Connecticut counties. 
Modes of transport in the BPM consist of the following: drive alone, high-occupancy vehicle/shared ride, taxi/FHV, 
commuter rail, other transit (e.g., subway, bus), walk and bike, and school bus. 


25 
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decrease in daily travel into the Manhattan CBD, with a decrease of approximately 1.5 percent to 
2.8 percent, depending on the tolling scenario. Staten Island would experience an increase of 
approximately 3.8 percent to 7.2 percent in daily journeys to the Manhattan CBD, depending on the tolling 
scenario, with the absolute number compared to the No Action Alternative of approximately 1,600 to 3,000 
new journeys. 


Changes to Daily Non-Work-Related Journeys to the Manhattan CBD by All Modes 
Table 5A-4 and Table 5A-5 show the projected change in daily non-work-related travel into the Manhattan 


CBD by county of origin for all tolling scenarios (by all modes of transport [i.e., auto modes, public 
transportation modes, and walking/biking]). For non-work-related journeys, the BPM assumes that the 
total number of these discretionary trips remains steady regionwide, but the destination of non-work- 
related travel (e.g., for school, shopping, medical care, or entertainment or a combination of such trips) 
could change because of a change to the transportation network. For all tolling scenarios, the total number 
of these journeys would remain essentially the same between tolling scenarios (the small differences are 
due to rounding in the model results), but the destinations of the non-work-related journeys would vary. 
The largest percentage decreases in non-work-related journeys into the Manhattan CBD would be from 
New York counties north of New York City, with a decrease of 12 percent under Tolling Scenario E, a 
decrease of approximately 900 daily journeys. Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx would experience smaller 
percentage decreases of 2.9 percent (Tolling Scenario D), 2.8 percent (Tolling Scenario D), and 4.4 percent 
(Tolling Scenario E), respectively. Brooklyn and Queens would experience decreases of approximately 2,300 
and 1,800 journeys, respectively. Non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD from areas of 
Manhattan north of 60th Street would also decrease, with the greatest decrease (3,800 daily journeys) 
under Tolling Scenario D (decrease of 4.3 percent). The BPM projects an increase in non-work-related 
journeys from New Jersey counties, Long Island, Connecticut counties, and Staten Island to the Manhattan 
CBD. Table 5A-5 also shows marginal increases in non-work Manhattan CBD journeys originating within the 
Manhattan CBD, likely due to reductions in congestion, which would encourage additional non-work 
journeys within the Manhattan CBD. Overall, in all tolling scenarios, the decrease in non-work-related 
journeys to the Manhattan CBD would be from origins distributed throughout the 28-county study area, 
from many different communities throughout the region. 


Potential Community Cohesion Effects 
The model results indicate that with the CBD Tolling Alternative some areas would have more trips to the 


Manhattan CBD and some areas would have fewer, as compared to the No Action Alternative. As noted 
above, the concern with respect to changing travel patterns is whether they would weaken community 
cohesion by making it more difficult for people to physically connect with others in their community. 
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Table 5A-2. Total Daily Journeys to/from the Manhattan CBD by Tolling Scenario (2023, All Modes) 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO ACTION A B C 0) E F G 


New York Ci 2,139,533 | 2,131,066 2,131,928 | 2,130,513 2,125,391 2,125,464 2,127,367 | _2,128,633 
Bronx 152,802 
Kings (Brooklyn) 403,533 
New York (Manhattan) 1,172,714 

Inside Manhattan CBD' 881,592 
207,286 | 292,890 | 292,937 | 291,207 | 288,865 | 289,622 | 289,812 | 291,122 
____ 358,122 | 355,812 | 356,002 | 354,938 | 354,368 | 354,350 | 354,576 355,266 
42,373 | 44,301 | 44,363 | 45,420 | 44,306 | 44,003 | 44,726 | 44,318 
166,421 


Outside Manhattan CBD 
Queens 
Richmond (Staten Island 
Long Island Counties? 


New York Counties North of New York City? 113,457 144,112) 144,518 | 111,855 110,885 111,318 


New Jersey Counties4 329,943 336,247 336,616 338,878 340,413 341,579 341,330 338,753 
Connecticut Counties® 59,997 59,798 60,153 60,297 ~—«60,191 59,398 —- 60,505 | 


2,803,376 2,803,681 2,806,309 2,806,523 2,801,490 2,802,716 2,804,800 2,804,517 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 


Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Table 5A-3. Change in Total Daily Journeys to/from the Manhattan CBD Compared to No Action Alternative (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC eoeneo A SoENeRe B SPENanO Cc ScENAR ) Scenante E SceNARC F SCENR G 


% % % % % % % 


487 71608 TAG 90M ae EAT 714069 nT 2168 88%, i, 
[3.582 | - | 2,043 | 


Outside Manhattan CBD | 4,396 -15% | -4,349 | -1.5% | -6,079 | -2.0%  -8421 | -28% | -7664 | -26% | -7A474 | -25% | -6,164 
Queens 
Richmond (Staten Island 
Longlsland Counties? _— 5,012 3.1% 5,648 | 3.5% | 4,534 | 2.8% | 4,164 2.6% | 5,197 | 3.2% | 4,041 2.5% | 5,975 


New York Counties North 
of New York City? -2,345 -2.1% | -1,939 -1.7% 1.4% | -2,572 2.3% 2.5% | -2,346 | -2.1% | -2,139 


New Jersey Counties‘ 
Connecticut Countiess =» -199 0.3% | 156 | 0.3% = 300 0.5% | 194 0.3% = 899 -1.0% = 508. 0.8% = -605 
TOTAL | 305 0.0% = 2,933 | 0.1% | 3,147 0.1% | -1,886 | -0.1% 660 0.0% = 1,424 0.1% 1,141 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


-0.8% 


“1.9% 
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Table 5A-4. Daily Non-Work-Related Journeys into the Manhattan CBD by County of Origin (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO ACTION SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIO C SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE | SCENARIOF | SCENARIOG 


New York Cit 796,263 793,158 795,050 793,230 790,236 790,916 793,468 792,147 


Bronx 41,511 40,239 40,971 40,352 39,707 39,691 40,314 40,401 
Kings (Brooklyn 80,405 79,193 79,998 79,218 78,082 78,373 79,390 78,643 
New York (Manhattan 601,900 601,749 601,362 600,892 600,864 601,196 601,131 601,306 


Inside Manhattan CBD' 


513,511 515,465 514,613 514,979 516,264 516,425 515,506 515,380 


Outside Manhattan CBD 88,389 86,284 86,749 85,913 84,600 84,771 85,625 85,926 
Queens 61,828 60,638 61,236 60,645 60,069 60,423 61,129 60,413 
Richmond (Staten Island 10,619 11,339 11,483 12,123 11,514 11,233 11,504 11,384 


Long Island Counties? 16,566 17,188 17,314 16,675 16,568 16,789 16,724 17,382 


New York Counties North of 
New York City3 7,640 7,162 7,182 7,190 6,752 6,749 7,066 
New Jersey Counties | 46,807 | 48,993 | 49,582 | 50,187 | 49,701 | 49,956 | 50,305 | 50,063 


Connecticut Counties® 4514 1,486 1,786 1,872 1,807 1720 1,901 | 1,764 
TOTAL | 868,790 867,987 870,914 869,154 865,064 866,130 869,360 868,422 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Table SA-5. Change in Daily Non-Work-Related Journeys into the Manhattan CBD Compared to No Action Alternative (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN ScENERO LN SceNeRe . SceNeRO ¢ Scene : Scene : SCENARIO F SoEN ARO G 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA % % % 


3105 213 3033 6027 Sar 2795 caer 
1,272 1,159 | -1,804 -1,820 1.197 | 1,110 


Outside Manhattan CBD | -2,105 | -2.4% | -1,640 | -19% | -2,476 | -2.8% | -3,789 | -43% | -3,618 | -4.1% | -2,764 | -3.1% | -2.463 | -2.8% 
Queens 71,190 | 1.9% | -692 | -1.0% | -1,183 | -1.9% | -1,759 | -2.8% | -1,405 | -2.3% | -699 | -1.1% | -1,415 | -2.3% 
Richmond (Staten Island 7.2% 
Longlsland Counties? | 622 3.8% | 748 | 4.5% | 109 0.7% 20.0% | 223 1.3% | 158 1.0% 816 4.9% 


New York Counties 
-478 -6.3% -6.0% -5.9% -888 | -11.6% -11.7% -678 -8.9% | -574 


North of New York City? -7.5% 


New Jersey Counties | 2,186 4.7% 2,775 3,380 2,894 3,149 3,498 3,256 7.0% 
Connecticut Counties’ | -28  -1.8% 272 | 18.0% 23.6% 19.4% | 206 13.6% 25.6% 250 16.5% 
TOTAL -803 | -0.1% | 2,124 | 0.2% 364.» 0.0% | -3,726 | -0.4% | -2,660 | -0.3% | 570 0.1% | -368 | 0.0% 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 


7 Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

3 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

4 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
5 Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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The journeys presented in the BPM results are for travel undertaken between two geographic areas for a 
particular reason—work, school, shopping, medical care, entertainment, etc. These are activities that 
indicate social and community ties between two areas. An increase in total daily journeys and daily non- 
work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD suggests that a geographic area would potentially have more 
social ties and stronger community connections to the Manhattan CBD with the CBD Tolling Alternative as 
compared to the No Action Alternative. As described in the previous subsection, areas that would see 
increases in daily trips to the Manhattan CBD include New Jersey, Long Island, and Staten Island. The model 
results also show marginal increases in nonwork-related Manhattan CBD journeys originating within the 
Manhattan CBD, indicating additional journeys and connections for Manhattan CBD residents likely due to 
the reduction in congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


A decrease in total daily journeys and daily non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD suggests that 
a geographic area could have fewer social ties and weaker community connections to the Manhattan CBD 
with the CBD Tolling Alternative as compared to the No Action Alternative. However, as described earlier, 
the decreases in total daily journeys and daily non-work-related journeys would be small—in general, 
decreases of about 4 percent or less depending on the origin geographic area and the tolling scenario. 
Where decreases of more than 4 percent would occur (e.g., the decrease in daily non-work-related journeys 
from New York counties north of New York City), the number of forgone journeys would be very small 
(approximately 900 journeys under Tolling Scenario E), compared to overall number of daily non-work- 
related journeys to the Manhattan CBD. Moreover, as noted earlier, the decrease in non-work-related 
journeys to the Manhattan CBD would be from origins distributed throughout the 28-county study area, 
from many different communities throughout the region. The decrease in total daily journeys and daily 
non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD and their distribution throughout the region, rather than 
from particular locations or communities, indicates that most regional social ties and community 
connections to the Manhattan CBD would be maintained with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


For New York City, the model results predict decreases in total daily journeys and non-work-related 
journeys to the Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn, Queens, the Bronx, and areas of Manhattan north of 60th 
Street. In these areas, many different communities, including the physical neighborhoods and other 
cultural, religious, artistic, or activity-based communities, are closely tied to the Manhattan CBD. The 
decrease in non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD from areas of Manhattan north of 60th 
Street, Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx, indicate that the CBD Tolling Alternative would discourage some 
travel into the Manhattan CBD by making driving there more expensive. As previously described, the 
forgone journeys to the Manhattan CBD from other areas of New York City would be a very small portion 
of the total daily journeys and non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD from those areas, 
indicating that community cohesion and connection to the Manhattan CBD would be maintained. As noted 
earlier in the discussion of the affected environment, most people use transit to make their trips to the 
Manhattan CBD, and these trips would not be affected by the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


All areas of New York City outside the Manhattan CBD have transit access to the Manhattan CBD and would 
not be isolated from community services or ties within the Manhattan CBD (see Figure 5A-3). For example, 
Manhattan’s Chinatown neighborhood is an important destination for New York City’s Chinese American 
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community, as are other specific neighborhoods throughout New York City and the region, such as those 
in Flushing, Queens; and Sunset Park, Bensonhurst, and Sheepshead Bay, Brooklyn. Access to Manhattan’s 
Chinatown may be important for community cohesion among residents of these neighborhoods, and these 
areas would continue to have transit access to the Manhattan CBD with the CBD Tolling Alternative. Within 
Manhattan, neighborhoods are highly walkable or accessible via transit across 60th Street into the 
Manhattan CBD for most people. (For a discussion of effects on vulnerable social groups, including elderly 
populations, persons with disabilities, and transit-dependent populations, see Subsection 5A.4.2.4, “Effects 
on Vulnerable Social Groups,” later in this subchapter.) 


As described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would result in a mode shift to transit across the region, with some of the decline in auto 
access to the Manhattan CBD translating to increases in transit trips (e.g., commuter rail, subway, bus, 
tram, and ferry). As discussed in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not result in adverse effects to the line-haul capacity of transit services serving the Manhattan CBD. 
None of the passenger increases on rail and subway transit routes or buses entering the Manhattan CBD, 
or on the Staten Island Ferry, would result in adverse effects related to line-haul capacity.*° For subway 
routes, passenger increases would be below the impact threshold increment of 5 or more new passengers 
per car during the AM peak hour. There would be increased ridership on bus routes that would be 
accommodated by existing service levels. The CBD Tolling Alternative would also result in an increase in the 
number of passengers using transit stations in the regional transit system. As discussed in Subchapter 4C, 
“Transportation: Transit,” with improvements, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in unmitigated 
adverse effects on transit stations. Consequently, overall, potential transit ridership increases resulting 
from the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect community cohesion by overburdening transit 
infrastructure. 


Notwithstanding the transit accessibility between the Manhattan CBD, New York City, and the regional 
study area, there would be an additional cost with the CBD Tolling Alternative for individuals who choose 
to drive, who do not have access to transit, or who must rely on driving to get to the Manhattan CBD. As 
noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public 
Participation,” during early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, members of the public raised 
concerns related to the increased cost of travel to the Manhattan CBD for low-income drivers, low- and 
middle-income families in the Manhattan CBD, and residents of the Manhattan CBD travelling regionally to 
visit family and friends outside the Manhattan CBD. The costs incurred by individuals driving to the 
Manhattan CBD would vary widely, depending on individual circumstances and the specific tolling scenario 
(see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Section 44.4.5). The 
greatest cost would be incurred by those who make frequent driving journeys to the Manhattan CBD during 
peak hours. Driving to and from the Manhattan CBD is already expensive given the very limited availability 
of free or low-cost parking and the cost of off-street parking or taxi/FHV fares, and it is likely that people 


26 Transit line-haul capacity is the capacity of a transit mode at its peak ridership point. 


August 2022 5A-27 


Subchapter 5A, Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


who drive regularly have higher incomes.’’ Individuals who drive less frequently would incur lower costs 
because of the toll. 


Potential for Residential Displacement 
Another concern related to community cohesion is the potential for a project to affect population and 
housing characteristics of an area by causing direct or indirect residential displacement. 


Direct residential displacement occurs when residents must move from their homes as a direct result of an 
action. As noted above, the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment associated with the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would be within or adjacent to existing transportation rights-of-way, including sidewalks, 
and, in very limited instances, public parkland, and would not involve the acquisition of private property or 
the displacement of any residential uses. 


Indirect residential displacement occurs when a change in socioeconomic conditions resulting from a 
project leads to conditions that require residents to move, such as increased rents or other increases in the 
cost of living. As noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and 
Public Participation,” during early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, members of the public voiced 
concerns about the potential for indirect displacement of low-income residents to occur as a result of the 
CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Indirect residential displacement can occur when a project results in substantial new development that is 
markedly different from existing uses, development, and activities within a neighborhood, and thus alters 
one or more of the underlying forces that shape real estate market conditions in an area. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in substantial new development or uses that would be markedly different from 
existing uses and activities within neighborhoods. More importantly, as discussed in this subsection, the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter socioeconomic conditions related to the following, and therefore 
would not be likely to result in indirect displacement: 


e Potential for residents relocating to avoid the cost of the toll 


e Potential for indirect displacement because of increased cost of living within the Manhattan CBD or 
elsewhere 


Potential for Residents Relocating to Avoid the Cost of the Toll 
The CBD Tolling Alternative would introduce a new cost for residents of the Manhattan CBD who travel by 


vehicle into and out of the Manhattan CBD. However, only a small percentage of journeys within and from 
the Manhattan CBD are by vehicle, and residents who travel by other modes would not pay the toll. As 
described earlier in this subchapter in the discussion of the affected environment, approximately 
20 percent of the residents of the Manhattan CBD have access to a vehicle. Based on the BPM results, 
approximately 1.0 million total daily journeys would occur within or from the Manhattan CBD under any 
tolling scenario and in the No Action Alternative, and approximately 10 percent of these journeys would be 


27 FHWA. Status of the Nation's Highways, Bridges, and Transit. Conditions & Performance. 23rd Edition. Chapter 3 Travel. 
Impact of Income Distribution on Travel. October 22, 2020. https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/23cpr/index.cfm. 
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by driving (either the drive alone, high-occupancy vehicle, or taxi/FHV modes). In addition, residents of the 
Manhattan CBD whose New York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000 would be 
entitled to a New York State tax credit equal to the aggregate amount of Manhattan CBD tolls paid during 
the taxable year, as discussed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives.” Overall, the additional cost of the toll is 
not expected to substantively affect population characteristics of the Manhattan CBD by inducing CBD 
residents to relocate to avoid the toll. 


For other residents of the regional study area, the new toll with the CBD Tolling Alternative could lead them 
to relocate out of the region entirely to avoid extra commuting costs. However, this would be unlikely to 
result in indirect residential displacement. Many factors influence a household’s decision about where to 
live, and each household seeking to avoid the toll would undertake its own decision-making process. Any 
changes in residential patterns would be broadly distributed throughout the regional study area because 
of the wide variety of factors that influence a household’s decision about where to live, including housing 
costs, work location and commuting, income, proximity to family and friends, schools, and perceptions 
about safety and crime. Certain households, such as low-income households or those tied to protected 
housing units (i.e., housing units that are rent-stabilized, rent-controlled, public housing, Mitchell-Lama 
rental, or subject to other regulations), may not be able to afford to move. Households seeking to avoid 
the toll would undertake their own decision-making process balancing these and other factors and 
reflecting their own unique priorities and preferences, and they would reach different conclusions about 
whether to relocate and, if so, to where. It is unlikely that the toll would outweigh the other factors that 
influence a household’s decision on where to live such that it would result in indirect residential 
displacement. Furthermore, areas near the Manhattan CBD, where residents have the most social and 
community ties to the Manhattan CBD and are most likely to travel regularly to the Manhattan CBD, have 
high levels of transit access to the Manhattan CBD. Residents of these areas would continue to be able to 
use transit to access the Manhattan CBD and avoid the toll. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not substantively affect population characteristics of the regional study area by incentivizing residents to 
relocate to avoid the toll. 


The new toll with the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase the cost of driving into the Manhattan CBD, 
which could make residential neighborhoods near transit—including the Manhattan CBD itself—more 
attractive for residents, because this could help residents avoid the toll. However, this is unlikely to affect 
real estate market values either within the Manhattan CBD or elsewhere. Similar to residents who might 
seek to relocate from the Manhattan CBD or regional study area, any changes in residential patterns related 
to residents moving closer to transit would be broadly distributed throughout the regional study area 
because of the wide variety of factors that influence a household’s decision about where to live. Therefore, 
no particular area would be likely to see a large inflow or outflow of new residents seeking to avoid the toll, 
and the CBD Tolling Alternative would be unlikely to result in notable changes in real estate market 
conditions. Any relocation that may occur because of households seeking to avoid the toll would not have 
the potential to markedly change the demographic or community character of an area, and therefore would 


not adversely affect community cohesion. 
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Potential for Indirect Displacement Because of Increased Cost of Living Within the Manhattan CBD or 
Elsewhere 
During early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, some commenters raised concerns that the CBD 


Tolling Alternative would result in increased costs of living within the Manhattan CBD that would result in 
indirect displacement of low-income residents. However, this is unlikely to occur, because the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in changes in market conditions that would increase real estate values, so as 
to result in increased rents; the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in an increase in the cost of goods 
within the Manhattan CBD; and low-income residents of the Manhattan CBD would be entitled to a tax 
credit to offset their tolls. 


In terms of increased real estate values, as noted earlier, any changes in residential patterns related to 
residents moving closer to transit would be broadly distributed throughout the regional study area because 
of the wide variety of factors that influence a household’s decision about where to live. In addition, in areas 
to which people might move to avoid the toll or be close to transit, the value of residential property and 
rents is already influenced by the existing proximity to transit. While there could be some additional value 
to living close to transit (i.e., the value of living near a commuter station) in the future with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, there is value to such proximity under existing conditions. The CBD Tolling Alternative itself 
would not introduce a new residential amenity that could substantively alter rents. Within the Manhattan 
CBD in particular, residential property values are already well established and influenced by factors such as 
the area’s central location in New York City and its proximity to transit. While some research indicates that 
a reduction in traffic congestion resulting from congestion pricing could increase residential sales prices 
and thus could exert upward pressure on rents,*® the potential social, economic, and environmental 
benefits from the CBD Tolling Alternative—some of which are detailed in other subsections of this 
subchapter—would not be substantial enough to markedly influence rents or residential property market 
conditions given the other factors already influencing New York City’s residential real estate market (i.e., 
its central location and proximity to transit, jobs, cultural amenities, etc.). 


Moreover, the substantial number of apartments in the Manhattan CBD that have protected rents (e.g., 
apartments under the jurisdiction of the New York City Housing Authority and apartments that are 
protected by New York State’s rent control and rent stabilization laws) would not be subject to market- 
driven prices increases.*? Furthermore, the Manhattan CBD already has the highest cost of living and 
highest home prices and rents in the region, and it is unlikely that many individuals would seek to move to 
the Manhattan CBD specifically to avoid the toll or because of a reduction in congestion. Therefore, the 


28 A study of conditions in London found that reductions in traffic in the congestion zone increased residential sales prices in 
the congestion zone. Tang, Cheng Keat. 2018. “Essays in the economics of transportation, housing and discrimination.” PhD 
thesis, The London School of Economics and Political Science. etheses.|se.ac.uk/3797/. 

22 Estimates of protected units in the Manhattan CBD are not available, but approximately 58 percent of the renter-occupied 
households in New York City reside in protected housing units (i.e., housing units that are rent stabilized, rent controlled, 
public housing, Mitchell-Lama rental, or subject to HUD or other regulation) with a substantial proportion of these units in 
Manhattan. Source: Waickman, C. R., Jerome, J. B. R., Place, R. Sociodemographics of Rent Stabilized Tenants. New York City 
Department of Housing Preservation and Development. 2018. www1.nyc.gov/assets/hpd/downloads/pdfs/services/rent- 
regulation-memo-1.pdf. 


5A-30 August 2022 


Subchapter 5A, Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


CBD Tolling Alternative would not substantively affect population characteristics of the Manhattan CBD or 
other transit hubs by attracting new residents seeking to avoid the toll. 


Furthermore, as discussed in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” the cost of new tolls with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not be likely to result in an appreciable increase in the cost of goods within the 
Manhattan CBD. In addition, as noted earlier, residents whose primary residence is inside the Manhattan 
CBD and whose New York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000 would be entitled 
to a New York State tax credit equal to the aggregate amount of Manhattan CBD tolls paid during the 
taxable year. 


5A.4.2.3 COMMUNITY FACILITIES AND SERVICES 

This section assesses whether the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect access to and operations of 
community facilities and services, including potential effects on the workforce for community facilities and 
services. 


The analysis considers the effects of the following: 


e Costs to community facilities and service providers that rely on vehicles traveling into and out of the 
Manhattan CBD 


e Costs to people who visit community facilities in the Manhattan CBD 
e Costs to the workers who drive to work at community facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD 


e Changes in traffic patterns, including potential increases in traffic at some locations, which could affect 
emergency response times (a community service) 


Each of these potential effects on community facilities and services is discussed in the following sections. 
In addition, Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” considers these effects on minority and low-income 
populations. 


Costs to Community Facilities and Services 

A variety of community facilities and services, such as food pantries and meal delivery services, religious 
facilities, cultural institutions, social service providers, and home healthcare providers, rely on vehicles to 
transport people, goods, services, supplies, or staff into and out of the Manhattan CBD. As noted in 
Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation,” 
during early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, some members of the public raised concerns about 
the increased cost of travel for nonprofit social service providers that operate in the Manhattan CBD. If 
these community facilities and services are not exempt from paying the toll, or otherwise reimbursed, they 
would have to absorb the cost of the toll as part of their operating costs to the extent such funds are 
available or look for new sources of funding to offset these costs. This would be true for providers located 
within the Manhattan CBD that provide services to people outside of the Manhattan CBD and providers 
that are located outside the Manhattan CBD but provide services to Manhattan CBD residents. Increased 
transportation costs could adversely affect the operations of the service providers if the costs cannot be 
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absorbed or offset through the addition of new funding sources. The costs incurred by various community 
facilities and services because of the toll would depend on the type of vehicle, how frequently their vehicles 
need to enter and exit the Manhattan CBD, whether the service provider can consolidate activities or shift 
to off-peak or overnight hours, whether there is a cap on the number of times a toll can be charged, and 
other factors. (In all tolling scenarios, automobiles and small vans would pay the toll no more than once 
per day; some tolling scenarios would have a limit on the number of times per day a truck would pay the 
toll and others would not.) Tolling Scenarios B and F would result in lesser effects on services that provide 
or rely on truck deliveries since they limit the number of times a truck would be charged the CBD toll ona 
given day. At the same time, community facilities and services that rely on vehicle travel into and out of the 
Manhattan CBD would benefit from a less congested roadway network. 


One example of a community service that may incur additional cost related to the toll is school bus service 
to and from school across the Manhattan CBD boundary at 60th Street. As described earlier, most students 
in Manhattan travel to and from school by walking, biking, or public transit. For the school bus operations 
that occur, the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase the cost of some bus services for NYCDOE if all school 
buses are not exempt from the toll. (Those school buses carrying students with disabilities would be exempt 
from the toll under the legislation that created the CBD Tolling Program.) The City of New York would need 
to set aside funding for this cost, competing with other resource needs.°° Whether school buses receive an 
exemption or not, they would still benefit from reduced roadway congestion and additional funds to 
improve transit service used by their faculty, staff, and students. 


Costs to People who Visit Community Facilities and Services 

Throughout the regional study area, most community facilities are locally focused, serving their individual 
communities, although some have a larger regional draw. Most community facilities and services in the 
Manhattan CBD are close to transit services, making this a viable mode choice for access to those 
community facilities and, as noted earlier, most travel to and from the Manhattan CBD is by transit. The 
clientele who use transit would not have increased costs. There would be a cost with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative to people who drive to community facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD from outside 
the Manhattan CBD and also to residents of the Manhattan CBD who drive to community facilities outside 
the Manhattan CBD. 


Examples of the type of community facility user who would be affected by the cost of the toll if they drive 
would be individuals traveling to medical or healthcare facilities, or potentially to a place of worship. These 
examples are discussed below. As noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, “Agency 
Coordination and Public Participation,” members of the public raised the increased cost of travel for 
patients traveling to health care facilities in the Manhattan CBD as a concern during early public outreach 
conducted in fall 2021. 


30 Private schools using buses that pay the CBD toll would have to absorb the costs or pass them on to their students if buses 
are tolled; in Tolling Scenarios B and F, school buses would be exempt from the toll and in the other tolling scenarios they 
would be subject to the toll with no cap or exemption. 
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As described earlier, the rate of vehicle use to access medical facilities depends in part on the facilities’ 
distance to the subway or bus routes (as well as other factors, including the patient’s mobility and the type 
of medical service sought). For medical office uses within one-quarter mile of a subway station, 
approximately 6 percent of trips to these uses are by auto or taxi/FHV modes, according to data from 
NYCDOT’s mode choice surveys. For medical office uses that are beyond one-quarter mile from a subway 
station, approximately 14 percent of trips are by auto or taxi/FHV modes. Therefore, most medical trips, 
even those to facilities more than one-quarter mile from a subway station, are made by modes other than 
auto or taxi/FHV. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, people traveling to medical facilities in the Manhattan 
CBD would either continue to travel by vehicle and incur the toll, switch modes to transit to avoid the toll, 
or seek new medical and healthcare facilities outside of the Manhattan CBD. It may not be reasonable for 
some individuals to switch modes or seek new medical and healthcare providers. In that case, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative could increase the cost for certain individuals to access medical facilities and healthcare 
providers in the Manhattan CBD, depending on their route choice and the tolling scenario. It should be 
noted that qualifying vehicles—which would include MTA’s paratransit service and taxis and FHVs that 
provide paratransit service on behalf of MTA—transporting people with disabilities would be exempt from 
the toll. Therefore, disabled people traveling by a qualifying vehicle to or within the Manhattan CBD would 
not be charged a toll. However, some disabled people may need to use nonqualifying vehicles to access 
healthcare and medical facilities. In those cases, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an additional 
cost for disabled individuals to access medical facilities and healthcare providers in the Manhattan CBD. 
Some of this cost may be covered by Medicaid or other insurance, which covers nonemergency medical 
transportation in certain situations. 


The costs incurred by people driving to access medical or healthcare facilities would vary depending on 
individual circumstances. The greatest cost would be incurred by those who have frequent, regular medical 
appointments that they drive to (and for whom transit is not an acceptable alternative), and who are not 
eligible for paratransit or nonemergency medical transportation under Medicaid or other insurance 
coverage. Driving to and from the Manhattan CBD is already expensive given the very limited availability of 
free or low-cost parking and the cost of parking or taxi/FHV fares, and it is likely that people who drive 
regularly to medical appointments would have higher incomes. Individuals who drive infrequently to 
medical appointments would incur lower costs because of the toll. The increased cost would be partially 
offset by the travel-time savings provided by a potentially less congested roadway network. 


With respect to people traveling to places of worship, as noted earlier, there are some 200 places of 
worship for many different religions in and around the Manhattan CBD, and some of these places are 
regionally important. Places of worship are typically accessible by transit, and most do not have on-site 
visitor parking given the densely developed nature of the Manhattan CBD, which indicates that travel by 
vehicle is not the predominant mode of transportation for their worshippers. With the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, individuals would incur an additional cost to travel by vehicle to a place of worship in the 
Manhattan CBD, or from within the Manhattan CBD to a place of worship outside the Manhattan CBD. The 
costs incurred by individuals driving to places of worship would vary depending on individual circumstances, 
as discussed earlier with respect to medical and healthcare facilities. Individuals who use the bus system 
would benefit from the reduced congestion with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


August 2022 5A-33 


Subchapter 5A, Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


Overall, given the wide range of travel options other than driving, the cost for users to drive to community 
facilities and services would not constitute an adverse effect on the operations of community facilities and 


services. 


Costs to Workers at Community Facilities and Services 

Workers at community facilities and services, such as teachers, police officers, or health care workers, may 
choose to commute by automobile to or from the Manhattan CBD because their work schedule is not 
conducive for transit use, because they have limited transit options to their place of work, or, in some cases, 
because they have free parking at their place of work. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, there would be a 
cost to workers associated with commuting by vehicle if they enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD. 


As discussed in more detail in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
such workers would make one of the following decisions: (1) continue to commute by vehicle and incur the 
toll cost; (2) switch modes to a nonvehicular option before entering the Manhattan CBD to avoid the toll 
cost; (3) seek new employment opportunities (or other workplace locations with the same employer) at 
locations that would not involve incurring the toll; (4) relocate their place of residence to the Manhattan 
CBD; or (5) telecommute, or telecommute more often, to eliminate or reduce the frequency of incurring 
the toll. Workers that make decision (1), (2), (4), or (5) or seek other workplace locations with their same 
employer in decision (3) would continue employment at their respective community facility or service 
employer, and thus would not affect the provision of community facilities or services. These workers would 
not result in additional costs to their employers because they would either absorb or avoid the toll. It should 
be noted that decisions (4) and (5) may not be feasible for many workers at community facilities and 
services. For decision (4), the potential cost savings associated with eliminating a toll would be far 
outweighed by other cost-of-living and quality-of-life factors given the relatively high rents and home prices 
within the Manhattan CBD. For decision (5), telecommuting is not a viable option for many types of work, 
including many types of community facilities and services work. 


Many workers at community facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD would have the option to switch 
from a vehicle to transit to their place of work because the Manhattan CBD is accessible by transit with a 
range of modes and service providers, including local and express subways, commuter and intercity rail, 
local and express buses, intercity buses, and ferries. As noted in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” the 
ease of transit access within the Manhattan CBD allows the subset of Manhattan CBD car commuters who 
would be discouraged by toll costs and who do not have transit access near their homes, to instead drive 
to a transit station and complete their commute by transit. As noted earlier, all areas of the Manhattan 
CBD are within one-half mile of transit service, but one area in the West 50s is not within one-half mile of 
faster transit modes. As shown in Table 6-11 in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” approximately 
0.7 percent of all jobs (or 1,415 jobs) in the Manhattan CBD in the “Education, health, and social services” 
industry category and approximately 0.1 percent of all jobs (or 65 jobs) in the “Public administration,” 
industry category are located more than one-half mile from faster transit at a subway station or express/SBS 
bus stop. Furthermore, more than 85 percent of jobs in the Manhattan CBD are held by workers who 
commute by public transportation; approximately 9 percent of Manhattan CBD jobs are held by workers 
who drive to work alone. 
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To the extent that some community facilities and services workers who currently drive to work in the 
Manhattan CBD would seek new employment (i.e., decision (3) above), this would likely happen over time 
(for example, as people try new modes of transportation to avoid the toll and perhaps ultimately decide to 
take a new job elsewhere) such that services would be maintained and, if necessary, employers could elect 
to provide incentives (such as higher pay or reimbursements) to compensate for the cost of the toll to 
workers. The cost of higher pay for workers in the Manhattan CBD would increase operating costs for the 
community facility or service provider. 


Emergency Response Times 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in potential changes in traffic patterns, including potential 
increases in traffic at some locations, which could affect emergency response times. Shifts in traffic patterns 
would change conditions at some local intersections within and near the Manhattan CBD. Of the more than 
102 local intersections analyzed, most intersections would see reductions in or no change in delay. At 
intersections where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in increases in delay, the Project will include 
implementation of signal-timing adjustments to address that delay. Therefore, the increases in delays at 
local intersections would not adversely affect emergency response times. 


Under Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in increased traffic volumes 
approaching the Manhattan CBD on the Long Island Expressway (I-495) leading to the Queens-Midtown 
Tunnel and the Trans-Manhattan Expressway (I-95) between the Alexander Hamilton Bridge and the 
George Washington Bridge during the midday and PM peak hours. Although there would be some increase 
in overall travel time at these locations under these tolling scenarios, emergency response vehicles are not 
bound by standard traffic controls when responding to emergencies and thus may be able to bypass some 
highway congestion. Therefore, the increased volumes on certain highway segments would not adversely 
affect emergency response times. The CBD Tolling Alternative would contribute to improved response 
times in the Manhattan CBD because it would reduce vehicular congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


5A.4.2.4 EFFECTS ON VULNERABLE SOCIAL GROUPS 

This section evaluates the Project’s potential effects on certain vulnerable social groups, including elderly 
populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent populations, and nondriver populations. The 
potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on minority and/or low-income populations is evaluated in 
Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice.” 


This section draws on the summary of the potential benefits of the CBD Tolling Alternative provided earlier 
and includes subsections for each of the relevant social groups. 


Elderly Individuals 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an additional cost to elderly individuals if they travel by auto 
and enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD. Some elderly people would shift to other modes to avoid the 
toll, while others would continue to drive and pay the toll, because it is worth the time savings, because 
they prefer traveling by car, or because they have limited transportation options. The majority 
(approximately 63 percent) of the approximately 105,000 people age 65 or older who commute to 
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Manhattan for work take public transit, while approximately 18 percent drive or travel by taxi or FHV.2? No 
information is available about travel mode choices for elderly individuals traveling to the Manhattan CBD 
for non-work-related reasons. As noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, “Agency 
Coordination and Public Participation,” members of the public raised the increased cost of travel for elderly 
individuals in the Manhattan CBD as a concern during early public outreach conducted in fall 2021. 


The costs incurred by elderly individuals driving to the Manhattan CBD would vary depending on how 
frequently they choose to drive to the Manhattan CBD and at what time of day. As noted earlier, driving to 
and from the Manhattan CBD is already expensive given the very limited availability of free or low-cost 
parking and the cost of taxi/FHV fares, and it is likely that people who drive frequently have higher 
incomes.** With the CBD Tolling Alternative, some elderly individuals would likely switch from vehicles to 
public transit for journeys to the Manhattan CBD, consistent with BPM data that indicate an overall 
reduction in driving mode share to the Manhattan CBD ranging from 4 percent (with Tolling Scenario B) to 
10 percent (with Tolling Scenario E), or approximately 19,900 to 49,500 fewer daily driving journeys to the 
Manhattan CBD. Table 4A-8 in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling,” provides more information on the predicted change in mode share to the Manhattan CBD. 


There are various reasons that elderly people drive to the Manhattan CBD, including trips to work, trips to 
shop, dine, or attend a performance, trips to visit friends or family, and trips to community facilities, 
including medical appointments. There is a transit alternative to reach many destinations within the 
Manhattan CBD, including local buses that stop within a block or two of most destinations. People over the 
age of 65 with a qualifying disability receive a reduced fare on MTA subways and buses, and elderly 
individuals with a qualifying disability can also receive MTA’s paratransit service, including taxis and FHVs 
operating on behalf of MTA to transport paratransit users.?? Elderly people who drive to or from the 
Manhattan CBD and are low-income would be entitled to the same mitigations and enhancements 
proposed for younger low-income populations with the CBD Tolling Alternative (see Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice”). Other elderly individuals who drive to the Manhattan CBD would pay the full toll. 


Elderly individuals would benefit from the travel-time and reliability improvements to bus service with the 
CBD Tolling Alternative, as bus passengers tend to be older than riders on other forms of transit, such as 
the subway and, as described above, bus passengers in the Manhattan CBD would benefit from travel-time 


savings due to the decrease in congestion. ** 


Persons with Disabilities 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, qualifying vehicles transporting people with disabilities would be exempt 
from the toll. As currently designed, qualifying vehicles transporting persons with disabilities includes 
vehicles with government-issued disability license plates and fleet vehicles owned or operated by 


31 Data on mode of travel to work by age to the Manhattan CBD is not available. Data is available only to the county level. 


32 FHWA. Status of the Nation’s Highways, Bridges, and Transit Conditions & Performance, 23rd Edition. Chapter 3, “Travel.” 
Last accessed March 21, 2022. https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/policy/23cpr/chap3.cfm#access-to-vehicles. 

33 MTA has specific criteria to define qualifying individuals: https://new.mta.info/fares/reduced-fare and 
https://new.mta.info/accessibility/paratransit/how-to-apply-or-recertify-for-access-a-ride. 

34 blog.tstc.org/2014/04/11/nyc-bus-riders-tend-to-be-older-and-poorer-than-subway-riders/. 
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organizations used exclusively to provide transportation to people with disabilities. Therefore, disabled 
people traveling by a qualifying vehicle to or within the Manhattan CBD would not be charged a toll. Access- 
A-Ride paratransit service, which provides public transportation for customers with disabilities or certain 
qualifying health conditions, would be also exempt from the toll. Some disabled people may rely on travel 
by nonqualifying vehicles to or within the Manhattan CBD. In that case, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
increase the cost for disabled people using nonqualifying vehicles to travel to the Manhattan CBD. As noted 
earlier, some of the cost to use nonqualifying vehicles for nonemergency medical transportation may be 
covered by Medicaid in certain situations. As noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” and Chapter 18, 
“Agency Coordination and Public Participation,” members of the public raised the increased cost of travel 
for persons with disabilities in the Manhattan CBD as a concern during early public outreach conducted in 
fall 2021. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would provide benefits to improve paratransit services, such as reduced 
roadway congestion and travel-time improvements, which would benefit persons with disabilities. 


Given the exemption from the toll for qualifying vehicles and the transit and paratransit service 
improvements, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect persons with disabilities. 


Transit-Dependent Populations and Nondriver Populations 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would benefit transit users in the region, and transit-dependent populations in 
particular, by creating a new funding source for MTA’s 2020-2024 Capital Program and subsequent 
programs. As described earlier, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a mode shift to transit across 
the region, but this mode shift would not result in adverse effects to the capacity of transit services serving 
the Manhattan CBD (refer to Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit”). Furthermore, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not have unmitigated adverse effects on pedestrian facilities (such as sidewalks and 
crosswalks) that nondriver populations may rely on, and would result in safety benefits for pedestrians and 
bicyclists as described earlier. Therefore, potential transit ridership increases due to the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not adversely affect transit-dependent populations or nondriver populations. 


5A.4.2.5 ACCESS TO EMPLOYMENT 
This subsection evaluates the effects of the new CBD toll on access to employment, including for people 
who travel from elsewhere to jobs in the Manhattan CBD and for residents of the Manhattan CBD who 
travel to jobs outside the Manhattan CBD. 
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Changes to Daily Work Journeys to the Manhattan CBD 

Table 5A-6 and Table 5A-7 present the number of daily work journeys into the Manhattan CBD from each 
of the counties in the regional study area for each tolling scenario in comparison to the No Action 
Alternative. As shown, while the total number of daily work journeys would remain essentially the same 
(because the number of jobs would be unchanged; the small differences in total journeys are due to 
rounding in the model results), the distribution of the journeys would change with implementation of the 
CBD Tolling Alternative. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in small shifts in the place of origin for employees with jobs in the 
Manhattan CBD. More employees would come from New Jersey (a 1.3 to 2.9 percent increase, depending 
on the tolling scenario), Staten Island (a 2.3 to 3.7 percent increase depending on the tolling scenario), and 
Long Island (a 1.4 to 2.6 percent increase, depending on the tolling scenario). Fewer employees would 
come from New York counties north of New York City, with a decrease of 1.7 percent under Tolling 
Scenario A (a decrease of approximately 1,800 work journeys); Queens, with a decrease of 1.5 percent 
under Tolling Scenario F (decrease of approximately 3,800 work journeys); the Bronx (a decrease of 
1.4 percent under Scenario E); and Brooklyn (a decrease of 1.2 percent under Tolling Scenario E). The 
largest percentage decrease in daily work journeys to the Manhattan CBD would occur from Connecticut, 
with a decrease of 2 percent under Tolling Scenario E (a decrease of approximately 1,100 work journeys). 
These decreases indicate a decrease in jobs held at locations inside the Manhattan CBD by residents of the 
Bronx, Brooklyn, and Queens; New York counties north of New York City; and Connecticut. 


Change in Daily Work Journeys to Non-CBD Locations 

Table 5A-8 and Table 5A-9 show the projected change in daily work journeys to locations outside the 
Manhattan CBD for each county in the regional study area for each tolling scenario. Similar to the work 
journeys to the Manhattan CBD discussed above, the total number of daily work journeys to non-CBD 
locations would remain essentially the same (because the number of jobs would be unchanged; the small 
differences in total journeys are due to rounding in the model results), the distribution of the journeys 
would change with implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


As shown, the modeling predicts that the number of Manhattan CBD residents who work outside the 
Manhattan CBD would decrease by up to 2.2 percent under the tolling scenario with the largest decrease 
(Tolling Scenario E, with a decrease of approximately 800 daily journeys). Specifically, with the No Action 
Alternative and all tolling scenarios of the CBD Tolling Alternative, approximately 37,000 daily work journeys 
would originate in the Manhattan CBD bound for locations outside the Manhattan CBD, compared to 
approximately 165,000 daily work journeys that would originate in the Manhattan CBD and remain there 
(see Table 5A-6). The reduction under Tolling Scenario E could be due to residents of the Manhattan CBD 
taking jobs within the Manhattan CBD vacated by non-Manhattan CBD residents who were working in the 
Manhattan CBD, but who took jobs outside of the Manhattan CBD to avoid the toll. 
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Table 5A-6. Daily Work Journeys into Manhattan CBD by County of Origin (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO ACTION SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC | SCENARIOD | SCENARIOE SCENARIOF | SCENARIO G 


New York Cit 1,008,469 1,004,181 | 1,003,479 1,002,771 1,001,411 | 1,000,751 | 1,001,246 1,002,600 

Bronx 96,409 

Kings (Brooklyn 280,463 

New York (Manhattan 339,300 
Inside Manhattan CBD' 165,093 
Outside Manhattan CBD 174,207 

Queens 258,367 

Richmond (Staten Island 28,061 

Long Island Counties? 132,202 

New York Counties North of Faint | uote | Lama | 

New York City? 101,745 99,988 100,742 100,272 100,014 100,247 100,347 

New Jersey Counties‘ 264,412 268,175 | 267,738 | 269,024 271,000 272,034 271,413 269,303 
Connecticut Counties® 57,639 57,274 57,304 57,303 57,085 56,505 57,517 56,565 

TOTAL 1,561,067 1,561,030 | 1,561,015 1,561,093 1,561,040 | 1,561,081 1,561,059 | 1,561,017 

Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Table SA-7. Change in Daily Work Journeys into Manhattan CBD Compared to No Action Alternative (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC Scena A SceneRe 5 SeeNantO 3 seenane D Scenanle : SrENARO F SreNaRO G 
% % % 
rer 00 men = — _— cE -0.6% 
1,159 -1,346 -1,109__|_ - 


Manhattan CBD’ 282 | 02% | 80 | 00% | 490 | 03% 666 | O4%| 835 | 05% | 475 | 03% | 279 | O2% 
Outside Manhattan CBD | -1,190 | -0.7% | -738 | -0.4% | -1,306 | -0.7% | -1,320 | -0.8% | -1,124 | 0.6% | -1,706 | -1.0% | -1,669 | -0.9% 
Queens 0.8% 
Richmond (Staten Island 2.5% 
Long Island Counties? ee a ea er a ae eee 2.6% 


New York Counties -1,398 1.4% 


New Jersey Counties 1.8% 
Connecticut Counties® em a ee ae ae 1.9% 
TOTAL a7) 00% 200% «BOT OCS COO 0.0% 

Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
1 Journeys originating in the CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Table 5A-8. Daily Work Journeys to Non-CBD Locations by County of Origin (2023, All Modes) 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC AREA NO ACTION SCENARIOA | SCENARIOB | SCENARIOC SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


New York Cit 1,807,303 | 1,811,591 | 1,812,293 1,813,001 1,814,361 | 1,815,021 | 1,814,526 1,813,172 


Bronx 320,338 320,945 321,035 321,258 321,497 321,684 321,115 321,447 
Kings (Brooklyn 587,782 589,558 589,626 590,315 590,537 591,056 590,024 589,758 


New York (Manhattan 155,117 155,691 
Inside Manhattan CBD’ 36,967 37,178 
Outside Manhattan CBD 118,150 118,513 
Queens 622,657 622,286 


Richmond (Staten Island 124,673 123,982 124,016 123,654 124,054 123,935 123,826 123,990 
1,006,468 1,005,963 1,007,104 1,005,538 


660,254 


Long Island Counties? 
New York Counties North 659,921 
of New York City? 


New Jersey Counties* = 2,416,474 2,412,711 | 2,413,148 2,411,862 2,409,886 2,408,852 2,409,473 2,411,583 
Connecticut Counties® 644,408 645,146 
TOTAL 6,535,360 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


1,008,938 1,006,328 1,005,747 


658,523 660,280 


659,857 659,526 659,996 


660,021 
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Table SA-9. Change in Daily Work Journeys to Non-CBD Locations Compared to No Action Alternative (2023, All Modes) 


SCENARIO A Scene = Soenente Cc Scene D | __SCENARIOE SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 


ORIGIN GEOGRAPHIC AREA No. % % % No. % No. % No. % 
Inside Manhattan CBD! - - 


: 1.8% | -835 | -22% | -475 | -1.3% | -279 | 0.7% 
Outside Manhattan CBD | 1,190 1.0% | 738 06% | 1306 1.1% | 1,920 1.1% | 1124) 10% 1,706 15% | 1,669 | 1.4% 
Queens 0.5% 0.3% 
Richmond (Staten Island 0.5% 0.5% 
Long Island Counties? —-2,610 | -0.3% | -3,191_|-0.3% | -2,451 | -0.2% | -2,470 


0.2% | -2,975 -1,834 -3,400 — -0.3% 
New York Counties North 
of New York City? 1,757 | 0.3% | 1,334 | 0.2% | 1,003 | 0.2% | 1,473 


0.2% 1,731 0.3% 1,498 0.2% | 1,398 0.2% 
New Jersey Counties | -3,763 | -0.2% | -3,326 | -0.1% | -4,612 | -0.2% | -6,588 | -0.3% 0.2% 
Connecticut Countiess | 365 0.1% 245 0.0% 336 0.1% | 554 0.1% 1,134 | 0.2% = 122 0.0% = 1,074 0.2% 
TOTAL | 370.0% 520.0% | 26 0.0% 27 00% 14 00% 80% | .0% 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
1 Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 
Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Work journeys originating in Manhattan north of 60th Street and bound for locations other than the 
Manhattan CBD would increase by approximately 1 percent compared to the No Action Alternative under 
all tolling scenarios. Similarly, work journeys from Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx to non-CBD locations 
would increase slightly under all tolling scenarios compared to the No Action Alternative. As noted 
previously, the BPM assumes regional employment would stay the same under the No Action Alternative 
and the CBD Tolling Alternative. Thus, the increases in work journeys to non-CBD locations from Manhattan 
north of 60th Street, Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx would directly offset (in terms of number of 
journeys) the decreases in work journeys to the Manhattan CBD shown in Table 5A-7. Likewise, the 
decreases in daily work journeys to locations outside of the Manhattan CBD originating in New Jersey or 
Long Island under each tolling scenario would be directly offset by the increases in work journeys to the 
Manhattan CBD shown in Table 5A-7. 


Potential Effects on Access to Employment 

Approximately 1.4 million daily work journeys would travel into the Manhattan CBD from outside the CBD 
under any tolling scenario (see Table 4A.2-10 in Appendix 4A.2, “Transportation: Travel Forecast Scenario 
Summaries and Detailed Tables,” and approximately 17 percent of these work journeys would be by driving 
(either the drive alone, high-occupancy vehicle, or taxi/FHV modes) compared to approximately 18 percent 
under the No Action Alternative. Although the share of total work journeys by driving would be similar 
under the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of work journeys by driving modes 
to and within the Manhattan CBD would decrease by 4 to 10 percent (or 11,800 to 27,000 fewer driving 
journeys), depending on the tolling scenario (see Table 6-23 in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions”). Many 
of these workers, particularly those coming from other areas of New York City, would have transit access 
to the Manhattan CBD, but they might choose to drive despite the Manhattan CBD toll (for example, 
because they value the travel-time savings and convenience of driving, or they have work hours that are 
less conducive for transit). 


As noted previously and shown in Figure 5A-3, a small portion of New York City does not have convenient 
access to faster transit modes (commuter rail, subway, or express bus/SBS bus service), although all of the 
city other than one neighborhood is within one-half mile of transit including local bus service. 
Approximately 5,200 people currently commute to the Manhattan CBD by car from these areas; as 
discussed previously, these car commuters are widely distributed throughout the city. For workers in these 
areas, Some commuters could choose to drive instead to a transit hub if parking is available there (see 
Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking”), and others could opt to use local bus service to access 
commuter rail, subway, or express bus/SBS service. As noted previously, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
also result in beneficial effects from the reduction in VMT and enhanced mobility that would result from 
reduced congestion, which would potentially offset the negative effect of increasing the cost of driving to 
the Manhattan CBD. 


In addition, with the CBD Tolling Alternative, some car commuters with destinations outside the Manhattan 
CBD who use routes that pass through the Manhattan CBD to their destinations might choose a different 
route to avoid the CBD toll. This routing decision would be based on consideration of the cost of the toll 
versus the cost of the alternative routing, which could be a longer distance or more time-consuming. These 
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commuters would still reach their destination and some drivers might use a different route than they do 
today. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of work journeys to the Manhattan CBD originating 
from New Jersey and Long Island is projected to increase, and those bound for the Manhattan CBD from 
Brooklyn, Queens, the Bronx, and Manhattan outside the Manhattan CBD are projected to decrease. These 
decreases in work journeys to the Manhattan CBD are projected to be offset by increases in work journeys 
to non-CBD locations, which suggests that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in small shifts in 
employment patterns (i.e., generally a change of 2 percent or less as shown in Table 5A-7). Furthermore, 
the regional study area has a dynamic economy with many employment opportunities across the region. 
Of the region’s total employment of approximately 10.7 million jobs, 1.5 million are in the Manhattan CBD. 
This demonstrates that ample employment opportunities exist outside the Manhattan CBD for those who 
choose not to travel to the Manhattan CBD for work. 


With respect to Manhattan CBD reverse commuters, the BPM results indicate that, in the aggregate, 
approximately 37,000 daily work journeys would originate in the Manhattan CBD bound for locations 
outside the Manhattan CBD with both the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative in all tolling 
scenarios, and approximately 31 percent to 33 percent of these work journeys (or 11,600 to 12,200) would 
be by the drive alone, high-occupancy vehicle, or taxi/FHV modes to places of work outside the Manhattan 
CBD under any tolling scenario, compared to 33 percent with the No Action Alternative. In the tolling 
scenario with the greatest change in work journeys made to places of work outside the Manhattan CBD 
(Tolling Scenario E, with a decrease of 835 journeys), the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in up to a 
2.2 percent decrease in the number of work journeys from the Manhattan CBD to locations outside the 
Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action Alternative, which indicates a small effect on overall 
employment access for residents of the Manhattan CBD. This indicates the small likelihood that Manhattan 
CBD residents would change job locations from someplace outside the Manhattan CBD to a location within 
the Manhattan CBD because of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Most Manhattan CBD residents that currently 
work outside the Manhattan CBD would continue to do so as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Overall, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect access to employment for residents of the 
regional study area and would not adversely affect social groups or population characteristics of the 
regional study area. Commuters who travel (by any mode) to, from, or within the Manhattan CBD to access 
employment would benefit from the reduced congestion resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
Furthermore, by creating a new funding source for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and subsequent 
capital programs, the CBD Tolling Alternative would benefit commuters who use MTA transit services to 


access employment. 


5A.5 CONCLUSION 


Transportation users in the region would benefit from the CBD Tolling Alternative through travel-time 
savings, improved travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved safety, reduced air 
pollutant emissions, and a predictable funding source for transit improvements. This would positively affect 
community connections and access to employment, education, healthcare, and recreation for residents. 
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All areas of New York City outside the Manhattan CBD have transit access to the Manhattan CBD and would 
not be isolated from community services or ties within the Manhattan CBD. Even with the robust transit 
accessibility between the Manhattan CBD, New York City, and the regional study area, however, some 
people would continue to drive to the Manhattan CBD with the new CBD toll in place. The costs incurred 
by individuals driving to the Manhattan CBD would vary widely, depending on individual circumstances and 
the specific tolling scenario. The greatest cost would be incurred by those who make frequent driving 
journeys to the Manhattan CBD during peak hours. Driving to and from the Manhattan CBD is already 
expensive given the very limited availability of free or low-cost parking and the cost of off-street parking or 
taxi/FHV fares, and it is likely that people who drive regularly have higher incomes. Individuals who drive 
less frequently would incur lower costs because of the toll. Since the majority of trips to and from the 
Manhattan CBD are made by transit, most people would not be affected, and community cohesion would 
not be adversely affected. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative does not require the acquisition of any private property or occupied structure 
and therefore would not result in direct residential displacement. Given the myriad of factors that influence 
real estate costs in the region, the new CBD toll would not have a substantial effect on housing values either 
in the Manhattan CBD or in other residential neighborhoods near transit. As a result, indirect displacement 
resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative would not occur. 


Throughout the region, most community facilities and services serve their individual communities and, as 
a result, the potential effects of the Project on local community facilities would be limited. Nonetheless, a 
variety of community facilities and services, such as food pantries and meal delivery services, religious 
facilities, cultural institutions, social service providers, and home healthcare providers, rely on vehicles to 
transport people, goods, services, supplies, or staff into and out of the Manhattan CBD. Community service 
providers that are not exempt from the toll and do not have other travel options would have to absorb the 
cost of the toll. Given the wide range of travel options other than driving, the cost for users to drive to 
community facilities and services would not constitute an adverse effect on community facilities and 
services. Workers at community facilities and services, such as teachers, police officers, or health care 
workers, who currently choose to commute by automobile to or from the Manhattan CBD would have a 
new cost that may or may not be reimbursed by their employer, but most of these workers have the option 
to switch from a personal vehicle to transit to their place of work. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in potential changes in traffic patterns, including potential 
increases in traffic at some location. The analysis concludes that neither the increases in delay at local 
intersections nor the increased volume on certain highway segments would adversely affect emergency 
response times. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an additional cost to elderly individuals if they travel by auto to 
and from the Manhattan CBD. Some elderly people would shift to other modes to avoid the toll. Elderly 
people with a qualifying disability could receive reduced fares on MTA subways and buses or could qualify 
for MTA paratransit services, which are exempt from the toll. Low-income elderly individuals would benefit 
from the mitigation measures and enhancements identified for low-income drivers in general. 
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With the CBD Tolling Alternative, qualifying vehicles transporting people with disabilities would be exempt 
from the toll, as would paratransit service. Some disabled people may rely on travel by nonqualifying 
vehicles to or within the Manhattan CBD, and in that case, the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase the 
cost for those disabled people. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would impose tolls on vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD, 
which could affect individuals who currently drive to work. The number of work trips by driving modes to 
and within the Manhattan CBD would decrease with the Project, with an offsetting increase in transit travel. 
Those who continue to drive despite the CBD toll would do so based on the need or convenience of driving 
and would benefit from the reduced congestion in the Manhattan CBD. Some workers may also choose to 
forego their work trip to the Manhattan CBD and find other employment and other workers would choose 
to take on those jobs. The regional study area has a dynamic economy with many employment 
opportunities spread across the region. Overall, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect 
access to employment for residents of the regional study area. 


Table 5A-10 provides a summary of the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative related to population 
characteristics and community cohesion. 
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Table 5A-10. 


TOPIC 


Benefits 


Community 
Cohesion 


Indirect 
Displacement 


Community 
Facilities and 
Services 
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Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Benefits in and near the 
Manhattan CBD 


Changes to travel patterns, 
including increased use of 
transit, resulting from new toll 


No notable changes in 
socioeconomic conditions or 
cost of living so as to induce 
potential involuntary 
displacement of residents in 
the Manhattan CBD 


Increased cost for community 
facilities and service 
providers in the Manhattan 
CBD, their employees who 
drive, and clientele who drive 
from outside the CBD 


POTENTIAL MITIGATION AND 

EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS ADVERSE EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 
Benefits in and near the Manhattan CBD related to travel-time savings, 
improved travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, 
improved safety, reduced air pollutant emissions, and predictable 
funding source for transit improvements. This would positively affect 
community connections and access to employment, education, 
healthcare, and recreation for residents. 


No mitigation needed. 
Beneficial effects 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects. See 
Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” 
for mitigation related to 
increased costs for low- 
income drivers. 


Changes to travel patterns, including increased use of transit, as a 
result of the Project would not adversely affect community cohesion or 
make it more difficult for people to connect with others in their 
community, given the extensive transit network connecting to the 
Manhattan CBD and the small change in trips predicted. 


The Project would not result in the potential for indirect (involuntary) 
residential displacement. It would not result in substantial changes to 
market conditions so as to lead to changes in housing prices, given 
that real estate values in the Manhattan CBD are already high and the 
many factors that affect each household’s decisions about where to 
live. In addition, low-income residents of the CBD would not experience 
a notable increase in the cost of living as a result of the Project 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects 

because of the lack of change in housing costs, the many housing units 

protected through New York's rent-control, rent-stabilization, and other 

similar programs, the tax credit available to CBD residents with 

incomes of up to $60,000, and the conclusion that the cost of goods 

would not increase as a result of the Project). 

The Project would increase costs for community service providers that 

operate vehicles into and out of the Manhattan CBD and for people 


who travel by vehicle to community facilities and services in the 
Manhattan CBD, as well as residents of the CBD and employees of 
community facilities who use vehicles to travel to community facilities 
outside the CBD. Given the wide range of travel options other than 
driving, the cost for users to drive to community facilities and services 
would not constitute an adverse effect on community facilities and 
services. 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects 


5A-47 


Subchapter 5A, Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


POTENTIAL MITIGATION AND 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS ADVERSE EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 


The Project would benefit certain vulnerable social groups, including 
elderly populations, persons with disabilities, transit-dependent 
populations, and non-driver populations by creating a funding source for 
the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program (and subsequent capital 
programs and by reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD). 


Elderly individuals would benefit from the travel-time and reliability 

improvements to bus service with the CBD Tolling Alternative, as bus 

passengers tend to be older than riders on other forms of transit, such 

as the subway and, as described above, bus passengers in the 

Manhattan CBD would benefit from travel-time savings due to the No mitigation needed. No 
decrease in congestion. adverse effects 


Effects on Benefits to vulnerable social 
Vulnerable Social | groups from new funding for 
Groups MTA Capital Program 
People over the age of 65 with a qualifying disability receive a reduced 
fare on MTA subways and buses, and elderly individuals with a 
qualifying disability can also receive MTA’s paratransit service, 
including taxis and FHVs operating on behalf of MTA to transport 
paratransit users. Elderly people with disabilities and low-income 
individuals who drive to the Manhattan CBD would be entitled to the 
same mitigation and enhancements proposed for low-income and 
disabled populations, in general (see Table 161). Other elderly 
individuals who drive to the Manhattan CBD would pay the toll. 
Decrease in work trips by driving modes to and within the Manhattan 
CBD, with an offsetting increase in transit ridership. Those who would 
Increased cost for small drive despite the CBD toll would do so based on the need or 
Access to number of people who drive | convenience of driving and would benefit from the reduced congestion No mitigation needed. No 
Employment to work in the Manhattan in the Manhattan CBD. Negligible effect (less than 0.1%) on travel to adverse effects 
CBD employment within the Manhattan CBD and reverse-commuting from 
the CBD due to the wide range of transit options available and the 
small number of commuters who drive today. 
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5B.1 INTRODUCTION 


Neighborhood character is an amalgam of various character-defining features of an area. This subchapter 
describes the analysis of effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on neighborhood character, 
relying on the result of the traffic, transit, pedestrians and bicyclists, economic considerations, parklands, 
historic and cultural resources, visual resources, air quality, and noise analyses prepared for this EA. 


5B.2 METHODOLOGY 


5B.2.1 Framework for Neighborhood Character Analysis 

Neighborhood character is the mix of the various elements that give neighborhoods their distinct 
personality, context, and feeling. Neighborhood character consists of the attributes, including social and 
economic characteristics, and assets that make a neighborhood unique and that establish a sense of place 
for residents, workers, and visitors. Changes in travel patterns can affect neighborhood character by 
resulting in a notable change in vehicular and/or pedestrian traffic in an area or a related change in vehicle 
noise or air quality, if that change in turn affects a defining feature of the area’s neighborhood character. 


Neighborhood character is distinct from community cohesion, which is the degree to which groups of 
people with shared attributes or affinities—such as cultural, religious, artistic, or activity-based 
communities—form and maintain communities that are not limited to any location or neighborhood. 
Project effects on community cohesion are discussed in Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population 
Characteristics and Community Cohesion.” 


5B.2.2 Study Areas 

This subchapter considers whether the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect neighborhood character at a 
local level by introducing changes in travel behavior that could in turn affect defining features of 
neighborhood character. The analysis considers the potential effects that would occur in neighborhoods 
where BPM results indicate that Project-related changes in travel behavior would occur: the Manhattan 
CBD; at and close to 60th Street; near neighborhood streets where vehicular traffic would increase because 
of the Project; and at transit hubs where vehicular and/or pedestrian activity would increase because of 
the Project. The study areas for this assessment include the following: 


e Manhattan CBD Study Area — This study area includes the portion of Manhattan inclusive of and south 
of 60th Street from the Hudson River to the East River.? 


1 For the purposes of the analysis in this subchapter, the Manhattan CBD study area includes the West Side Highway/ 
Route 9A and the FDR Drive because these roadways are within and form part of the neighborhood context of the 
Manhattan CBD. However, vehicles that travel exclusively on these roadways would not be subject to the Manhattan CBD 
toll. 
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e 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary Study Area — 60th Street is the only segment of the Manhattan 
CBD boundary that is adjacent to neighborhoods outside the Manhattan CBD (elsewhere, the boundary 
is defined by the Hudson and East Rivers and New York Harbor). Because a new toll would be 
implemented between neighborhoods where no toll exists today, an analysis of potential effects on 
the neighborhood character of this area is merited. This study area includes the section of Manhattan 
between 55th and 65th Streets from the Hudson River to the East River, overlapping with a portion of 
the Manhattan CBD study area. This study area at the border of the Manhattan CBD is included for 
consideration of changes in travel behavior that could occur near the edge of the Manhattan CBD 
following implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative and their potential for localized effects on its 
neighborhood character. 


The study area is limited to five blocks on either side of the Manhattan CBD boundary because while 
changes in transportation activity near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary could be spread out 
over a broader area, this analysis makes the conservative assumption that the changes would be more 
concentrated (and therefore more intense) in the five blocks on either side of 60th Street and could 
have the potential to adversely affect neighborhood character. 


In addition to the two study areas described above, the following areas where changes in transportation 
activity would result from Project implementation were also considered. For the reasons explained below, 
there is no potential for Project implementation to adversely affect neighborhood character in these areas, 


and no further analysis of these study areas was warranted. 


e Neighborhood Streets and Highways Experiencing Increases in Traffic — The CBD Tolling Alternative 
would result in an overall net reduction in auto journeys to and from the Manhattan CBD. Depending 
on the tolling scenario, certain local streets and highway segments are projected to experience 
increases in vehicle traffic from route diversions. (Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local 
Intersections,” identifies these local streets and highways.) The concern for neighborhood character 
on these neighborhood streets and highways is whether this increased vehicular traffic could 
substantively burden the roadways in a way that could affect defining features of neighborhood 
character.’ As described in Section 5B.4.3, changes in neighborhood character in neighborhoods where 
local streets and highways would experience increased traffic are not anticipated; therefore, specific 


study areas were not defined for this analysis. 


Some neighborhoods near these neighborhood streets and highways have large concentrations of 
minority and/or low-income populations, collectively “environmental justice populations,” who live in 
them. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” describes these neighborhoods and evaluates the effects 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative on the environmental justice populations who live there. 


e =6Transit Hubs — With the CBD Tolling Alternative, certain public transportation hubs would experience 
an increase in transit ridership as more travelers to and from the Manhattan CBD elect to take public 
transportation rather than personal transportation or taxis/FHVs to avoid the toll. (Subchapter 4C, 


2 This analysis relies on the impact determinations in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” to 
determine whether roadways have been substantively burdened. 
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“Transportation: Transit,” identifies the transit hubs.) The concern for neighborhood character at these 
transportation hubs is whether this increased travel activity could substantively burden? the roadways, 
parking facilities, and pedestrian elements in the immediate area of the transit hubs in a way that could 
affect defining features of neighborhood character, or whether the larger numbers of travelers 
accessing the transit hubs could cause changes in market forces near the transit hubs that could lead 
to displacement of businesses or residents in a way that would affect defining features of neighborhood 
character. As described in Section 5B.4.3, changes in neighborhood character near transit hubs are not 
anticipated; therefore, specific study areas were not defined for this analysis. 


5B.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


This section describes the existing neighborhood character of each study area. 


5B.3.1 Manhattan CBD Study Area 

For the assessment in this subchapter, the Manhattan CBD study area is defined as the area of Manhattan 
south and inclusive of 60th Street. This area includes a heterogeneous mix of neighborhoods and serves as 
the economic hub of the New York City region (Figure 5B-1). This section broadly describes the character 
of the Manhattan CBD organized into three geographic areas—Lower Manhattan, Canal Street to 14th 
Street, and Midtown Manhattan north of 14th Street—following a traditional division of the Manhattan 
CBD into broad groupings of neighborhoods based on similarities in neighborhood character. 


The Manhattan CBD has census block groups that house minority and low-income (collectively, 
“environmental justice”) populations. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” evaluates the effects of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative on environmental justice populations. 


LOWER MANHATTAN 

Lower Manhattan is the southern portion of the Manhattan CBD study area from the tip of Manhattan 
north to Canal Street. This area includes neighborhoods such as the Financial District, Battery Park City, 
Chinatown, Tribeca, and Civic Center, and falls within Manhattan Community District 1 and a portion of 
Community District 3.4 The area’s built form is characterized by narrow streets in configurations that are 
not the typical Manhattan grid (e.g., the original colonial-era street configuration in the Financial District) 
and a varied mix of building forms that include low-rise, mid- to late-19th century buildings; turn-of-the- 
century and Art Deco skyscrapers; and tall, modern, brick and metal-and-glass skyscrapers, especially in the 
World Trade Center complex and Battery Park City. Land uses in the area include predominantly 
commercial and civic/government uses in the southernmost portions of Lower Manhattan, giving way to a 
more mixed-use, lower-density character with more residential, retail, open space, and light industrial uses 


This analysis relies on the impact determinations in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” Subchapter 4D, 
“Transportation: Parking,” and Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” to determine whether roadways, 
parking facilities, and pedestrian elements have been substantively burdened. 

4 New York City is divided into 59 community districts, a division of local governance. Each district is represented by a 
community board, a group of up to 50 unsalaried members selected by the area’s elected officials. Community boards serve 
an advisory role to address land use and community concerns within their districts and as a liaison between the public and 
the local government. 
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in the northern portions of Lower Manhattan. The area of Lower Manhattan south of Chambers Street has 
experienced a notable increase in residential use in recent decades, including conversion of prior office 
space into residential apartments. The Two Bridges neighborhood contains several public housing projects 
comprising thousands of affordable apartments. 


Figure 5B-1._ View of the Manhattan CBD Looking North to Midtown Manhattan from One World Trade 
Center 


Source: Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, 2022 


Lower Manhattan includes neighborhoods with notable environmental justice populations—Two Bridges 
and the portions of the Chinatown and the Lower East Side neighborhoods below Canal Street. Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” Section 17.5.2 provides more information on these neighborhoods. 


Lower Manhattan contains the approaches and entrance ramps to four major river crossings: the Brooklyn 
Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Holland Tunnel, and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. Traffic is particularly heavy at the 
river crossing entrances and exits, and traffic is often congested due to the narrow streets and irregular 
street layout. Generally, pedestrian volumes are extremely heavy on weekdays (because of the area’s 
worker population) and lighter on weekends. Several major transportation hubs are located in Lower 
Manhattan and provide service connections to and between the subway system, the Port Authority Trans- 
Hudson (PATH) system, and ferry services. These include the PATH World Trade Center terminal; Fulton 
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Center subway complex; and ferry terminals at Pier 11, Battery Park City, and Whitehall Street (Staten Island 
Ferry and Battery Maritime Building). 


The defining features of neighborhood character for the Lower Manhattan portion of the Manhattan CBD 
study area include its wide mix of street configurations and building forms; its dominant patterns of 
commercial, civic/government, and residential uses; the presence of numerous large-scale transportation 
facilities linking the area to other parts of the city and region; high levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic; 
and the high density of development and intensity of use that characterize its neighborhoods. 


CANAL STREET TO 14TH STREET 

From Canal Street to 14th Street, the overall character of the Manhattan CBD study area is low-rise 
(compared to Lower Manhattan and Midtown) and more mixed-use, with a greater concentration of 
residential uses. Neighborhoods in the area include the Lower East Side, East Village, West 
Village/Greenwich Village, Soho, Hudson Square, and Meatpacking District. The area falls within Manhattan 
Community District 2 and a portion of Community District 3. Land uses in this area include mid-rise and 
high-rise residential buildings, many with ground-floor retail; institutional uses such as museums, university 
buildings, public and private schools, and churches; and open spaces. Local retail is generally concentrated 
on the avenues and includes concentrations of restaurants, drinking establishments, coffee shops, grocery 
stores, and other service establishments such as laundromats. The blocks closest to the East River in the 
Lower East Side and East Village neighborhoods contain several public housing projects comprising 
thousands of affordable apartments. Compared to other areas of the Manhattan CBD, office space is less 
prevalent between Canal and 14th Streets, but there are areas of converted industrial lofts and factory 
spaces used for commercial purposes. The Williamsburg Bridge lands at Delancey Street in this area of 
Manhattan. 


This part of Manhattan includes the East Village neighborhood and portions of the Chinatown and Lower 
East Side neighborhoods, which have notable concentrations of environmental justice populations. 
Chapter17, “Environmental Justice,” Section 17.5.2 provides additional information on these 
neighborhoods. 


The defining features of neighborhood character for the Canal Street to 14th Street portion of the 
Manhattan CBD study area include its thoroughly mixed-use character, with a high concentration of 
residential uses, local retail, open spaces, and institutional uses; relatively lower building heights (compared 
to Lower Manhattan and Midtown); high levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic; and a level of 
development and intensity of use that are lower than those of Lower Manhattan or Midtown—though still 
quite high compared to most parts of the region. 


MIDTOWN MANHATTAN 

North of 14th Street, the character of the Manhattan CBD study area transitions to the high-density 
commercial uses of Midtown. Neighborhoods in this area include Union Square, Chelsea, Midtown, 
Garment Center, Times Square, Hell’s Kitchen/Clinton, Stuyvesant Town, Murray Hill, Kips Bay, and Sutton 
Place. Midtown Manhattan falls within Manhattan Community Districts 4, 5, and 6. Notably, given the 
predominantly north-south orientation of the subway system and arterial street network in this part of 


August 2022 5B-5 


Subchapter 5B, Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character 


Manhattan, the eastern and western sides of Midtown are notably distinct from each other in terms of 
neighborhood character. 


Midtown Manhattan contains a 
Figure 5B-2._ Morning Congestion and Traffic in Midtown 


Manhattan Looking South on Third Avenue 
(Summer 2022) 


dense mix of office and commercial 
uses, with notable concentrations of 
office use along Park and_ Sixth 


Avenues, near Penn Station New 
York, in Rockefeller Center, in Times 
Square, around Grand Central 
Terminal, and in the new Hudson 
Yards neighborhood (Figure 5B-2). 
Major transportation hubs— 
including Penn Station New York, 


Grand Central Terminal, the Lincoln — =< rs 
Tunnel, the Port Authority Bus > ; 
Terminal, Queens-Midtown Tunnel, a) ge: 
the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, and 
the ferry terminals at East 34th Street ' 

and West 39th Street—serve ‘ 
Midtown, as do numerous subway 


; Source: MTA 
lines and the PATH system. 


Midtown Manhattan also includes substantial residential uses, generally located in the eastern and western 
portions of Midtown. For example, numerous high-rise apartment buildings line Second and First Avenues, 
while brownstones and tenement buildings are mainly on the side streets. Residential uses are also 
concentrated west of Sixth Avenue, particularly within the Hell’s Kitchen/Clinton neighborhood, and south 
of West 34th Street. Several public housing complexes are spread throughout Midtown. Local retail tends 
to be concentrated along the avenues and consists of ground-floor restaurants, bars, and local goods and 
services. 


In Midtown Manhattan, the Hell’s Kitchen and Clinton neighborhoods have concentrations of 
environmental justice populations. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” Section 17.5.2 provides additional 
information on these neighborhoods. 


The defining features of neighborhood character for the Midtown portion of the Manhattan CBD study 
area include its dominant patterns of commercial and residential uses; the presence of numerous large- 
scale transportation facilities linking the area to other parts of the city and region; high levels of vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic; heavily visited tourist attractions such as Times Square and the Empire State 
Building; and the high density of development and intensity of use that characterize its neighborhoods. 
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SUMMARY 


Taken together, the defining features of neighborhood character for the Manhattan CBD study area include 
the following: 


e Wide mix of street configurations (particularly in Lower Manhattan) and building forms, ranging from 
row houses to skyscrapers 


e Established patterns of land use, with a heavy mix of uses across the Manhattan CBD and 
concentrations of different types of uses in certain neighborhoods 


e The presence of numerous large-scale transportation facilities linking the Manhattan CBD study area 
to other parts of the city and region 


e = High levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic 


e Very high density of development and intensity of use (somewhat lesser between Canal and 14th 
Streets, and greater in Lower Manhattan and Midtown) 


5B.3.2 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary Study Area 

The 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area includes the area between 55th and 65th Streets 
from the Hudson River to the East River (Figure 5B-3), which encompasses the boundary of the Manhattan 
CBD at 60th Street and the blocks to the immediate south and north of the boundary. This area is densely 
developed with a wide mix of uses and long-established land use patterns. The area has heavy vehicular 
and pedestrian traffic, with access to multiple subway and bus routes and high transit usage. 


From 55th Street to 60th Street, the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area is part of the 
Manhattan CBD, and is a high-density district characterized by a mix of uses, including commercial and 
residential skyscrapers, retail districts, and large cultural and institutional facilities. The areas east of Second 
Avenue and west of Eighth Avenue are more residential in character, but still very densely developed with 
row houses and mid- and high-rise apartment buildings. Between 55th and 60th Streets, the 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary study area is characterized by high pedestrian traffic throughout the day, and 
heavy vehicular traffic on all north-south roadways, along 57th Street and Central Park South, on the West 
Side Highway/Route 9A and the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive, and near the entrances and exits to the 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. 
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Figure 5B-3. 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary Study Area (Manhattan from 55th Street to 65th Street) 
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From 60th Street to 65th Street, the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area includes the densely 
developed east and west sides of Manhattan and the southern portion of Central Park. The east and west 
sides of Manhattan are high-density districts containing residential, commercial, cultural, and institutional 
uses. Residential uses include a mix of forms including row houses, mid- and high-rise apartment buildings, 
and residential skyscrapers. Neighborhood commercial corridors are along most north-south avenues. 
Streets in this area are characterized by heavy use due to the neighborhood’s density and its proximity to 
the Manhattan CBD. There is heavy vehicular traffic on north-south avenues and on the east-west side 
streets in the eastern portion of the area, which provide access to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and the 
FDR Drive. At the northern edge of the area, 65th Street is more heavily trafficked, because it provides 
eastbound vehicular access across Central Park between the Upper West Side and Upper East Side 
neighborhoods via the 65th Street transverse. (66th Street, just outside the 60th Street Manhattan CBD 
boundary study area, provides westbound access across Central Park and is also heavily trafficked). 
Pedestrian traffic is also heavy throughout the area, although less so on side streets. 


While there are on-street, curbside parking spaces on most streets in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD 
boundary study area, on-street spaces are generally not a reliable source of parking and finding available 
parking spaces that are not already occupied can involve substantial time searching for an available space. 
Much of this parking is metered, and New York City on-street parking regulations are complex, with variable 
time-of-day and day-of-week regulations applying to any given space, which limits the reliable supply of 
available on-street parking spaces at any given time. For example, on-street parking throughout New York 
City, including in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area, is subject to the city’s alternate-side 
parking regulations, which require vehicles to be moved during the week to facilitate street cleaning. At 
other locations, parking is metered during certain hours with a limited length of stay, and drivers must 
renew the charge to park or get ticketed for violating parking regulations. At other locations, parking is 
restricted during peak commuter hours to provide additional moving lanes but is allowed during other 
times. Each of these regulations increases the complexity of finding a parking space that is reliably available 
for the entire duration during which an individual needs to park their car. 


New York City policy does not protect or prioritize on-street parking in this section of Manhattan; in fact, 
the City of New York has implemented several policies and programs that promote repurposing on-street 
parking spaces for other uses, which has reduced the number of on-street parking spaces over time. These 
include the NYCDOT’s bike-share program, which places bike-share docking stations in former on-street 
parking spaces, and the Open Restaurants program, which allows restaurants and other food-service 
establishments to convert on-street parking spaces to customer seating. The small percentage of residents 
of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area who have vehicles (approximately 74 percent of 
60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area households do not have a vehicle®) either park their 
vehicles in curbside spaces despite these challenges or use private off-street garages, often paying monthly. 
Public rates for monthly parking spaces (as opposed to preferential rates for residents of the building where 
the garage is located) range from approximately $400 per month to over $1,000 per month;° in general, 


7 U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2015-2019. Data are for the 21 census tracts that are 
closest to the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area (including Manhattan Census Tracts 106.01, 106.02, 108.01, 
108.02, 108.03, 110, 112.01, 112.02, 112.03, 114.01, 114.02, 120, 122, 135.02, 137, 139, 145, 147, 149, 151.01, 151.02). In 
this area, 73.7 percent of households have no vehicles available; the margin of error is 2.0 percent. 

spothero.com. 
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higher pricing corresponds with greater proximity to major destinations, as well as added features such as 
valet service. Typically, given the low vehicle ownership rates in this area, the challenges in finding available 
parking spaces in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area and the dense, walkable nature of 
the area, as in the rest of Manhattan, most residents do not drive a vehicle for errands and shopping as 
they might outside the city. For example, modal split data prepared for the Greater East Midtown Rezoning 
(covering an area just south of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area that is comparable in 
terms of land use and transportation patterns) showed that 83 percent of trips to local retail destinations 
were walk trips, and 12 percent of local retail trips were made via public transportation (subway or bus); 
only 5 percent of these trips were made via automobile (2 percent by private auto, and 3 percent by 
taxi/FHV).’ 


The southern portion of Central Park is very different in character from the other areas of the 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary study area, as it is part of a large (840-acre), landscaped city park. The section of 
Central Park within the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area is heavily used and has a variety 
of active and passive recreation areas. Other than the transverse roadways that cross the park, roadways 
in Central Park are closed to vehicular traffic other than authorized vehicles, and these roadways are heavily 
used by bicyclists, runners, and walkers, as well as recreational horse carriages. Throughout the southern 
part of Central Park, the tall buildings of the surrounding neighborhoods are visible and visually delimit the 
edges of the park. The park serves as an important public open space for residents, workers, and visitors 
from the adjacent neighborhoods. Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” provides more 
information about Central Park. 


The defining features of neighborhood character for the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area 
include the following: 


e Heavily mixed-use nature and established patterns of office, retail, residential, cultural, institutional, 
and open space uses 

e High density of development 

e = High levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic and transit use 

e = Highly walkable nature 


e Contrast provided by the large open expanse of the southernmost portion of Central Park 


5B.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


5B.4.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program with its associated tolling 
infrastructure. New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) socioeconomic and demographic 
forecasts and BPM modeling conducted for this Project show that between the 2023 build year and the 
2045 future analysis year and in the absence of Project implementation, population would experience 


? New York City Department of City Planning. May 2017. Greater East Midtown Rezoning Final Environmental Impact 


Statement, Chapter 12, “Transportation,” Table 12.4 Transportation Planning Factors. 
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modest background growth, with corresponding increases in roadway traffic and transit ridership (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” for further detail). The 
neighborhood character of the Manhattan CBD study area and the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary 
study area would be similar to existing conditions. 


5B.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative (all tolling scenarios) on 
neighborhood character.® CEQR guidance for neighborhood character analyses notes that neighborhood 
character is an amalgam of various character-defining features, and when a defining feature of 
neighborhood character would be adversely affected, this would in turn adversely affect neighborhood 
character overall. Travel patterns help give neighborhoods their distinct personality, context, and feeling, 
and thus are a component of neighborhood character. This section presents potential beneficial and 
adverse effects on defining features of neighborhood character resulting from implementation of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. 


MANHATTAN CBD STUDY AREA 

As described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD study area, although VMT reductions would 
not be evenly spread across the Manhattan CBD, and certain roadways would experience increased VMT 
due to route diversions. Overall, reduced VMT in the Manhattan CBD would reduce associated pollutant 
emissions and improve travel times and travel-time reliability. Even in locations where traffic would 
increase, the Project would not adversely affect air quality (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality”) or noise (see 
Chapter 12, “Noise”). Therefore, there would be no potential for changes in air quality or noise to adversely 
affect defining features of neighborhood character. Beneficial Project effects to air quality and noise at the 
local scale would be limited and would not affect defining features of neighborhood character. 


As described in Section 5B.3.1, the defining features of neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD 
study area include the following: 


e Wide mix of street configurations (particularly in Lower Manhattan) and building forms, ranging from 
row houses to skyscrapers 


e Established patterns of land use, with a heavy mix of uses across the Manhattan CBD and 
concentrations of different types of uses in certain neighborhoods 


e The presence of numerous large-scale transportation facilities linking the Manhattan CBD study area 
to other parts of the city and region 


e = High levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic 


e Very high density of development and intensity of use (somewhat lesser between Canal and 14th 
Streets, and greater in Lower Manhattan and Midtown) 


8 See Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for information on the tolling scenarios. 
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Potential concerns for neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD study area due to implementation 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative relate to whether changes in the number of people accessing the Manhattan 
CBD and economic effects on specific industries would have the potential to affect defining features of 
neighborhood character. 


Changes in the Number of People Accessing the Manhattan CBD 

As described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” BPM 
results indicate that despite congestion reductions resulting from the Project, due to people shifting to 
other modes the overall number of daily journeys by all modes to, from, and within the Manhattan CBD 
study area would not change substantially because of the Project. The BPM has a limited ability to predict 
trip cancellation, and it is likely that some additional trips to the Manhattan CBD beyond those projected 
by the BPM would be canceled due to the implementation of the Project. Subchapter 4A notes that 
experience from similar program implementations in London and Stockholm shows that while some trip 
cancellation would occur, it would be a relatively small percentage of overall drivers accessing the 
Manhattan CBD (less than 3 percent in London and up to approximately 11 percent in Stockholm). Because 
only approximately 20 percent of all Manhattan CBD-related journeys are made by auto, cancellation of a 
small percentage of auto trips would not result in a significant decrease in total journeys by all modes. For 
example, in 2023 under Tolling Scenario B (the scenario with the highest number of Daily Manhattan CBD- 
related vehicle person- journeys, per Table 4A-9 in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling”), if 11 percent of those journeys were cancelled altogether, this 
would result in a decline of 50,329 total CBD-related journeys; if 3 percent of those journeys were cancelled 
altogether, this would result in a decline of 13,726 total CBD-related journeys. In the context of the 
approximately 2.8 million total daily journeys to the Manhattan CBD in 2023 (see Table 5A-2 in 
Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion,”), this represents 
a small fraction of total journeys to the Manhattan CBD. With this small reduction in the overall number of 
people accessing the Manhattan CBD study area daily, the high levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic, 
high density of development and intensity of use, and the prominence of large-scale transportation 
facilities that are defining characteristics of neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD would not be 
affected. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect neighborhood character in the 
Manhattan CBD study area due to changes in the number of people accessing the Manhattan CBD. 


As discussed in the previous paragraph, with the Project, pedestrian traffic in this area would likely increase 
due to mode shift away from automobiles, which could benefit land uses that rely on high levels of 
pedestrian traffic, particularly retail uses. This would reinforce the established patterns of land use, heavy 
mixing of uses, and the very high density of development and intensity of use that are defining features of 
neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD study area. 


Economic Effects on Specific Industries 

As noted in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” members of the public raised Project 
effects on small businesses as a concern during early public outreach conducted in fall 2021. Chapter 6, 
“Economic Conditions,” concludes that changes in travel patterns brought on by the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not adversely affect any particular industry or occupational category in the Manhattan CBD, 
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including small businesses. The analysis also indicates no adverse changes to commercial traffic providing 
goods and services to the Manhattan CBD. 


Therefore, economic effects on specific industries resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
adversely affect the established land use patterns and mixing of uses that are defining features of 
neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD study area. 


As discussed above, with the Project, pedestrian traffic in this area would likely increase, which could 
benefit specific industries that rely on high levels of pedestrian traffic, particularly retail businesses. This 
would reinforce the established patterns of land use, heavy mixing of uses, and the very high density of 
development and intensity of use that are defining features of neighborhood character in the Manhattan 
CBD study area. 


60TH STREET MANHATTAN CBD BOUNDARY STUDY AREA 
As described in Section 5B.3.2, the defining features of neighborhood character in the 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary study area include the following: 


e Heavily mixed-use nature and established patterns of office, retail, residential, cultural, institutional, 
and open space uses 


e High density of development 

e High levels of vehicular and pedestrian traffic and transit use 

e = Highly walkable nature 

e Contrast provided by the large open expanse of the southernmost portion of Central Park 


Concerns for neighborhood character in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area because of 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative relate to whether changes in driving behavior, changes in 
access to parking, economic effects of changes in travel patterns, and effects on Central Park would have 
the potential to affect defining features of neighborhood character. 


Changes in Driving Behavior and Access to Parking 

As described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” BPM 
results for all tolling scenarios indicate that with the CBD Tolling Alternative, roadway traffic would generally 
decrease across the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area; however, traffic would increase on 
certain streets due to route diversions, particularly in the eastern portion of the 60th Street Manhattan 
CBD boundary study area near the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. The volume of vehicular traffic on each of 
the avenues immediately north of 60th Street would decrease under all tolling scenarios. As noted in 
Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” members of the public raised concerns about high 
levels of congestion near cultural institutions in the Upper West Side portion of the 60th Street Manhattan 
CBD boundary study area during early public outreach conducted in the fall of 2021; as this area is located 
immediately north of 60th Street, BPM results described above indicate that the Project would improve 
the traffic situation in this area. The drop in vehicular traffic along the avenues north of 60th Street 
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described above also suggests that the demand for parking in those neighborhoods would not increase. 
However, members of the public have expressed concern that after implementation of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, taxi/FHV drop-offs would increase just north of 60th Street and demand for the existing, limited 
supply of on-street parking north of 60th Street could increase, as people seek to avoid crossing the 
Manhattan CBD boundary in a vehicle and paying the toll. However, this is unlikely to occur given the 
difficulty in finding an available parking space in this area (see discussion in Section 5B.3.2). On-street 
parking is generally not a reliable source of parking in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area. 
To have a reliable source of parking, commuters and other drivers who routinely access the Manhattan 
CBD from the north would likely seek a monthly space in a parking lot or garage; as discussed in 
Section 5B.3.2, costs for monthly spaces in this area range from approximately $400 to over $1,000 per 
month, which would offset the benefit of avoiding the toll. If any increase in parking demand or taxi/FHV 
drop-offs does occur in this area, it would likely decrease over time as people adjust their travel patterns 
to account for the toll. Particularly for those driving their personal vehicles, the complexity and wasted time 
associated with finding parking in this area would likely deter long-term shifts to parking just north of the 
60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary. Any increase in demand for on-street parking would not affect most 
neighborhood residents, who are not likely to rely on on-street parking for their regular parking needs. It 
should be noted that ready access to on-street parking spaces is not a defining feature of neighborhood 
character in this area, and any limited changes to on-street parking availability that may occur as a result 
of Project implementation would therefore not have the potential to affect neighborhood character. 


As described in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” Section 6.4.3.2, if an increase in demand for off-street 
parking were to occur just north of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary, that demand would be 
accommodated through available capacity, or if there were capacity constraints, it would be offset through 
upward adjustments in parking fees; this would likely offset potential changes in parking behavior resulting 
from the CBD Tolling Alternative. Between 60th and 65th Streets, there are 7,525 off-street parking spaces 
in 52 parking facilities, which under typical conditions are at 70 to 80 percent occupancy.° Of these, 
3,865 spaces in 34 parking facilities are located east of Central Park, and 3,660 spaces in 18 parking facilities 
are located west of Central Park. For additional detail, see Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” Table 6-33. 
It is unlikely that new off-street parking capacity would be added just north of 60th Street because the area 
is built-out and lacks available sites, and a decades-long trend toward lower parking demand combined 
with high real estate values in this area further suggest that new parking garages would not be developed. 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, neighborhood residents who live on one side of the Manhattan CBD 
boundary and park on the other, and who elect not to switch to a parking space on the same side of the 
Manhattan CBD boundary, would need to pay the toll each time they drive to their residence. This could 
add complexity to certain activities for those individual residents, such as dropping off purchases at a 
residence after a shopping trip. However, as noted, most residents do not have vehicles, and among those 


Based on a sampling of parking utilization collected in 2018 and 2019 during typical conditions for environmental review 
studies, weekday midday off-street parking utilization generally ranges from approximately 70 to 80 percent of capacity, 
with lower utilization rates in the AM and PM peak periods. Applying this utilization estimate to the total off-street parking 
capacity between 60th and 65th Streets (7,525 spaces) equates to between 1,505 and 2,258 available off-street parking 
spaces. 
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who do, most do not drive their vehicles in connection with shopping trips in this way. In addition, the New 
York City zoning code and CEQR guidance do not prioritize such activities in this section of Manhattan. New 
York City zoning does not require most developments in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study 
area to include off-street parking, and CEQR guidance generally does not consider project parking shortfalls 
in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area to constitute an adverse impact due to the wide 
availability of transit and other alternative modes of transportation. 


Any changes in driving behavior and access to parking would not adversely affect the defining features of 
neighborhood character in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area. Because new parking 
garages are not likely to be developed in the place of existing uses, there would be no change in the mixed- 
use nature, established land use patterns, and high development densities that are defining features of the 
area’s neighborhood character. Any increase in demand for parking would not affect the defining features 
of neighborhood character in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area, because ready access 
to parking is not a defining feature of neighborhood character in this area. 


Economic Effects of Changes in Travel Patterns 

While the reductions in roadway traffic with the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion in the 
neighborhood, the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area would continue to experience heavy 
vehicular traffic overall given its major activity centers and its connections to the Ed Koch Queensboro 
Bridge, a major East River crossing. Pedestrian traffic would likely increase, which could benefit retail 
businesses in the neighborhood. Because the CBD Tolling Alternative would not substantially change the 
overall number of people using the neighborhood, it would not result in changes to the land use patterns 
that contribute to the character of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area. Existing businesses 
in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area would not be adversely affected, except potentially 
for off-street parking garages, which are discussed in the next paragraph (see Chapter 6, “Economic 
Conditions,” for further discussion of existing businesses). 


As described in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” demand for off-street parking could decrease in the 
blocks south of 60th Street after implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. This could lead to the 
redevelopment of existing parking garages with new replacement uses over time. The high property values 
in the neighborhood combined with existing zoning would ensure that replacement uses would be 
consistent with the types of uses already prevalent in the area, such as high-density commercial, residential, 
and institutional uses. 


Therefore, the economic effects of changes in travel patterns would not adversely affect the mixed-use 
nature, prevailing land use patterns, high densities, and highly walkable nature that are defining features 
of neighborhood character in this area. 


Pedestrian traffic would likely increase in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area, which could 
benefit retail businesses in the neighborhood, reinforcing the established patterns of land use that are a 
defining feature of the area’s neighborhood character. Any redevelopment of existing parking garages 
could also benefit neighborhood character by introducing more active uses and higher densities that are 
more aligned with the defining features of the area’s neighborhood character. 
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Effects on Central Park 

Central Park is closed to vehicular traffic except for park deliveries or other drivers with permitted business 
in the park; therefore, there would be no increase in the small number of vehicles that use the park 
roadways. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any adverse effects on Central Park, such as 
changes in the use of the park or any reduction in usable parkland. The CBD Tolling Alternative (all tolling 
scenarios) would result in reduced traffic volumes adjacent to Central Park on Fifth Avenue and Central 
Park West as well as reduced traffic volumes crossing the park using the park’s sunken transverse roads, 
which would be considered a beneficial effect on the park (see Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational 
Resources”). Thus, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect the character of Central Park, 
which is a defining feature of neighborhood character in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study 
area, and would result in beneficial effects to the park. 


NEIGHBORHOOD STREETS AND HIGHWAYS EXPERIENCING INCREASES IN TRAFFIC 

Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” provides analysis of highway segments 
and intersections in neighborhoods where changes in traffic would occur and concludes that with the 
implementation of standard traffic improvements, there would be no adverse traffic effects at local 
intersections. Subchapter 4B also concludes that through implementation of Transportation Demand 
Management measures, adverse traffic effects would be mitigated on highway segments where potentially 
adverse effects would result from increases in traffic volumes. As a result, with implementation of 
Transportation Demand Measures, there would be no substantial change to the overall operation or 
character of local streets or highways. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative does not have the potential 
to alter neighborhood character near neighborhood streets or highways experiencing increases in traffic. 


Many of the neighborhoods near these neighborhood streets and highways contain environmental justice 
populations. As noted in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice” and Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and 
Public Outreach,” during early public outreach conducted in the fall of 2021, members of the public raised 
concerns that traffic diversions to highways in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would adversely affect nearby neighborhoods with environmental justice populations, including 
by degrading air quality and increasing noise. Members of the public also voiced concerns about the effects 
of changes in traffic on the Lower East Side section of Lower Manhattan. Section 17.6 provides a discussion 
of effects on environmental justice communities. 


TRANSIT HUBS 


As noted in Section 5.B.2.2, the concern for neighborhood character at transit hubs relates to whether 
increased travel activity resulting from the Project would substantively burden the roadways, parking 
facilities, and pedestrian elements in the immediate area of the transit hubs in a way that could affect 
defining features of neighborhood character, or whether the larger numbers of travelers accessing the 
transit hubs could cause changes in market forces near the transit hubs that could lead to displacement of 
businesses or residents in a way that would affect defining features of neighborhood character. 
Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” and Subchapter 4E, 
“Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” conclude that the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase 
ridership at many transit stations, but it would not result in adverse effects to the operations of transit 
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hubs. Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” concludes 
that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects from indirect residential displacement 
near transit hubs. Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative does not 
have the potential to substantively alter market conditions in neighborhoods surrounding transportation 
hubs. Therefore, given that the Project would not result in any effects at transit hubs, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative does not have the potential to alter neighborhood character near transit hubs. 


5B.5 CONCLUSION 


Table 5B-1 summarizes the effects of the Project. 


Table 5B-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Neighborhood Character 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE MITIGATION AND 
EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 
The changes in traffic patterns on local streets are No mitigation 

No notable change in unlikely to change the defining elements of the needed. No adverse 
neighborhood character, | neighborhood character of the Manhattan CBD. effects 
including in the Manhattan | Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street CBD 
CBD, in the area close to | boundary (including increases just north of 60th Street 

the CBD boundary, and _|_and decreases just to the south) would not create a 

the rest of the 28-county —_climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects 
area on neighborhood character nor alter the defining elements 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


No mitigation 
needed. No adverse 
effects 


of the neighborhood character of this area. 


The Manhattan CBD study area serves as the economic hub of the New York City region and includes a 
heterogeneous mix of neighborhoods. The CBD Tolling Alternative would decrease vehicular trips within 
most parts of the Manhattan CBD and increase transit, bicycle, and pedestrian trips near transit stations. 
Due to people shifting to other modes the Project-related changes in the number of people accessing the 
Manhattan CBD would not substantially change and would not noticeably affect the intensity of use of the 
Manhattan CBD study area. Changes in travel patterns brought on by the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
adversely affect any particular industry in the Manhattan CBD. Pedestrian traffic in this area would likely 
increase due to mode shift away from automobiles, which would benefit land uses that rely on high levels 
of pedestrian traffic, particularly retail uses. This, in turn, would reinforce the established patterns of land 
use, heavy mixing of uses, and the very high density of development and intensity of use that are defining 
features of neighborhood character in the Manhattan CBD study area. 


The 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area is a high-density mixed-use district containing 
portions of several neighborhoods as well as a section of Central Park. The CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not result in any adverse effects on Central Park, and traffic reductions on certain roadways adjacent to 
and within the park would result in beneficial effects to the park. This study area would be affected by 
changes in driving behavior related to access to parking; in addition, implementation of a congestion toll at 
60th Street would add complexity for those neighborhood residents who currently drive in the area for 
errands and other activities. However, because new parking garages are not likely to be developed in the 
place of existing uses, there would be no change in the mixed-use nature, established land use patterns, 
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and high development densities that are defining features of the area. Any increased complexity in finding 
parking would not affect the defining features of neighborhood character because ready access to parking 
is not a defining feature of neighborhood character in this area. For these reasons, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not adversely affect the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would benefit neighborhood character in the 60th Street Manhattan CBD 
boundary study area. Pedestrian traffic would likely increase, which could benefit retail businesses in the 
neighborhood, reinforcing the established patterns of land use that are a defining feature of the area’s 
neighborhood character. Any redevelopment of existing parking garages could also benefit neighborhood 
character by introducing more active uses and higher densities that are more aligned with the defining 
features of the area’s neighborhood character. 


Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” concludes that with the 
implementation of standard traffic improvements, there would be no adverse traffic effects at local 
intersections. It also concludes that through implementation of Transportation Demand Measures, adverse 
traffic effects could be mitigated on highway segments where traffic volumes would increase. While the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would affect traffic operations on local streets and highways in neighborhoods near 
the Manhattan CBD, there would be no substantial change to the overall operation or character of these 
local streets or highways, including on emissions and noise (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” and Chapter 12, 
“Noise”). Thus, there would be no potential for Project-related changes to local streets or highways to 
substantively alter the neighborhood character of the areas nearby. 


Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” and Subchapter 4E, 
“Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” conclude that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
adverse effects to transportation conditions at transit hubs; Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population 
Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
adverse effects from indirect residential displacement near transit hubs; and Chapter 6, “Economic 
Conditions,” concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative does not have the potential to substantively alter 
market conditions in neighborhoods surrounding transportation hubs. Therefore, there would be no 
potential for Project-related changes to transportation, social, or economic conditions at transit hubs to 
substantively alter defining features of neighborhood character near these transit hubs. 
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5C.1 INTRODUCTION 


This subchapter assesses the consistency of the CBD Tolling Alternative with public policies enacted or 
adopted by governmental bodies from the regional study area that are applicable to major transportation 
initiatives such as the Project. A public policy is a plan or program enacted by a government body to achieve 
a stated goal. 


5C.2 PUBLIC POLICIES APPLICABLE TO THE PROJECT 


This section describes existing public policies that are applicable to the Project. Chapter 13, “Natural 
Resources,” describes policies related to coastal zone management. 


5C.2.1 OneNYC 2050: Building a Strong and Fair City, New York City’s Strategic Plan 

OneNYC 2050, New York City’s strategic plan, includes initiatives related to the city’s economic growth, 
sustainability, and resiliency.? New York City’s plans for sustainable development address the need for 
reducing traffic congestion, improving air quality, and improving public transportation, among other goals. 
The City of New York plans to reduce congestion by implementing initiatives that include, but are not 
limited to, leveraging new technologies to enforce traffic laws; optimizing curb use by expanding bus and 
bike lanes, commercial loading/unloading zones, and curb safety designs; and addressing FHV congestion 
and vehicles circulating without passengers in the most congested parts of New York City (including driver 
incentives to reduce passenger circulation within the Manhattan CBD and using CBD tolling to limit cruising 
in and out of the Manhattan CBD). 


The OneNYC 2050 report notes that 67 percent of all trips in New York City in 2015 were made by taking 
public transit, walking, and bicycling—the highest of any large U.S. city. The report identifies the goal of 
increasing the transit, walking, and bicycling mode share to 80 percent of all trips by 2050, which requires 
reducing the share of trips taken by personal automobile from 31 percent to 16 percent. The initiatives 
identified to achieve that goal include, among others, implementing CBD tolling to reduce traffic. 


5C.2.2 Regional Transportation Plans 

Transportation planning in metropolitan areas is guided by Federally mandated Metropolitan Planning 
Organizations (MPOs), which have the responsibility for addressing compliance with the Clean Air Act (see 
Chapter 10, “Air Quality”). The MPOs ensure that transportation projects conform to the states’ plans to 
improve air quality, as delineated in their state implementation plans. Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” 
Section 10.4 provides discussion of the Project’s relationship to the NYMTC Transportation Improvement 
Program and the New York State Implementation Plan. 


1 The City of New York. April 2019. OneNYC 2050: Building a Strong and Fair City. 
http://onenyc.cityofnewyork.us/strategies/onenyc-2050/. 
2 The City of New York. April 2019. OneNYC 2050: Building a Strong and Fair City. Volume 8, Efficient Mobility, p. 24. 
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In the New York metropolitan region, New York City and five surrounding New York counties (Nassau and 
Suffolk Counties in Long Island; and Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester Counties north of New York City) 
are within the jurisdiction of NYMTC. Northern New Jersey is within the jurisdiction of the North Jersey 
Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA). Mercer County, New Jersey, is within the jurisdiction of the 
Delaware Valley Regional Planning Commission, the MPO for the greater Philadelphia region. Orange 
County, New York, has a dedicated MPO—the Orange County Transportation Council; likewise, Dutchess 
County, New York, is under the jurisdiction of the Dutchess County Transportation Council. In Connecticut, 
Fairfield and New Haven Counties are split among the jurisdictions of five MPOs: the South Western Region 
MPO, the Housatonic Valley MPO, the Greater Bridgeport and Valley MPO, the Central Naugatuck Valley 
MPO, and the South Central Regional MPO. Each MPO must produce a regional transportation plan 
(sometimes referred to as a long-range transportation plan) with a long-term plan for the region’s 
transportation system, which must be updated regularly. Table 5C-1 provides information on each of the 
MPOs in the regional study area and their most recent regional transportation plans, and Figure SC-1 shows 
the jurisdiction of each of the MPOs. 


NJTPA and NYMTC issued their most recent regional transportation plans in 2021. Both plans recognize the 
vital importance of reducing roadway congestion to assist the metropolitan area’s sustainability and 
economic growth. NYMTC’s plan, Moving Forward: Your Region, Connected, references the Project and 
describes congestion pricing as a strategy for reducing congestion and air pollution that would also raise 
funds to pay for additional transportation system improvements.? NJTPA’s plan, Plan 2050: Transportation, 
People, Opportunity, describes “severe congestion in some locations, hampering commerce and 
commuting, and causing growing safety and environmental concerns”* as a key transportation challenge 
facing the region. Both plans highlight the need for congestion reduction in the New York and northern 
New Jersey metropolitan region to support existing, as well as future, transportation needs. 


The other MPOs in the regional study area focus on counties outside the core of the New York City region. 
Their regional transportation plans share a focus on the importance of reducing congestion within each 
MPO’s jurisdiction, and several of the plans specifically reference congestion pricing as a tool for achieving 
such reductions in their areas of focus. 


:: New York Metropolitan Transportation Council. September 2021. Moving Forward: Your Region, Connected. p. 211. 
4 North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority. September 2021. Plan 2050: Transportation, People, Opportunity. p. 1. 
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Table 5C-1. Metropolitan Planning Organizations in the Regional Study Area 


METROPOLITAN 


PLANNING REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION 
ORGANIZATION (MPO) JURISDICTION PLAN LINK 
New York Metropolitan | New York City and Nassau, Moving Forward: Your Region, https://nymtcmovingforward 
Transportation Council | Putnam, Rockland, Suffolk, and | Connected (September 2021) .org/pdfs/nymtc_Irtp_2050 
Westchester Counties, New book.pdf 
York 


North Jersey Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Plan 2050: Transportation, https://www.nitpa.org/Plann 
Transportation Hunterdon, Middlesex, People, Opportunity ing/Plans-Guidance/Plan- 


Planning Authority Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, (September 2021) 2050.aspx 


Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, 
Union and Warren Counties, 


New Jersey 
Delaware Valley Mercer County, New Jersey Connections 2050: Plan for https://www.dvrpc.org/plan 
Regional Planning (includes areas outside the Greater Philadelphia (September 
Commission regional study area) 2021) 
Orange County Orange County, New York Orange County Long Range https:/Awww.orangecountyg 
Transportation Council Transportation Plan 2045 ov.com/485/Long-Range- 
(November 2019) Transportation-Plan 
Dutchess County Dutchess County, New York Moving Dutchess Forward (July https://www.dutchessny.go 
Transportation Council 2021) v/Departments/Transportati 
on-Council/Transportation- 
Plan.htm 
South Western Region | Part of Fairfield County, South Western Region https://westcog.org/transpo 
MPO Connecticut Metropolitan Planning rtation/foundational- 
Organization 2019-2045 Long plans/long-range- 
Range Transportation Plan transportation- 
(April 2019) plans/#swrmpo 
Housatonic Valley Part of Fairfield County, Housatonic Valley Metropolitan https:/Awestcog.org/transpo 
MPO Connecticut (includes areas Planning Organization 2019- rtation/foundational- 
outside the regional study area) | 2045 Long Range Transportation | plans/long-range- 
Plan transportation- 
(April 2019) lans/#hvmpo 
Greater Bridgeport Parts of Fairfield and New Metropolitan Transportation Plan | https://metrocog- 
and Valley MPO Haven Counties, Connecticut 2019-2045: Greater Bridgeport & | website.s3.us-east- 
Valley Metropolitan Planning 2.amazonaws.com/Website 
Organization (March 2019) +Content/MTP/MTP+Final+ 
2019-03-28.pdf 
Central Naugatuck Part of New Haven County, Metropolitan Transportation Plan | https://nvcog.maps.arcgis.c 
Valley MPO Connecticut (includes areas for the Naugatuck Valley Planning | om/apps/MapSeries/index. 
outside the regional study area) | Region: 2019-2045 (April 2019) html?appid=95aa35d9cd77 
47e68d2205d86c15dbb0 
South Central Part of New Haven County, South Central Regional https://scrcog.org/transport 
Regional MPO Connecticut Metropolitan Transportation Plan | ation- 
2019-2045 (April 2019) planning/metropolitan- 


transportation-plan/ 
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Figure 5C-1. Metropolitan Planning Organizations in the Regional Study Area 
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5023 New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act 

The Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act requires that State of New York infrastructure agencies, 
including TBTA and NYSDOT, ensure that public infrastructure projects are consistent with 11 smart growth 
criteria to minimize environmental degradation, loss of open space, and disinvestment in existing 
communities. Smart growth criteria encourage projects that focus on existing infrastructure in municipal 
centers and other developed areas. The following 11 smart growth criteria reflect the State of New York’s 
commitment to sustainable development that strengthens existing communities and develops new ones 
without compromising the needs of future generations, all while reducing greenhouse gas emissions and 
mitigating future climate risks: 


To advance projects for the use, maintenance, or improvement of existing infrastructure 
e Toadvance projects located in municipal centers 


e To advance projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development in a 
municipally approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan and/or 
brownfield opportunity area plan 


e Toprotect, preserve and enhance the state's resources, including agricultural land, forests, surface and 
groundwater, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic areas, and significant historic and 
archeological resources 


e To foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown revitalization, brownfield 
redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity and affordability of housing 
in proximity to places of employment, recreation and commercial development and the integration of 
all income and age groups 


e To provide mobility through transportation choices including improved public transportation and 
reduced automobile dependency 


e Tocoordinate between state and local government and intermunicipal and regional planning 
e To participate in community-based planning and collaboration 


e Toensure predictability in building and land use code 


e To promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new communities which reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future generations, by among other 
means encouraging broad based public involvement in developing and implementing a community plan 
and ensuring the governance structure is adequate to sustain its implementation? 


5C.2.4 Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act 
The Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act, which became law in July 2019, establishes a 
comprehensive climate policy for New York State. The act requires that the State of New York reduce 


7 New York State Environmental Conservation Law, Article 6, State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. 


https://dos.ny.gov/system/files/documents/2020/08/smart-growth-public-infrastructure-act.pdf. 
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greenhouse gas emissions to 85 percent below 1990 levels by 2050 and offset the remaining 15 percent, 
establishing a “net-zero” economy. It also includes provisions that 70 percent of the state’s electricity must 
come from renewable energy by 2030, and 100 percent of the state’s electricity supply must be emissions 
free by 2040. The act seeks to ensure environmental justice by requiring that a minimum of 35 percent of 
investments from clean energy and energy efficiency funds be invested in poor communities. The act also 
creates a Climate Action Council, which must create a plan for reducing emissions across all sectors of the 
economy, including the transportation sector. 


5C.3 CONSISTENCY WITH APPLICABLE PUBLIC POLICIES 


SC3.4 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program that would reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that would generate revenue for future transportation 
improvements. Under the No Action Alternative, roadway traffic and transit ridership would experience 
normal background growth. NYMTC Best Practice Model (BPM) results indicate that congestion within the 
Manhattan CBD would continue to increase, with daily VMT in the Manhattan CBD growing between the 
2023 and 2045 analysis years (see Table 4A-2 in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling”).° The No Action Alternative is not consistent with public policy, because it would 
not advance the goals of OneNYC 2050, regional transportation plans, the Smart Growth Public 
Infrastructure Policy Act, or the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act. 


5C.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative (all tolling scenarios) on the public 
policies described earlier in Section 5C.2. Chapter 13, “Natural Resources,” describes the CBD Tolling 
Alternative’s consistency with coastal zone policies. 


ONENYC 2050: NEW YORK CITY’S STRATEGIC PLAN 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with and supportive of the objectives of OneNYC 2050. 
OneNYC 2050 explicitly recommends CBD tolling in its Initiative 26, “Reduce congestion and emissions.” 
Regionwide, reductions in vehicle volumes and the corresponding shift of some journeys from auto to 
transit, walking, and cycling (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling”) would contribute to reduced pollutant emissions (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality”), and toll 
revenue would facilitate a new funding source for MTA. Accordingly, the CBD Tolling Alternative would also 
help advance various other initiatives of OneNYC 2050, including the following: 


e Initiative 16, “Design a physical environment that creates the conditions for health and well-being,” 
which focuses in part on reducing air pollutant emissions. 


5 As noted in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” MTA data for September 2021 shows that weekday vehicle traffic activity at TBTA 
crossings was approximately only 5 percent below pre-COVID-19 pandemic levels on average. September weekday data was 
adjusted to exclude Labor Day and Yom Kippur. Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority Day-by-Day Ridership 
Numbers. https://new.mta.info/coronavirus/ridership. 
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e Initiative 20, “Achieve carbon neutrality and 100 percent clean energy,” which emphasizes the 
importance of inducing mode shift from driving to transit, cycling, and walking. 


e = Initiative 24, “Modernize New York City’s mass transit networks,” which encourages facilitating a new 
funding source to support MTA projects. 


e Initiative 25, “Ensure New York City’s streets are safe and accessible,” which envisions reprioritizing 
space on city streets where vehicular congestion has been reduced because of the Project. 


The City of New York, through the New York City Department of Transportation, is a partner in the planning 
and development of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


REGIONAL TRANSPORTATION PLANS 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with and supportive of the objectives of the regional 
transportation plans from MPOs across the 28-county New York City region. Specifically, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would implement a congestion pricing strategy to reduce congestion in the Manhattan CBD, 
consistent with the strategies detailed in NYMTC’s Moving Forward: Your Region, Connected. |t would also 
provide a new funding source for MTA’s 2020-2024 Capital Program, which includes projects that are noted 
in Moving Forward. 


BPM results show that VMT would increase in New Jersey under all tolling scenarios. However, these 
increases would be negligible (between 0.01 percent and 0.20 percent (see Table 4A-7 in Subchapter 4A, 
“Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling”), and would be widely distributed across 
northern New Jersey. A nominal increase in VMT in New Jersey does not directly translate to an increase in 
congestion, and the projected change in VMT under the CBD Tolling Alternative would not preclude NJTPA 
from implementing its own programs and initiatives to reduce congestion in northern New Jersey. 
Therefore, the change in VMT associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative is not inconsistent with the NJTPA 
Regional Transportation Plan. NJTPA is a participating agency for the Project. NJTPA attended an agency 
coordination meeting with the Project Sponsors on September 10, 2021, and NJTPA will have an 
opportunity to review and comment on this EA. The Project Sponsors will also continue to coordinate with 
NJTPA as part of the Project’s agency coordination activities. 


SMART GROWTH PUBLIC INFRASTRUCTURE POLICY ACT 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with the 11 policies of the Smart Growth Public 
Infrastructure Policy Act. As shown in Appendix SC, “Social Conditions: New York State Smart Growth Public 
Infrastructure Policy Act Consistency Assessment,” the Smart Growth checklist indicates that the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would advance projects to use, maintain, or support existing infrastructure, support 
activity in municipal centers, and promote mobility and sustainability. 


CLIMATE LEADERSHIP AND COMMUNITY PROTECTION ACT 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with and supportive of the objectives of the Climate 
Leadership and Community Protection Act. Specifically, by reducing VMT, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
reduce emissions of key greenhouse gases that are known to contribute to climate change. This would in 
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turn contribute to reducing New York State’s overall carbon emissions, consistent with the goals of the 
climate policy established by this act. 


5C.4 CONCLUSION 


By catalyzing regionwide reductions in vehicle volumes and VMT; precipitating mode shifts from auto to 
transit, walking, and cycling; reducing emissions of air pollutants and greenhouse gases; and providing a 
new funding source for MTA, the CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with and supportive of 
OneNYC 2050, regional transportation plans, and the Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act. 
By advancing a project to use, maintain, or support existing infrastructure, support activity in municipal 
centers, and promote mobility and sustainability, the CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with the 
Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. Table 5C-2 summarizes the effects of the Project. 


Table 5C-2. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative Related to Public Policy 


POTENTIAL 

SUMMARY OF ADVERSE MITIGATION AND 

EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 
In all tolling scenarios, the Project would be consistent with regional No mitigation 

No effect transportation plans and other public policies in place for the needed. No adverse 

regional study area and the Manhattan CBD. effects 
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6.1 


Economic Conditions 


INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses the potential effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on economic 


conditions within the affected environment at both the regional and neighborhood levels. 


6.2 


6.2. 


An 


METHODOLOGY 


1 Framework for Economic Conditions Analysis 


assessment of economic conditions includes consideration of a project’s effects on productivity, 


employment, and business activity. It also considers potential economic changes that could lead to the loss 


of critical goods and services and/or neighborhood investment. 


Economic conditions may be affected by projects in three ways: 


Direct displacement, which occurs when residents or businesses must move from a site or sites as a 
direct result of a project. Examples include the redevelopment of an already occupied site for new uses 
or structures, or an easement or right-of-way that would take a portion of that occupied site or property, 
rendering it unfit for its current use. 


Indirect displacement (also known as secondary displacement), which occurs when a project alters one 
or more of the underlying forces that shape real estate market conditions in an area, resulting in 
conditions that cause the displacement of residents, businesses, or employees. Examples include lower- 
income residents forced out due to rising rents caused by a new concentration of higher income housing 
introduced by a project; a similar turnover of industrial to higher-paying commercial tenants spurred by 
the introduction of a successful office project in the area, or the introduction of a new use, such as 
residential; or increased retail vacancy resulting from business closure when a large new retailer 
saturates the market for particular categories of goods. Specific to the CBD Tolling Alternative, as noted 
in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” during early public outreach conducted in 
the fall of 2021, members of the public raised concerns that the additional cost of a toll could “price 
out” residents, visitors, and businesses from the Manhattan CBD, forcing residents to leave and 
businesses to close. 


Change in the economic and operational conditions of an industry, within or outside a directly affected 
area, that results in a loss or substantial diminishment of a particularly important product or service. For 
example, changes in operational conditions of the taxi and FHV industries could create adverse 
socioeconomic effects if a substantial number of residents or workers who depend on taxis or FHVs 
would no longer be served, thereby affecting their access to transportation. As noted in Chapter 18, 


August 2022 6-1 


Chapter 6, Economic Conditions 


“Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” during early public outreach conducted in the fall of 2021, 
taxi/FHV vehicle drivers raised concerns about economic hardship specific to the industry. 


This Project would not result in any direct displacements, because the tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would not require the taking of any privately owned property. Thus, the analysis in this 
chapter focuses on potential indirect displacement effects and potential changes in the operations of certain 
industries, with analysis conducted at a regional level (Section 6.3) and at a localized, neighborhood level 
(Section 6.4). The assessments of potential economic benefits and adverse effects utilize guidance from the 
National Cooperative Highway Research Program’s Guidebook for Assessing the Social and Economic Effects 
of Transportation Projects: and Chapter 5, “Socioeconomic Conditions,” of the City of New York’s 2021 City 
Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual.? 


6.2.2 Study Areas 


The study areas for this economic assessment are the geographic areas where the Project could alter 
economic conditions (either positively or negatively) to an extent that potential indirect displacement or 
adverse effects on specific industries could occur. The analysis assesses separate study areas for 
consideration of potential regional and local effects on economic conditions as set forth in Section 6.3 and 
Section 6.4, respectively. 


6.2.3 Data and Information Sources 


The following data sources were used in this analysis: 

e Best Practice Model (BPM) results (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects 
and Modeling”) 

e U.S. Census Bureau, 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS)? 

e 2012-2016 ACS from the Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP) data product* 

e 2006-2010 and 2012-2016 ACS Journey to Work° 

e U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics data, available through OnTheMap® 

e U.S. Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics’ 


e Esri Business Analyst (private data provider, for retail sales estimates by geography)® 


1 https://www.ebp-us.com/en/projects/guidebook-assessing-social-economic-effects-transportation-projects. 

: https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/oec/technical-manual/05 Socioeconomic Conditions 2021.pdf. 

3 https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/acs/data.html. 

4 https://ctpp.transportation.org/2012-2016-5-year-ctpp/. The CTPP data product is based on the 2012-2016 ACS 5-Year 
Estimates and is produced by the American Association of State Highway and Transportation Officials (AASHTO). The CTPP 
provides custom tables describing residence, workplace, and trip from home to work. AASHTO has not updated the CTPP to 
reflect more recent ACS data. 

7 https://www.census.gov/topics/employment/commuting.html. 

6 https://onthemap.ces.census.gov/. 

7 https://www.bls.gov/. 
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e New York City Department of City Planning Neighborhood Tabulation Areas data, based on U.S. Census 
Bureau, 2013-2017 ACS? 


e New York City Department of Consumer Affairs data related to off-street parking facilities, obtained 
from the New York City Department of Information Technology & Telecommunications NYCityMap 
program?° 


e U.S. Census Bureau, ZIP Code Business Patterns by Employment Size Class, 2018 


e Various industry literature (specific sources cited by footnote throughout) 


These data sources were developed prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, and therefore do not 
reflect workforce and employment changes resulting from the pandemic, including the substantial increase 
in work-from-home rates. At this time, it would be speculative to estimate long-term (post-pandemic) 
employment levels and work-from-home rates for the region. In addition, the use of more recent data would 
not be appropriate given the unusual circumstances that the pandemic created. 


6.3 REGIONAL ASSESSMENT 


6.3.1 Regional Study Area 


Both regional and local market forces influence the potential for indirect residential or business 
displacement; therefore, both study areas are considered as part of the neighborhood-level assessment. At 
the regional level, the economic conditions assessment considers whether the Project could alter the 
economic and operational conditions of certain types of businesses or processes by changing the movement 
of workers, goods and services, and consumers into, out of, and through the Manhattan CBD. The 28-county 
region is the study area for this analysis. This regional study area is defined in Chapter 3, “Environmental 
Analysis Framework,” and illustrated in Figure 3-1 of that chapter. 


6.3.2 Affected Environment 


This section describes current conditions with respect to the movement of workers, goods and services, and 
consumers in the regional study area. The region includes portions of three states—New York, New Jersey, 
and Connecticut—and is home to approximately 22.2 million residents. It is the largest metropolitan 
economy in the United States, accounting for nearly 10 percent of the U.S. economy." New York City serves 
as the social and economic core of the region, and its 8.4 million residents represent about 37 percent of 
the regional study area’s population. 


9 https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/open-data/dwn-nynta.page. 

10 http://maps.nyc.gov/doitt/nycitymap/. 

4 New York City Department of City Planning. July 2018. “The Geography of Jobs NYC Metro Region Economic Snapshot.” 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/planning/download/pdf/planning-level/housing-economy/nyc-geography-jobs-0718.pdf. 
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6.3.2.1 | Employed Labor Force and Jobs 

Approximately 11.0 million working labor force participants—those who identify as working members of the 
labor force regardless of where they work—live within the region (Table 6-1). Of that regional working labor 
force, approximately 4.1 million workers (about 37 percent) reside in New York City. Within New York City, 
the largest number of workers reside in Kings County (Brooklyn), followed closely by Queens County, and 
then New York County (Manhattan). The estimated 372,091 workers who live within the Manhattan CBD 
represent only about 3 percent of the region’s employed labor force; Manhattan resident-workers living 
outside the Manhattan CBD account for approximately 5 percent of the region’s employed labor force. 


Table 6-1. Employed Labor Force and Jobs in the Regional Study Area 


EMPLOYED 
LABOR FORCE 
AS JOBS AS 


EMPLOYED PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS LABOR FORCE OF REGION JOBS OF REGION 


New York City 43.1% 
Bronx County 3.5% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 8.0% 
New York County (Manhattan) 23.5% 

Inside Manhattan CBD 14.6% 

Outside Manhattan CBD 8.8% 
Queens County 6.8% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 1.2% 
Long Island Counties’ 1,439,914 13.1%) 1,210,050 11.4% 


New York Counties North of New York 1,003,701 817,665 8.1% 
City? 


New Jersey Counties? 3,539,762 32.3% | 3,162,905 29.8% 
Connecticut Counties 907,235 859,675 8.1% 
TOTAL | 10,973,827 100.0% 10,629,365 100.0% 


Source: ACS 2012-2016 5-Year Estimates, special tabulation—Census Transportation Planning Products. 

Note: Region totals are the sums of the first five rows; percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. Numbers 
from different tables in the CTPP (e.g., total commuters to the Manhattan CBD) may not be identical due to rounding 
and different methods of estimating inherent in the CTPP. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 

Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Approximately 6.9 million workers (about 63 percent of the region’s employed labor force) reside outside 
of New York City in surrounding regional counties in Long Island, New York counties north of New York City, 
New Jersey, and Connecticut. Approximately 1.4 million workers (about 13 percent of the region’s employed 
labor force) reside in Long Island counties, while just over 1.0 million workers (about 9 percent) reside in the 
region’s New York counties north of New York City. Approximately 3.5 million workers (about 32 percent) 
reside in the region’s New Jersey counties, while roughly 900,000 workers (about 8 percent) reside in the 
region’s Connecticut counties. Over 90 percent of the region’s workforce living outside New York City 
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commute to jobs located outside the Manhattan CBD, while approximately 75 percent of New York City 
residents commute to jobs outside the Manhattan CBD. 


The region’s employed labor force participants do not necessarily work near their places of residence and 
may not even work in the region (though most do).?* Table 6-1 also presents the numbers of jobs located 
within the various geographic areas that comprise the regional study area. In total, approximately 10.7 
million jobs are within the region. Of those jobs, nearly 4.6 million (about 43 percent) are within New York 
City. More than half of the jobs within New York City are in Manhattan, and about one-third of all New York 
City jobs are within the Manhattan CBD. Not surprisingly, there is a very high concentration of total regional 
employment within the Manhattan CBD (nearly 15 percent of all regional jobs) relative to the percentage of 
the region’s labor force who reside in the Manhattan CBD (approximately 3 percent). New Jersey counties 
and Long Island counties also have substantial concentrations of jobs, with 3.2 million (30 percent) and 
1.2 million (11 percent) jobs, respectively. The New York counties north of New York City and the 
Connecticut counties have relatively fewer jobs, with both areas hosting fewer than 1 million (approximately 
8 percent) of the region’s jobs. 


Figure 6-1 presents a spatial representation of the region’s employment densities (jobs per square mile). As 
shown in the figure, the region’s jobs are most heavily concentrated within the Manhattan CBD. Figure 6-2 
illustrates the distribution of the regional labor force’s employment types by industry category (i.e., jobs held 
by the region’s residents), as classified by the North American Industry Classification System (NAICS).% 
(Appendix 6A, “Economic Conditions: Information on Industry Sectors of Regional Labor Force and 
Employment,” provides detailed tabular data for this figure.) Relative to the regional study area as a whole, 
New York City’s employed labor force holds notable proportions of the regional jobs in the following NAICS 
industry categories of Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation (with 45 percent of the regional employment held 
by New York City residents); Information (45 percent); Transportation and Warehousing, and Utilities (41 
percent); and Other Services (41 percent). The two categories for which New York City residents comprise the 
lowest proportion of the region’s employment are the Agriculture, Forestry, and Fishing industry category 


(approximately 18 percent) and the Manufacturing industry category (approximately 20 percent). 


Long Island has a higher percentage of its working labor force employed within the Agriculture, Forestry, 
Fishing and Hunting, and Mining industry category (17 percent) relative to these counties’ total percentage 
of regional labor force (13 percent).The working labor force from the New York counties north of New York 
City also contribute a disproportionately large percentage of employees to the Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing 
and Hunting, and Mining industry category (19 percent of the region’s employees) relative to their overall 
contribution to the regional working labor force (9 percent). Otherwise, this geography’s employment by 
industry category is generally distributed within a percentage point of its 9 percent contribution to overall 
employment in the region. 


12 Based on U.S. Census Bureau Longitudinal Employer-Household Dynamics data available through OnTheMap, approximately 
93 percent of jobs in the region are held by regional labor force participants; the remaining approximately 7 percent of jobs 
are held by labor force members from outside the regional study area. Conversely, approximately 95 percent of the 
employed region’s labor force work inside of the region; the remaining 5 percent work outside the region. 

13 The standard used by Federal statistical agencies in classifying business establishments for the purpose of collecting, 
analyzing, and publishing statistical data related to the U.S. business economy; https://www.census.gov/eos/www/naics/. 


August 2022 6-5 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 6, Economic Conditions 


Figure 6-1. | Employment Density in the Regional Study Area 


Employment Density Per Square Mile 

L_] <3,000 HE 50,001 - 20,000 

[7] 3001-8000 [EE 80,001 - 150,000 
[5 8001 - 15,000 WE 150,001 - 250,000 
[Gs 15,001 - 30,000 TE 250,001 - 450,000 
[EG 30,001 - 50,000 ME «450,001 - 750,000 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016. 
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Regional Study Area Employed Labor Force by North American Industry Classification System Industry Category 


1) 
2 
Ss 

[rs 
o 

2 
os 

= 

a] 
® 
> 

_ 
a 
€ 

wi 
c 

= 
=) 
o 
oc 
= 

(x) 

x 
Ss 

> 
S 
Ct) 

= 

— 
i) 
i) 
a 
Ss 

= 
= 
o 
o 
4 
o 

a 


Agriculture, Construction Manufacturing Wholesale trade Retail trade Transportation Information Finance, 


forestry, fishing 
and hunting, and 
mining 


New York City 
Bronx County 


Kings County (Brooklyn) 
New York County (Manhattan) 


Queens County 


Richmond County (Staten Island) 


Professional, 
and insurance, real scientific, 
warehousing, estate and rental management, 
and utilities and leasing administrative, 
and waste 


NAICS Industry Category 


Long Island Counties 
New York Counties North of New York City 
New Jersey Counties 


Connecticut Counties 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 
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The New Jersey labor force has notable concentrations of employment in the Manufacturing and Wholesale 
Trade industry categories, constituting approximately 46 percent and 40 percent, respectively, of the 
region’s employed labor force for these categories. 


Jobs by Industry and Occupation 


Figure 6-3 shows the types of jobs located within the region by NAICS industry category; Appendix 6A, 
“Economic Conditions: Information on Industry Sectors of Regional Labor Force and Employment,” 
provides detailed tabular data for this figure. Manhattan has the largest share of the regional study area’s 
jobs in the Information category (44 percent of regional jobs); Finance, Insurance, Real Estate, and Rental 
and Leasing (41 percent); and Professional, Scientific, Management, Administrative, and Waste 
Management Services industry categories (33 percent). In contrast, only approximately 13 percent to 
16 percent of the Manhattan labor force is employed in each of these three industry categories, indicating 
that Manhattan attracts workers from throughout the region to these jobs. The largest shares of jobs in the 
Manufacturing and Wholesale Trade categories are in New Jersey, with 46 percent and 39 percent, 
respectively, of the region’s jobs in those categories. 


Manhattan CBD Workers 


On an average weekday, over 1.5 million people work within the Manhattan CBD (referred to in this chapter 
as Manhattan CBD workers).** Table 6-2 shows the distribution of these workers’ jobs by NAICS industry 
category.’ The industry category employing the largest number of workers in the Manhattan CBD is 
Professional, Scientific, and Management, and Administrative and Waste Management Services; this 
industry category employs nearly one-quarter of all workers in the Manhattan CBD. Other prominent 
industry categories are Finance and Insurance, and Real Estate and Rental and Leasing (about 20 percent 
of Manhattan CBD workers), and Educational Services, and Health Care and Social Assistance (together, 
12 percent of Manhattan CBD workers). 


In addition to industry type, employment in the Manhattan CBD can also be assessed by occupation, using 
categories developed by the Bureau of Labor Statistics in its Standard Occupational Classification (SOC) 
System.’ Table 6-3 presents the same Manhattan CBD workers as Table 6-2, but with their job types 
distributed by SOC category. Of the 24 occupational categories, four categories employ over half of all 
Manhattan CBD workers: Management (nearly 18 percent); Office and Administrative Support 
(12 percent); Business and Financial (12 percent); and Sales and Retail (11 percent). 


14 U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 2. 

15 The U.S. Census Bureau aggregates certain two-digit industry sectors into industry groupings, or categories, in order to 
provide statistically reliable estimates for census tract-level geographies. Specifically: Sector 11 — Agriculture, forestry, 
fishing and hunting is grouped with Sector 21 — Mining, Quarrying, and Oil and Gas Extraction; Sector 52 — Finance and 
insurance is grouped with Sector 53 — Real estate and rental and leasing; Sector 54 — Professional, scientific, and technical 
services is grouped with Sector 55 — Management of companies and enterprises as well as Sector 56 — Administrative 
support and waste management and remediation services; Sector 61 — Educational services is grouped with Sector 62 — 
Health care and social assistance; and Sector 71 — Arts, entertainment and recreation is grouped with Sector 72 — 
Accommodation and food services. 

The SOC system is a Federal statistical standard used by Federal agencies to classify workers into occupational categories for 
the purpose of collecting, calculating, or disseminating data. https://www.bls.gov/soc/. 
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Figure 6-3. Regional Study Area Jobs by North American Industry Classification System Industry Category 
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All Industries Agriculture, Construction Manufacturing Wholesale trade Retail trade Transportation and Information Finance, insurance, Professional, Educational, health Arts, Other services 
forestry, fishing and warehousing, and real estate and scientific, and social services entertainment, (except public 
hunting, and mining utilities rental and leasing management, recreation, administration) 

administrative, and accommodation 
waste management and food services 


NAICS Industry Category 


New York City 


Bronx County Long Island Counties 


Kings County (Brooklyn) New York Counties North of New York City 


New York County (Manhattan) New Jersey Counties 


Queens County Connecticut Counties 


Richmond County (Staten Island) 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 
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Table 6-2. 


NAICS 
CODES 


11, 21 
23 
31-33 

42 

44-45 
48-49, 22 
51 

52-53 
54-56 


61-62 
71-72 


81 
92 
928110 


Source: 
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North American Industry Classification System Industry Categories of Manhattan CBD 
Workers 


PERCENTAGE 
ALL OF ALL 
MANHATTAN MANHATTAN 
CBD CBD 
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES WORKERS WORKERS 


0.1% 
2.7% 
3.5% 
2.5% 


7.6% 
2.7% 
7.8% 
19.7% 


Professional, scientific, and management, and administrative and waste 365,795 23.5% 
management services 


ientifi 
Educational services, and health care and social assistance 192,030 12.4% 


Arts, entertainment, and recreation, and accommodation and food 150,708 9.7% 
services 


Other services (except public administration) 53,608 3.5% 
Public administration 67,836 4.4% 
<0.1% 


U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 2. 
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Table 6-3. Standard Occupational Classification Categories of Manhattan CBD Workers 


PERCENTAGE 
MANHATTAN OF ALL 


soc CBD MANHATTAN 
GROUPS OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES WORKERS CBD WORKERS 


11-0000 17.6% 
13-0000 12.1% 
15-0000 5.6% 
17-0000 1.6% 
19-0000 0.8% 
21-0000 1.2% 


23-0000 Legal occupations 70,961 46% 
25-0000 Education, training, and library occupations 47,128 3.0% 
27-0000 Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media occupations 116,405 7.5% 


29-0000 Healthcare practitioners and technicians occupations 39,678 2.6% 
31-0000 Healthcare support occupations 21,419 14% 
33-0000 Protective service occupations 38,222 2.5% 


35-0000 Food preparation and serving related occupations 65,648 4.2% 
37-0000 Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance occupations 43,580 2.8% 
39-0000 Personal care and service occupations 33,540 2.2% 


41-0000 11.0% 
43-0000 12.3% 
45-0000 <0.1% 
47-0000 2.1% 
49-0000 _ Installation, maintenance, and repair occupations 1.0% 
51-0000 1.8% 
53-0000 2.1% 
66-0000 <0.1% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 2. 
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Overall, the industry and occupation data show that relative to the region, the Manhattan CBD has high 
concentrations of office-based jobs such as business management, finance, and real estate, as well as 
service-based sectors like education and health care, retail, and arts and entertainment. 


Small Businesses within the Manhattan CBD 

In New York State, a small business is defined as one that has fewer than 100 employees and is 
independently owned and operated, as defined in Section 131 of the New York State’s Economic 
Development Law. Small businesses with fewer than 20 employees, sometimes referred to as “Micro- 
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businesses,” ~’ would likely be more sensitive to goods delivery cost increases caused by the toll increases 


proposed under the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


As shown in Table 6-4, there are approximately 77,121 businesses in the Manhattan CBD. Most of these 
businesses (approximately 91.0 percent) are small businesses, and a large majority of them (78.0 percent) 
are also considered micro-businesses. The distribution of small businesses (and micro-businesses) among 
industry types within the Manhattan CBD is similar to that of businesses of all sizes. The majority of 
businesses in the Manhattan CBD (approximately 68.9 percent) fall within one of five industry groupings 
including: Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services/Management/Administrative and Waste 
Management Services, which is the largest category (25.0 percent); followed by Finance and Insurance, and 
Real Estate and Rental and Leasing (15.7 percent); Accommodation and Food Services (10.1 percent); Retail 
Trade (9.5 percent); and Wholesale Trade (8.5 percent). 


Vv Empire State Development (ESD) Annual Report on the State of Small Businesses, 2021. 
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Table 6-4. Small Businesses in the Manhattan CBD by Industry Category 


PERCENTAGE SMALL BUSINESSES MICRO-BUSINESSES 
BUSINESSES OF ALL (<100 EMPLOYEES) (<20 EMPLOYEES) 
IN THE BUSINESSES PERCENTAGE PERCENTAGE 
MANHATTAN IN THE OF BUSINESSES OF BUSINESSES 


NAICS INDUSTRY CBD MANHATTAN IN INDUSTRY IN INDUSTRY 
CODES CATEGORIES (ALL SIZES) CBD TOTAL CATEGORY TOTAL CATEGORY 


23 78.0% 
31-33 87.2% 
42 88.6% 
44-45 86.6% 


48-49, | Transportation and 557 0.7% 462 82.9% 393 70.6% 
21,22 | warehousing; 

Utilities; Mining, 

quarrying and oil 

and gas extraction 


51 3,648 3,304 90.6% 2,762 75.7% 


52-53 | Finance and 12,129 15.7% 11,520 95.0% 10,283 84.8% 
insurance, and real 
estate and rental 
and leasing 


54-56 | Professional, 19,266 25.0% 14,930 77.5% 13,242 68.7% 
scientific, and 
management, and 
administrative and 
waste management 
services 
61-62 | Educational 5,948 7.7% 5,616 94.4% 4,908 82.5% 
services, and health 
care and social 
assistance 


71-72 | Arts, entertainment, 3,621 4.7% 3,491 96.4% 3,134 86.6% 
and recreation, 
Accommodation 7,818 10.1% 7,452 95.3% [ae 007 64.0% 
and food services 
Other services 7,080 9.2% 6,922 97.8% Heal 302 89.0% 
(except public 
administration) 
Industries not 0.2% 96.8% 96.8% 
classified 


7,121*, 70,205 91.0% 60,825 78.9% 


Source: U.S. Census, ZIP Code Business Patterns by Employment Size Class for 5-digit ZIP Code level (2018). 
Note: Data on sectors with fewer than three establishments are withheld to avoid disclosing the operations of an individual 
employer, but those firms are included in the total count. 
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6.3.2.2 Means of Transportation to Work 

The regional study area is well-served by public transit, with rail, buses, subways, and ferries providing 
commuters with public transportation options to the region’s employment centers.*® Table 6-5 presents 
the means of commuting to work within the region by geographic area of origin (i.e., from where workers 
live). In total, approximately 29 percent of workers in the region commute by public transportation, ?° with 
the highest rates of public transportation utilization by workers commuting from Brooklyn (61 percent), 
the Bronx (60 percent), Manhattan (59 percent), and Queens (51 percent). Within Manhattan, the rate at 
which workforce members commute by public transit is higher for residents living outside the Manhattan 
CBD as compared to those living within the Manhattan CBD (65 percent and 50 percent, respectively); 
however, the workforce living inside the Manhattan CBD has a much higher rate of walking to work— 
30 percent—as compared to 13 percent for Manhattan residents living outside the Manhattan CBD. 


Table 6-5. Means of Transportation to Work for Regional Study Area’s Workforce 


CAR, 
TRUCK, CAR, TAXICAB, 


ORVAN | TRUCK, OR PUBLIC MOTORCYCLE, 
(Drove VAN TRANSPORTATION BICYCLE,OR | WORKED 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF ORIGIN Alone) | (Carpooled) | (Excluding Taxi) | WALKED | OTHERMEANS! | AT HOME 


New York City 22.3% 56.0% 10.0% 4.3% 
Bronx County 23.5% 59.8% 3.0% 
0. 


Kings County (Brookiyn) 4.6% 
New York County (Manhattan) 7.2% 
Inside Manhattan CBD 7.1% 
Outside Manhattan CBD 7.3% 
Queens County 2.7% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 2.7% 
Long Island Counties” 4.0% 


New York Counties North of New 66.2% 8.3% 14.3% 4.1% 1.6% 5.5% 
York City? 


New Jersey Counties‘ 68.9% 13.5% 4.7% 
Connecticut Counties® 75.1% 5.4% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 

Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

1 The source ACS survey does not include an FHV category, only “car, truck, or van” and “taxicab.” Those commuting by FHV 
may select taxi or car, truck, or van, depending on how they interpret the survey question. 

2 Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

3 Counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 

Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


18 Unless otherwise noted, the terms “public transportation” and “transit” are used interchangeably throughout this chapter. 


In 2019 the regional study area’s rate of commutation by public transportation was higher than the rate for the 10 largest 
metropolitan areas in the United States, with the exception of the District of Columbia, where 35.7 percent of the workforce 
commuted by public transportation (Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates). 
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The region’s workforce living outside New York City has a lower rate of commutation by public 
transportation compared to New York City’s resident-workers. The workforce living in Fairfield and New 
Haven Counties in Connecticut has the lowest rate of commutation by public transportation in the region 
at about 7 percent, followed by Long Island counties (12 percent) and the region’s New Jersey counties and 
counties north of New York City (both 14 percent). The primary reasons for these lower rates are threefold: 


e Ahigher percentage of the workforce living outside New York City does not commute to the Manhattan 
CBD, but rather, they commute to less transit-accessible locations outside New York City. Over 
90 percent of the region’s workforce living outside New York City, and 75 percent of New York City 
residents commute to jobs located outside of the Manhattan CBD. 


e The region’s public transportation system is not as readily accessible outside New York City. For 
example, east—west travel by transit in Westchester County often requires circuitous routes via Metro- 
North Railroad into Manhattan (125th Street or Grand Central Station) to switch lines or by limited 
east—west bus routes. 


e Workforce members living outside of New York City are more likely to live in households with an 
available vehicle, leading to a higher propensity to drive to work irrespective of public transportation 
options. Outside of New York City within the region, approximately 94 percent of the workforce live in 
households that have access to at least one vehicle; within New York City, approximately 55 percent of 
the workforce live in households with access to at least one vehicle.” 


Given the breadth of public transportation options to, from, and within the Manhattan CBD, workers 
commuting to the Manhattan CBD have a much lower rate of auto commuting relative to the broader 
regional and New York City workforce. As shown in Table 6-6, approximately 53 percent of all regional 
workforce members drive to work alone. For New York City residents in the workforce, approximately 
22 percent drive to work alone, while only 9 percent of Manhattan CBD jobs are held by workers who drive 
to work alone. 


Table 6-6. Means of Transportation to Work for the Regional Study Area and New York City Workforce 
vs. Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 


CAR, TAXICAB, 
CAR, TRUCK, TRUCK, PUBLIC MOTORCYCLE, | WORKED 
OR VAN ORVAN | TRANSPORTATION BICYCLE, OR AT 
WORKER TYPE (Drove Alone) | (Carpooled) (Excluding Taxi) WALKED | OTHER MEANS’ HOME 


Regional Workforce 52.6% 28.5% 
New York City Workforce 22.3% 56.0% 10.0% 


Commuters to the 9.0% 85.7% 1.2% 1.8% 
Manhattan CBD 


Sources: Regional and New York City workforce data from U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates; Manhattan 
CBD data from U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016. 
Note: Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
1 The source ACS survey does not include a FHV category, only “car, truck, or van” and “taxicab.” Those commuting by FHV may 
select taxicab or car, truck, or van, depending on how they interpret the survey question. 


20 U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates, Table BO8014. Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population 
Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” provides additional information on vehicle ownership within the region. 
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6.3.2.3 | Means of Transportation to Work for Different Industry Categories 

Table 6-7 presents how the region’s workforce commutes to work based on the type of industry in which 
they are employed. Those NAICS industry categories with the lowest rates of commutation by public 
transportation—Armed Forces (12 percent) and Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing and Hunting, and Mining 
(13 percent)—have notably higher rates of working from home (both about 11 percent, compared to under 
5 percent for the region).*t Armed forces workers also have the highest rate of walking to work, likely 
because many workers live at a military base. Other NAICS industry categories with relatively low rates of 
commutation by public transit include Manufacturing (17 percent); Wholesale Trade (20 percent); 
Transportation and Warehousing, and Utilities (21 percent); and Construction (24 percent). These 
industries are not concentrated in the Manhattan CBD, which is highly accessible via public transportation. 
Many industries within these categories require facilities with large footprints, which are less likely to be 
within dense urban areas that are highly transit-accessible. Conversely, those industry categories with the 
highest rates of commutation by public transportation—including Information (42 percent); Finance and 
Insurance, and Real Estate and Rental and Leasing (39 percent); and Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation, 
and Accommodation and Food Services (36 percent)—are all industries with a high concentration of jobs 
in Manhattan, which is highly accessible via public transportation. 


21 U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 5-Year Estimates 2015-2019, Means of Transportation to Work, Workers 16 years and over. The 
2019 ACS estimates are from prior to the onset of the COVID-19 pandemic, and therefore do not reflect the substantial 
increase in work-from-home rates since the onset of the pandemic. Now that residents may again travel freely and many 
businesses have resumed operations, activity levels have been increasing. At this time, it would be speculative to estimate 
long-term (post-pandemic) work-from-home rates for the region. 
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Table 6-7. Means of Transportation to Work for Regional Study Area Employed Workforce by NAICS 
Industry Category 


CAR, 
TRUCK, TAXICAB, 


OR VAN | CAR, TRUCK, PUBLIC MOTORCYCLE, aaa 
NAICS INDUSTRY (Drove OR VAN TRANSPORTATION BICYCLE, OR 
CODES CATEGORIES Alone) (Carpooled) (Excluding Taxi) WALKED | OTHER MEANS! fone 


11, 21 Agriculture, forestry, 59.2% 8.4% 12.5% 6.3% 2.2% 11.3% 
fishing and hunting, 
and mining 


23 3.5% 
31-883 4.0% 
42 6.1% 
44-45 2.9% 


48-49, 22 | Transportation and 64.3% 6.4% 21.3% 2.9% 2.8% 2.4% 
warehousing, and 
utilities 


ot 38.7% 42.3% 7.6% 


52-53 Finance and 42.3% 4.0% 39.4% 5.7% 2.2% 6.4% 
insurance, and real 
estate and rental and 
leasing 
54-56 Professional, 42.5% 5.5% 35.0% 4.9% 2.3% 9.8% 
scientific, and 
management, and 
administrative and 
waste management 
services 


61-62 Educational services, | 57.7% 6.3% 25.1% 6.3% 1.7% 2.9% 
and health care and 
social assistance 

11-72 Arts, entertainment, 41.6% 7.3% 35.8% 8.3% 3.4% 3.6% 
and recreation, and 
accommodation and 
food services 

81 Other services 48.9% 7.8% 28.4% 7.7% 2.2% 5.0% 
(except public 
administration) 


92 Public administration 64.7% 24.5% 1.5% 
928110 56.7% 11.8% 13.4% 10.7% 
TOTAL 52.6% 28.5% 4.6% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS, 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 

Notes: Industry category percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

1 The source ACS does not include a FHV category, only “car, truck, or van” and “taxicab.” Those commuting by FHV may select 
taxicab or car, truck, or van, depending on how they interpret the survey question. 
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6.3.2.4 Commuting Into, Out of, and Within the Manhattan CBD 

Given that the Project would directly affect workers who drive into, out of, and within the Manhattan CBD, 
this section evaluates auto commuters who are concentrated in any specific regional industries, with 
particular focus on jobs within the Manhattan CBD. The most recent ACS provides limited data describing 
the workplace industry and occupational categories of workers commuting via automobile (not including 
taxis); estimates for the Manhattan CBD alone are not available. The most detailed estimates describe only 
those working in Manhattan as a whole, but these data reveal a correlation between commute mode and 
employment categories. As shown in Table 6-8, the rate of workers driving to Manhattan jobs is highest in 
industry categories representing small fractions of all Manhattan jobs (see Figure 6-3). This is especially 
true for Manhattan workers holding jobs in the Transportation, Warehousing, and Utilities category. Fewer 
than 4 percent of Manhattan workers hold jobs within these industries, but nearly 35 percent of those 
workers drive to work. 


Table 6-8. Manhattan Workers Who Commute by Auto by NAICS Industry Category 


PERCENTAGE OF 
WORKERS IN 


PERCENTAGE OF INDUSTRY 
NAICS MANHATTAN | ALLMANHATTAN | COMMUTING BY 
CODES INDUSTRY CATEGORIES WORKERS WORKERS AUTO 


11,21 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and 1,914 22.2% 
mining 


23 101,647 25.5% 
31-33 Manufacturing 77,446 11.8% 
42 Wholesale trade 51,839 14.0% 


44-45 Retail trade 197,906 8.3% 
48-49, 22 | Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 85,112 33.7% 
51 183,225 9.0% 


and leasing 

administrative and waste management services 

assistance 

accommodation and food services 
81 11.8% 
92 28.4% 


928110 21.0% 
TOTAL | 2,496,169 100.0% 12.2% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
Note: Percentage of all Manhattan workers may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 


Within SOC grouped occupational categories, approximately 12 percent of all Manhattan workers drive to 
their jobs, but within certain occupational groupings, nearly 30 percent drive (Table 6-9). These SOC 
occupational groups (Military Specific occupations; Natural Resources, Construction, and Maintenance 
occupations; and Production, Transportation, and Material Moving occupations) include many different job 
classifications but together account for fewer than 10 percent of the jobs held by Manhattan workers. 
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Table 6-9. Standard Occupational Classification Categories for Manhattan Workers Who Commute by 
Auto 


PERCENTAGE OF 
MANHATTAN 
WORKERS IN 
PERCENTAGE OF OCCUPATION 
Soc MANHATTAN ALL MANHATTAN | COMMUTING BY 
GROUPS OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES WORKERS WORKERS NU e) 


Management, business, science, and arts 1,274,070 51.0% 
433,439 17.4% 


maintenance occupations 
occupations 


Military specific occupations 
2,496,169 100.0% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
Note: SOC data is not available at the level of detail provided in Table 6-3 due to cross-tabulation by mode of transportation 
to work. The percentage of all Manhattan workers may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 


Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 


The following analysis provides insight on modal trends and identifies whether specific industries and 
occupations could be adversely affected by the CBD Tolling Alternative.** The data presented in Table 6-2 
and Table 6-3 describe jobs held by all Manhattan CBD workers. Commuters to the Manhattan CBD can be 
divided in two categories: 


e Those commuting from residences outside the Manhattan CBD (Manhattan CBD commuters) 
e Those commuting from residences within the Manhattan CBD (Manhattan CBD resident-workers) 


Nearly 1.3 million workers (approximately 83 percent) are Manhattan CBD commuters, traveling to jobs 
within the Manhattan CBD from residences across the 28-county region.” The remaining, approximately 


22 For estimates specific to those workers commuting from outside the Manhattan CBD (and within the 28-county region) to 


jobs within the Manhattan CBD, the CTPP provides data products describing the employed labor force’s commuting 
patterns, mode of travel to work, and industry/occupation sector distribution. Data tables are published at various 
geographic levels down to the census tract. The most recent estimates are based on the ACS 2012-2016 5-Year Estimates 
and reported in three parts: Part 1, by worker residence of origin; Part 2, by worker job location destination; and Part 3, 
paired by worker origin and destination. The availability and provided detail of the estimates are dependent on the CTPP 
part, geographic-level of detail, and number of variables cross-tabulated. The most detailed estimates of industry, 
occupation, and commuting mode of New York City workers are available only for Part 1 and Part 2 at the county level. The 
Part 1 and Part 2 estimates also provide detailed industry and occupation information for all workers residing in the 28- 
county region or those working within the Manhattan CBD. However, only CTPP Part 3 provides estimates specifically 
describing workers who commute to inside the Manhattan CBD from residences within the 28-county region. Isolated 
estimates of detailed industry/occupation by mode for Manhattan CBD workers commuting from outside the Manhattan 
CBD are not provided by the CTPP. However, the CTPP does provide detailed estimates of these variables without cross- 
tabulation. 

23 U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 3. 
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one-fifth, of Manhattan CBD workers live within the Manhattan CBD and therefore are Manhattan CBD 
resident-workers. 


Within the NAICS industry category groupings, all Manhattan CBD workers and Manhattan CBD commuters 
are distributed among industries at nearly the same rates (Table 6-10). 


Table 6-10. Industry Categories for Manhattan CBD Workers and Manhattan CBD Commuters 


PERCENTAGE 
OF 
PERCENTAGE COMMUTERS COMMUTERS 


OF TO THE TO 
MANHATTAN MANHATTAN MANHATTAN 
MANHATTAN CBD WORKERS CBD FROM CBD BY 
INDUSTRY CATEGORIES CBD WORKERS | BY INDUSTRY ELSEHWERE INDUSTRY 


Agriculture, forestry, fishing and 44,087 39,830 


hunting, and mining; + construction; 
Manufacturing 55,013 45,848 


+ armed forces 
Wholesale trade; + retail trade; 198,595 12.8% 168,195 
+ transportation and warehousing, 
and utilities 
51, 52-53, Information; + finance, insurance, real 792,491 51.0% 619,984 
54-56 estate and rental and leasing; 
+ professional, scientific, 
management, administrative, and 
waste management services 
Educational, health and social 192,030 12.4% 162,356 
services 
Arts, entertainment, recreation, 150,708 9.7% 127,069 
accommodation and food services 
Other services (except public 121,444 7.8% 105,212 
administration); + public 
administration 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
Notes: Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 


11, 21, 23, 
928110 


42, 44-45, 
48-49, 22 


71-72 10.0% 


Approximately 99 percent of Manhattan CBD workers—and approximately 99 percent of the subset who 
commute from outside the Manhattan CBD—have jobs that are within one-half mile or about a 15-minute 
walk of a subway station or Select Bus Service (SBS) stop within the Manhattan CBD.” All of these jobs are 
within one-half mile of local bus service and/or ferry service. Based on FHWA Pedestrian Safety Guide for 
Transit Agencies, most people are willing to walk for 5 to 10 minutes, or approximately one-quarter to one- 
half mile to a transit stop, and people may be willing to walk considerably longer distances when accessing 
heavy rail services.*? A 15-minute walk is considered reasonable for most trip purposes.*° Subchapter 4C, 
“Transportation: Transit,” describes the regional transit network. The estimated 8,470 Manhattan CBD 


4 Express bus service from specific destinations outside the Manhattan CBD, such as bus routes from Staten Island and 


Queens, also serves the Manhattan CBD. Since these routes are from specific destinations and not available for other 
commuters within the Manhattan CBD, express bus stops within the Manhattan CBD are not included in this discussion. 
25 https://safety.fhwa.dot.gov/ped_bike/ped transit/ped_transguide/ch4.cfm#a. 
26 Yong Yang, PhD and Ana V. Diez-Roux, PhD, MD. “Walking Distance by Trip Purpose and Population Subgroups.” American 
Journal of Preventative Medicine. March 2012. https://www.ajpmonline.org/article/SO749-3797(12)00240-1/fulltext. 
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employees who work greater distances from a subway station or SBS stop have a relatively high rate of 
auto commuting (1,770, or almost 15 percent, drive to work) but represent small fractions of all Manhattan 
CBD workers within any specific industry and occupational category (Table 6-11). When compared to the 
Manhattan CBD as a whole, workers traveling to Manhattan CBD locations farther from public 
transportation disproportionately hold jobs in the Information industry. An estimated 2,595 workers 
employed in Census Tract 135 in West Midtown (bounded by West 58th Street to the north, Tenth Avenue 
to the east, West 50th Street to the south, and the Hudson River to the west; Figure 6-4) are employed in 
the Information industry and represent 2.2 percent of all workers in the Manhattan CBD in the same 
industry. Census Tract 135 is home to several broadcasting studios.2” Collectively the 8,470 workers 
account for less than 1 percent of Manhattan CBD employment across all industry and occupational 
categories. 


Table 6-11. Industry Categories for Manhattan CBD Jobs in Census Tracts More than One-Half Mile 
from a Subway or Select Bus Service Bus Stop 


JOBS WITHIN 
MANHATTAN CBD MORE | JOBS AS A PERCENTAGE 


THAN ONE-HALF MILE OF ALL MANHATTAN CBD 
NAICS FROM SUBWAY STATION | JOBS WITHIN INDUSTRY 
CODES INDUSTRY CATEGORIES OR SBS BUS STOP CATEGORY 


11,21 0.9% 
23 0.8% 
31-33 0.7% 
42 140 0.4% 


44-45 Retail trade 1,080 1.0% 
48-49, 22 | Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 0.6% 
51 2,596 2.2% 


52-53 Finance, insurance, real estate and rental and 410 0.1% 
leasing 
54-56 Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 
1,065 0.3% 
and waste management services 


61-62 Educational, health and social services 1,415 0.7% 


71-72 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 565 0.3% 
food services 


ar 0.5% 
92 0.1% 
928110 Atmedforces 0.0% 

AREA ESTIMATE" 0.5% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 

Note: CTPP estimates for industry and occupational categories are derived separately from CTPP estimates of all workers 
within the same geographic area; therefore, the sum total of industry-level estimates may not equal the estimate for all 
workers. 


27 Broadcasting and telecommunications industries are subsets of the Information NAICS industry category. 
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Figure 6-4. | Number of Manhattan Workers in Manhattan CBD Areas and Proximity to Subway Stops 
and Select Bus Service Routes 


Manhattan CBD Areas More than 1/2 Mile from Workers by Census Tracts ——————— 
— Subway or Select Bus Service | 150 - 500 
e@ Subway Stop [] 401 - 5,000 
Subway Line =a] 5,001 - 10,000 
Bus Routes - Select Bus Service Sa 10,001 - 15,000 


WEN 15.001 - 30,000 
WN 20.001 - 50,660 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
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Car Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 


As established in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” approximately 142,500 workers commute to the Manhattan 
CBD from around the region by car. Of these, more than one-third (approximately 57,000) drive from 
residences in New York City that are within one-half mile of a rail (commuter rail, subway, or Staten Island 
Railway) station, express bus stop, or SBS bus stop. Most of these workers have a relatively close option of 
using public transportation to reach the Manhattan CBD. The remaining car commuters to the Manhattan 
CBD originate from areas of New York City that are farther from public transportation, and from all other 
municipalities within the 28-county region (irrespective of proximity to public transportation). 


Manhattan CBD Locations with the Largest Numbers of Car Commuters 

In terms of absolute numbers, car commuters to the Manhattan CBD generally drive to jobs in 
neighborhoods with high employment density, including central Midtown and Lower Manhattan 
(Figure 6-5). While the Manhattan CBD has 125 census tracts and covers approximately 9 square miles, 
approximately one-half (50.7 percent) of car commuters to the Manhattan CBD drive to jobs inside one of 
just 23 census tracts in the Manhattan CBD that occupy an area one-quarter the size of the entire 
Manhattan CBD. These census tracts are also the destination for over half (52.7 percent) of all Manhattan 
CBD workers, not including those working from home. Within the 23 census tracts with the largest numbers 
of car commuters, jobs are distributed among industries and occupations at rates similar to industry and 
occupational distribution across the entire Manhattan CBD (Table 6-12), suggesting that no industry or 
occupational categories are within this area for which commuters have a greater propensity or need to 
commute by auto.”® It also suggests that the disproportionately high rate of Information industry workers 
in Census Tract 135 (on the far West Side and more distant from faster modes of public transportation) are 
not dependent upon the ability to commute by auto for industry-specific needs. 


One notable exception (see Table 6-12) is the NAICS Finance, Insurance, Real Estate and Rental and Leasing 
industry category, which employs one-quarter of the workers in those 23 census tracts while this industry 
category accounts for one-fifth of the employment within the Manhattan CBD as a whole. Given the large 
number of employees within the census tracts, it is difficult to draw conclusions as to whether workers 
within this industry category have a higher rate of auto commuting. 


As shown in Table 6-13, within the same 23 census tracts that have the highest number of car commuters, 
jobs are divided among occupations at percentages similar to the Manhattan CBD as a whole. However, 
the SOC Business and Financial Operations Specialists occupational category and the Legal occupational 
category have a slightly higher percentage of the jobs in the 23 census tracts than in the Manhattan CBD 
overall. 


28 Origin-destination estimates by industry are not available by mode for this unique geography, limiting the ability to draw 
more definitive conclusions from this data with respect to a correlation between industry types and auto commuting within 
the Manhattan CBD. 
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Figure 6-5. 


Number of Commuters Who Drive to Locations in the Manhattan CBD 


Subway Stop Number of CBD Auto Commuters 


Census Tract with More than 14-175 =a 1,001 - 2,000 
2,000 CBD Auto Commuters 176 - 400 WN 2.007 - 3.500 


Bus Routes - Select Bus 


Service zy 401 - 650 = 3,501 - 7,000 


9) 


Source: 
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Census Tract Number Py) 61 - 1,000 


U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
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Table 6-12. Industry Categories for Jobs in 23 Manhattan CBD Census Tracts with the Largest Numbers 
of Car Commuters 


COMPARISON: 
PERCENTAGE OF 
WORKERS IN 
PERCENTAGE INDUSTRY 
WORKERS IN | OF WORKERS CATEGORY, 


NAICS 23 CENSUS IN23CENSUS | ALL MANHATTAN 
CODES INDUSTRY CATEGORIES TRACTS! TRACTS CBD WORKERS 


1,21 535 0.1% 
23 2.7% 
31-383 3.5% 
42 2.5% 
44-45 7.6% 
48-49, 22 2.7% 
st 7.8% 


52-53 Finance, insurance, real estate and rental and 201,760 25.3% 19.7% 
leasing 

54-56 Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 202,405 25.4% 23.5% 
and waste management services 


61-62 Educational, health and social services 71,485 12.4% 


71-72 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 64,765 8.1% 9.7% 
food services 


81 Other services (except public administration) 21,400 3.5% 
92 Public administration 45,150 4.4% 
928110 <0.1% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
1 Figure 6-5 identifies the 23 census tracts for which data is presented. 
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Table 6-13. Standard Occupational Classification Categories of Jobs in the 23 Manhattan CBD Census 
Tracts with the Largest Numbers of Car Commuters 


PERCENTAGE 
OF ALL PERCENTAGE 
WORKERS IN | WORKERS IN 23 OF ALL 


soc 23 CENSUS CENSUS MANHATTAN 
GROUPS OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES TRACTS! TRACTS CBD WORKERS 


11-0000 Management occupations 146,770 18.4% 17.6% 
13-0000 | Farmers and farm managers <0.1% 


15-0000 Business and financial operations specialists 116,260 14.6% 12.1% 
17-0000 | Computer and mathematical occupations 48,225 5.6% 
19-0000 | Architecture and engineering occupations 12,590 1.6% 


21-0000 _| Life, physical, and social science occupations 5,735 0.8% 


23-0000 1.2% 

25-0000 4.6% 

27-0000 3.0% 
occupations 

31-0000 2.6% 


33-0000 | Healthcare support occupations 8,795 1.4% 
35-0000 | Protective service occupations 23,100 2.5% 
37-0000 | Food preparation and serving related occupations 25,765 4.2% 


39-0000 Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 21,060 2.6% 2.8% 
occupations 


41-0000 2.2% 
43-0000 11.0% 
45-0000 12.3% 
47-0000 <0.1% 
49-0000 2.1% 
51-0000 1.0% 
53-0000 1.8% 
55-0000 | Transportation and material moving occupations 2.1% 


<0.1% <0.1% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 2. 
1 Figure 6-5 identifies the 23 census tracts for which data is presented. 


By far, the greatest number of car commuters to the Manhattan CBD drive to jobs in Census Tract 29 in 
Lower Manhattan (see Figure 6-5). Census Tract 29 is north of the Brooklyn Bridge approach ramps and 
extends north to Canal Street. The tract includes parts of Chinatown and several large municipal buildings 
including 1 Centre Street, the Jacob Javits Federal Building, and the New York City Police Department 
(NYPD) headquarters. Of the estimated 16,453 workers commuting to jobs in Census Tract 29 from outside 
the Manhattan CBD, an estimated 6,832 workers (over 40 percent) drive to work. Approximately 50 percent 
more car commuters to the Manhattan CBD work in Census Tract 29 than in either Census Tracts 7 or 9, 
which have the second- and third-highest number of car commuters to the Manhattan CBD (4,561 and 
4,345, respectively). Roughly 40 percent of those working in Census Tract 29 are employed in protective 
service occupations, a category including NYPD officers. Over the entire Manhattan CBD, only 2.5 percent 
of jobs are in this occupational category. 
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Manhattan CBD Locations with the Highest Percentages of Car Commuters 

The previous section considered total volumes of car commuters; this section considers areas with the 
highest proportions of car commuters, irrespective of volume. Across different neighborhoods of the 
Manhattan CBD, the percentage of commuters originating from outside the Manhattan CBD who drive to 
work varies. Considering the locations where higher percentages of commuters drive to work could reveal 
whether specific industry types are correlated with the larger driving share for commuters. 


As shown in Figure 6-6, CTPP data indicate that in general, the percentage of Manhattan CBD commuters 
driving to work correlates roughly with the distance of their job location from major transit hubs. This trend 
is particularly apparent in the areas of Midtown Manhattan north of 14th Street that are near the East River 
and the Hudson River, where more commuters drive to work than in the Midtown core. In the areas of the 
Manhattan CBD farther from major transit hubs and closer to the East River and the Hudson River 
(Figure 6-6, Area 1), 63,036 workers commute from outside the Manhattan CBD and approximately 
19 percent of them drive to work. In the area between Third Avenue and Eighth Avenue (Figure 6-6, Area 2), 
approximately 8 percent of commuters coming from outside the Manhattan CBD drive to work. 


The area of the Manhattan CBD with the highest rate of commuters by auto from locations outside the 
Manhattan CBD is an area of 11 census tracts in Manhattan’s East Village and Lower East Side 
neighborhoods, including a portion of Chinatown (Figure 6-6). In each of these 11 census tracts, at least 
one-quarter of workers commuting from outside the Manhattan CBD drive to their jobs. Approximately 
26,000 total workers commute to jobs in these 11 census tracts from outside the Manhattan CBD, which is 
just over 2 percent of all workers commuting into the Manhattan CBD from outside the Manhattan CBD. 
Of those, an estimated 10,416 workers (about 40 percent) drive to work from outside the Manhattan CBD. 


Within the 11 census tracts with the highest rates of drivers, nearly half of all workers are employed in the 
public administration industry, while only 4 percent of all Manhattan CBD workers are employed in this 
industry (Table 6-14). Within NAICS occupational categories, over one-quarter of workers in the 11 census 
tracts are employed in protective service occupations, compared to under 3 percent across the Manhattan 
CBD (Table 6-15). The higher rate of auto commuting to these census tracts, and the high volume of auto 
commuting to Census Tract 29, are likely due to the availability of free parking and/or parking placards for 
some public administration employees.*? The number of workers employed in Management, Business and 
Financial Operations Specialists, and Sales occupations are notably lower in these census tracts than in the 
Manhattan CBD overall. 


28 Those who work for a government agency, the New York City Department of Education, clergy, non-profit organizations, or 


individuals with severe disabilities may be eligible to apply for a New York City parking permit (or “placard”). About 150,000 
City of New York-issued parking permits are in circulation. Various permits are available, depending on the needs and 
occupation of the driver. Parking permits are generally rectangular placards that drivers place on their car’s dashboard. 
Displaying these permits allows drivers to forgo certain parking restrictions. Some may also allow drivers to park in certain 
“No Parking” zones or “Authorized Vehicle Only” zones. Depending on the permit, drivers can park for a specified amount of 
the time without getting a parking ticket. This may include hours designated for alternate-side parking. The permits also 
allow drivers to park in spaces specifically designated for certain occupations. This may include drivers who are part of the 
press, non-profit organizations, physicians, and government workers. Usually “Authorized Parking Only” signs will specify the 
type of permit holder allowed to use the space. (Source: https://parkingtickets.org/ny-new-york/nyc-parking-permit.) 
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Figure 6-6. | Percentage of Commuters Who Drive to Locations in the Manhattan CBD 


® Subway Stop % Auto Commuters =F] 15.1% - 17.5% : : 1 MILE 
Tracts >25% CBD 6.5% - 7.5% 176% -20% 
Commuters Drive ea 


7.6% - 10% % - 30% 
MOM Census Tract Number 20.1% = 20% 


CT Aca (018-197 I 30.1% - 50% 
C__] Area2 


Bus Routes - Select Bus Service 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
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Table 6-14. Industry Categories of Jobs in the 11 Manhattan CBD Census Tracts with the Highest 
Percentage of Car Commuters 


COMPARISON: 
PERCENTAGE 
OF WORKERS 
IN INDUSTRY 
PERCENTAGE CATEGORY, 
WORKERS IN | OF WORKERS IN ALL 


NAICS 11 CENSUS 11 CENSUS MANHATTAN 
CODES INDUSTRY CATEGORIES TRACTS! TRACTS CBD WORKERS 


11,21 Agriculture, forestry, fishing and hunting, and mining 0.1% 
23 Construction 2.7% 
31-33 Manufacturing 3.5% 
42 Wholesale trade 2.5% 
44-45 Retail trade 7.6% 
48-49, 22 | Transportation and warehousing, and utilities 2.7% 
51 Information 7.8% 
52-53 Finance, insurance, real estate and rental and leasing 19.7% 


54-56 Professional, scientific, management, administrative, 3,255 10.0% 23.5% 
and waste management services 


61-62 Educational, health and social services 4,755 14.6% 12.4% 


71-72 Arts, entertainment, recreation, accommodation and 2,260 6.9% 9.7% 
food services 


81 Other services (except public administration) 3.5% 
92 Public administration 14,690 45.0% 4.4% 
928110 | Armed forces <0.1% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Parts 2 and 3. 
1 Figure 6-6 identifies the 11 census tracts for which data is presented. 
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Table 6-15. Standard Occupational Classification Categories of Jobs in the 11 Manhattan CBD Census 
Tracts with the Highest Proportions of Car Commuters 


PERCENTAGE 
PERCENTAGE OF ALL 
WORKERS IN | OF WORKERS | MANHATTAN 


soc 11 CENSUS IN 11 CENSUS CBD 
GROUPS OCCUPATIONAL CATEGORIES TRACTS! TRACTS WORKERS 


11-0000 17.6% 
13-0000 | Farmers andfarmmanagers HO. 
16-0000 12.1% 
17-0000 5.6% 
19-0000 1.6% 
21-0000 0.8% 


23-0000 Community and social service occupations 1.2% 
25-0000 Legal occupations 2,035 4.6% 


27-0000 


Education, training, and library occupations 1,654 3.0% 


29-0000 Arts, design, entertainment, sports, and media occupations 1,035 7.5% 
31-0000 Healthcare practitioners and technicians occupations 2.6% 


33-0000 Healthcare support occupations 1.4% 
35-0000 Protective service occupations 9,055 27.1% 2.5% 
37-0000 Food preparation and serving related occupations 1,490 4.2% 


39-0000 Building and grounds cleaning and maintenance 870 2.7% 2.8% 
occupations 


41-0000 Personal care and service occupations 2.2% 
90 
46 
63 
85 


49-0000 11.0% 
46-0000 12.9% 
47-0000 <01% 
49-0000 | Constucion and extraction occupations. ——=SSS*SC*«a)S 
51-0000 | Istalation, maintenance, and repr occupations =| ~=SAGO.==S)Ss NAYS. 
50-0000 | Production ooupaions SSCS 
a! 


9 
9 
0 
9 
95-0000 Transportation and material moving occupations 9 2.1% 
4 


Armedfores ON «0.1% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 2. 
1 Figure 6-6 identifies the 11 census tracts for which data is presented. 


Two of the census tracts in this area—Census Tracts 24 and 44 encompassing Stuyvesant Town, Jacob Riis 
Houses, and the Con Edison East River Generating Station (Figure 6-6)—have a particularly high percentage 
of commuters who drive. In these two census tracts, employees drive to work at nearly four times the 
average rate of the Manhattan CBD.*° Despite this large percentage, these census tracts represent a small 
number of total car commuters to the Manhattan CBD (1,090 workers). More than 25 percent of jobs within 
these census tracts are in the Transportation, Warehousing and Utilities industry category, which includes 
jobs at the Con Edison Generating Station (the area’s largest employer), as well as a New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection pumping station. Both facilities include large employee parking 


30 This information reflects conditions prior to implementation of an SBS route on the Lower East Side and the ferry stop along 
the East River serving Stuyvesant Town. 
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lots, suggesting that the availability of free employee parking could be encouraging workers to travel by car 
to their jobs. This area also has more available, free on-street parking relative to most locations within the 
Manhattan CBD because of its distance from the denser commercial areas. Based on CTPP 2012-2016 data, 
nearly 75 percent of car commuters to this area arrive at work before 8:00 a.m., which would allow them 
to avoid peak rush-hour conditions and more easily secure free on-street parking; however, atypical arrival 
times are not consistently found across census tracts with high auto-commutation rates. 


Manhattan CBD Reverse Commuters 


Based on CTPP 2012-2016 data, an estimated 114,591 Manhattan CBD residents commute to work at jobs 
outside the Manhattan CBD, with a majority working in other areas of New York City that are within close 
proximity to faster modes of public transportation. An estimated 16,663 (approximately 14.5 percent) of 
these Manhattan CBD reverse commuters drive to their jobs. None of these drivers are estimated to 
originate from locations in the Manhattan CBD that are distant from faster modes of public transportation. 
Approximately 1,200 Manhattan CBD reverse commuters commute by car out of the Manhattan CBD to 
work at other locations in Manhattan that are within one-half mile of a subway station. Approximately 
4,000 additional Manhattan CBD residents drive to work outside Manhattan to one of the four remaining 
New York City boroughs. Approximately 90 percent travel to jobs within areas of New York City that are 
within one-half mile of a faster public transportation (subway, railroad, or express or SBS bus stop) and 540 
drive to jobs in New York City that are more distant from public transportation. The majority of these 540 
drivers go to jobs in Brooklyn and Queens, where they represent about 2 percent of employment in each 
community district.3+ 

About 6,700 Manhattan CBD reverse commuters drive to work in New Jersey, representing a tiny fraction 
of New Jersey’s employment.” The majority of these drivers commute to jobs in Bergen, Essex, or Hudson 
Counties, where they make up less than 1 percent of employment in each county. There are five New Jersey 
municipalities where car commuters from the Manhattan CBD account for between 1 and 2 percent of all 


employees. 


6.3.2.5. Non-Work-Related Journeys 

In addition to work-related journeys*’ discussed in the previous sections, consumer spending associated 
with non-work-related activities (e.g., dining, retail, entertainment, and health care spending) plays a large 
role in the regional economy. Many industries—including most notably Retail Trade, Arts, Entertainment 
and Recreation, and Accommodation and Food Services—are heavily dependent upon non-work-related 
consumer expenditures. According to Esri Business Analyst estimates, residents within the regional study 
area spend more than $342 billion annually on retail goods (including food and drink). In addition to the 
region’s resident spending, visitors to New York City spent $44.2 billion in 2018. It is therefore important 


31 U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016, Part 3. 

32 This analysis focuses on the effect of changes to commuter patterns on economic conditions related to employment; 
therefore, this section discusses overall employment that could be affected. 

33 As described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” a journey is defined as 
round-trip travel between principal and anchor locations such as home, work, school, retail, and entertainment. 
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to consider whether the Project could alter non-work-related journeys within the region in a manner that 
could reduce spending and jeopardize the viability of any industry sectors. 


6.3.2.6 Vehicle-Dependent Industries 

While all industries are to a degree dependent on vehicle movement—for supplying workers, goods and 
services, and/or customers—the following sections discuss industries that have operations that inherently 
depend on the movement of vehicles into, out of, and through the Manhattan CBD. Because the Project 
would toll vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD, the Project has the greatest potential to 
affect changes in consumer demand and/or operational conditions within these industries.** As noted in 
the CEQR Technical Manual, an assessment is appropriate if a project is expected to affect conditions within 
a specific industry; for example, a citywide regulatory change would adversely affect the economic and 
operational conditions of certain types of businesses or process may affect socioeconomic conditions ina 
neighborhood if (1) if a substantial number of residents or workers depend on the goods or services 
provided by the affected businesses; or (2) if it would result in the loss or substantial diminishment of a 
particularly important product or service within the city. 


Taxi and For-Hire Vehicle Industry 


The following section describes the variety of taxis and FHVs: 


e Yellow cabs: The New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC) has issued 13,587 medallions to 
allow drivers to operate yellow cabs throughout New York City. Fares for yellow cabs are metered based 
on rates set by the TLC. Some yellow cabs are owned and operated as part of a fleet and others are 
owned and operated independently. Some drivers may lease the medallion and the vehicle, others 
lease the medallion and own their vehicle, while other yellow cabs drivers own and operate their own 
medallion and vehicle. Passengers can arrange for service through street hails and through “e-hails” 
arranged through a mobile application by a TLC-approved company. 


e Green cabs: The TLC created a program of street-hail livery cabs, also referred to as green cabs or 
borough taxis, in August 2013 to increase the availability of street-hail taxi service (rather than service 
available by calling in advance) outside of the core service area of Manhattan.*° Street-hail livery cabs 
can accept trips in Manhattan north of East 96th Street and West 110th Street, and in any location in 
the boroughs outside of Manhattan. Green cabs can also pick up passengers at airports if the ride is 
pre-arranged through a dispatcher. Fares for street-hail trips are metered based on rates set by the 
TLC. Green cab drivers must use approved vehicles that meet specific requirements of the TLC but 
medallions are not required. 


34 As detailed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” with the CBD Tolling Alternative, TBTA would toll vehicles entering or 
remaining in the Manhattan CBD via a cashless tolling system. At this time, the Project Sponsors consider vehicles that 
remain in the Manhattan CBD to be those that were not detected entering but must have been remaining in the Manhattan 
CBD since they were detected leaving. 

35 Chapter 5, Section 200 of the 2021 CEQR Technical Manual. As noted in Chapter 5, Section 430 of the 2021 CEQR Technical 

Manual, an impact of a project that would substantially impair the ability of certain specific industries or categories or 

business to continue operating within New York City may be considered significant and adverse. 

Prior to 2013, private livery cabs were offering non-metered and often informal and inconsistent ride services to residents 

and workers outside the core service area of Manhattan, raising equity and public safety concerns in these communities. 


36 
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e FHVs: FHVs, also licensed by the TLC, include black cars, liveries, and limousines that provide pre- 
arranged service. FHVs cannot accept street hails and must operate through a dispatching base. Rides 
are typically pre-arranged through a smartphone app, website, or phone reservation (by individuals or, 
often, through contracts held by businesses). Customers can ride individually or set up shared rides 
with other customers making a similar trip. FHVs must be licensed by the TLC and can operate 
throughout New York City. FHV drivers either independently own or lease their own personal vehicles 
or lease a vehicle from a fleet. Some FHVs are licensed as “high-volume” FHVs, because they operate 
from bases that dispatch more than 10,000 trips a day. Lyft and Uber are examples of high-volume 
FHVs.?” 


According to the TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, in 2019 there were 13,587 yellow cabs, 2,895 green cabs, and 
101,663 FHVs licensed by the TLC.*® In 2019 the TLC licenses more than 118,000 vehicles and nearly 
185,000 drivers in total. In April 2022, there were 7,053 yellow cabs, 1,027 green cabs, and 70,281 FHVs 
that made at least one trip. As detailed in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” approximately 96 percent 
of yellow and green cab drivers and 91 percent of FHV drivers were born in countries other than the United 
States. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of licensed yellow cabs was steady between 2015 and 
2019, limited by the number of total medallions available from the TLC. In contrast, the number of licensed 
green cabs decreased by 62 percent between 2015 and 2019 as the emerging FHV technology gained 
popularity and the number of licensed FHVs increased by over 50 percent between 2015 and 2019.9 


The TLC provides data for both licensed vehicles and drivers (those that are currently in good standing with 
TLC’s licensing division) and active vehicles and drivers (those that provided at least one trip in a given time 
period). The number of active vehicles differs from the number of licensed vehicles, because not every 
licensed vehicle is actively in use during a given time period. In 2018, during peak activity periods, as many 
as 12,610 active yellow cabs, 4,026 green cabs, and 90,284 active FHVs were providing trips in New York 
City.*° Figure 6-7 illustrates the average number of active vehicles per month between 2015 and 2019 
(distinguishing FHVs by traditional livery cars/black cars and high-volume FHVs available through ride 
hailing apps). As shown in the figure, there were reductions in the number of active livery cars, yellow cabs, 
and green cabs beginning in 2015 as the popularity of high-volume FHV ride hailing services grew. Between 
January 2016 and January 2019, the numbers of active yellow cabs, green cabs, and traditional livery/black 
cars decreased by 11.1 percent, 45.0 percent, and 55.4 percent, respectively. 


37 New York City TLC. 2020 Fact Book. https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2020-tlc-factbook.pdf. 

38 The New York City TLC’s 2020 Fact Book defines paratransit vehicles as vehicles that provide pre-arranged service for 
medical-related purposes. Trips are usually to or from healthcare facilities and vehicles must be dispatched by a paratransit 
base. These do not include ADA-accessible yellow cabs. 

39 New York City TLC. 2020 Fact Book and 2016 Fact Book. https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2020-tlc- 
factbook.pdf. 

40 The New York City TLC’s 2018 Fact Book presents an annual number for licensed yellow cab, green cab, and FHVs, while data 
on the number of active vehicles is reported on a monthly basis. In the case of green cabs, the highest monthly statistic for 
active vehicles (4,026 in January 2018) was greater than the number of reported average annual licensed vehicles (3,579 
vehicles in 2018); this is likely due to a downward trend in licensed green cab vehicles over 2018. For this reason, the 
numbers of licensed and active vehicles should not be used to estimate the percentage of licensed vehicles that are active. 
This level of data is not provided in the 2020 Fact Book. 
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Figure 6-7. Active Taxi and For-Hire Vehicles per Month (2015 through 2019) 


Active Vehicles per Month: 2015 through 2019 Active Vehicles per Month: 2015 through 2019 
Yellow Cabs High-Volume FHV (Ridehailing Apps) 


Active Vehicles per Month: 2015 through 2019 


Active Vehicles per Month: 2015 through 2019 
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A key contributor to rising congestion in the pre-COVID-19 pandemic period was the explosive growth of 
high-volume (application-based) FHVs. While the number of yellow taxicabs is capped at 13,587 vehicles, 
prior to 2018, there was no cap on the number of FHVs.* Between 2010 and 2019, companies such as 
Uber and Lyft dramatically expanded their operations, and the number of registered FHVs, licensed drivers, 
and trips doubled.” By fall 2019, there were more than 100,000 FHVs on the road, and taxis and FHVs 
made up 48 percent of all vehicles circulating in the Manhattan CBD.*? The business model of the taxi and 
FHV industries requires drivers to cruise without passengers, increasing vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) in the 
Manhattan CBD. A large proportion of VMT for both taxi and high-volume FHVs is associated with cruising 
without passengers. In the fourth quarter of 2019 (prior to the COVID-19 pandemic), approximately 
45 percent of yellow cabs’ VMT within the Manhattan CBD were associated with cruising, while 
approximately 30 percent of high-volume FHVs’ VMT within the Manhattan CBD were associated with 
cruising (including empty travel to a ride hail’s pickup location).** Frequent double-parking by these vehicles 
further contributes to congestion. 


TLC-licensed vehicles completed more than 1,000,000 trips per day on average by the end of 2019.*° Most 
trips in yellow cabs originate in Manhattan (97 percent), while other TLC-based services distribute trips 
more evenly across the boroughs. In terms of distances traveled, the average yellow cab trip in 2018 was 
3.7 miles and the average green cab trip was 2.8 miles, although more than one-half of all yellow cab and 
green cab trips were less than two miles.*® The average fare for a yellow cab trip was $13.61 and the 
average fare for a green cab trip was $12.78.*” Average distance and fare for FHV trips was not available. 
Drivers must use an E-ZPass when taking a toll bridge or tunnel. For a yellow or green cab, the discounted 
E-ZPass toll is added to the passenger fare at the end of the trip. For an FHV, the toll is part of the estimated 
trip cost included in the reservation for the FHV or the adjusted charge at the end of the trip. Passengers 
must also pay the tolls to and from a destination for the following trips: Westchester and Nassau Counties; 
trips over the Cross Bay Veterans and Marine Parkway-Gil Hodges Memorial Bridges; and Newark Airport.*® 


The pandemic resulted in dramatic reductions in demand for taxi and FHV services. Historically 
concentrated in the Manhattan CBD and airports, citywide demand for yellow taxi services fell to near zero 
in spring 2020 and only recovered to 25 percent of pre-pandemic levels by the fall peak of 2020 (Figure 6-8). 
High-volume FHV services, including Uber and Lyft, also dropped substantially but recovered more quickly, 


41 New York City TLC. 
42 New York City TLC 2020 TLC Factbook. 
43 NYCDOT analysis. 


44 Ibid. 
45 In addition to taxis and FHVs, this includes trips made by 792 TLC-licensed commuter vans and 161 TLC-licensed paratransit 
vehicles. 


46 According to the New York City TLC’s 2018 Fact Book, 92.2 percent of yellow cab trips occur entirely within Manhattan, 
while 5.1 percent of yellow cab trips are to and from New York City airports. While yellow cab trips to airports constitute a 
small percentage of overall trips, the length of those trips contributes to the higher average yellow cab trip distance relative 
to the median trip distance. Unlike yellow cabs, green cabs may not pick up passengers from New York City airports unless 
trips are pre-arranged through a base. Therefore, most green cabs are used within the boroughs, excluding Staten Island. 

47 This 2018 data does not account for the New York State Congestion Surcharge, which went into effect January 2019 ($2.75 
for each for-hire vehicle transportation trip in a non-yellow cab or pool vehicle, $2.50 per trip by yellow cab, and $0.75 per 
pool trip; fares apply to all trips that begin, end, or pass through Manhattan south of 96th Street). 


48 NYC Taxi & Limousine Commission. https://www1.nyc.gov/site/tlc/passengers/taxi-fare.page#. 
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with business at approximately two-thirds of pre-COVID-19 levels by the fall of 2020. Recovery of citywide 
trip levels continued in 2021, with fall trip levels at 46 percent and 83 percent for yellow taxi and high- 
volume FHV services, respectively, compared to the fall peak of 2019. In terms of citywide VMT, yellow 
taxis mileage accumulation in fall 2021 was approximately half of that in fall 2019, while high-volume FHV 
VMT mileage was three-quarters. Prior to the pandemic, taxi and FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD 
represented approximately 15 percent to 20 percent of taxi and FHV VMT citywide. That fell to below 
10 percent during the height of the pandemic and has since risen to approximately 15 percent. Yellow cab 
VMT in the Manhattan CBD represented about 35 percent to 40 percent of yellow cab VMT citywide pre- 
pandemic, falling to below 20 percent during the height of the pandemic, and has since risen to 30 percent. 
High-volume FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD represented about 15 percent of high-volume VMT citywide 
pre-pandemic, falling to about 8 percent during the height of the pandemic, and has since risen to just 
under 15 percent. *? 


The number of TLC-licensed drivers actively performing trips reached a peak in October 2021 but was still 
just 69 percent of the number in October 2019 and was still recovering from significant loss of ridership 
due to the Omicron variant at the start of 2022. Many medallion owners stored their medallions with the 
NYC TLC rather than continue to pay fees for their use, and FHV drivers allowed their licenses to lapse in 
greater numbers. As of early 2022, the taxi industry remained dependent on the Manhattan core, with 
75 percent of taxi trips starting or ending in the Manhattan CBD. By comparison, the FHV industry operated 
more widely in New York City, with 38 percent of high-volume FHV trips starting or ending in the Manhattan 
cBD™. 


Paratransit Vehicles 


Paratransit is the term used for a “demand-response” service in which an eligible customer reserves a trip 
in advance to a destination within the service area covered by public buses and subways. The Americans 
with Disabilities Act (ADA) requires the provision of paratransit for individuals with disabilities who are 
unable to use accessible mass transit for some or all of their trips. In New York City, paratransit vehicles 
provide wheelchair-accessible rides through the Access-A-Ride program administered by MTA. The Access- 
A-Ride program provides shared-ride, door-to-door trips for New Yorkers utilizing various vehicle types. 
According to the TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, in 2019 there were 161 paratransit vehicles licensed by the TLC.>4 
The most commonly recognized blue and white vans are not licensed by the TLC, but TLC-licensed vehicles 
also provide trips for the Access-A-Ride program. As of May 2018, Access-A-Ride trips by TLC-licensed 
vehicles accounted for about one-half of all Access-A-Ride trips, and the share has been growing 
considerably since this option was first available in October 2016. As of 2019, the number of monthly 
Access-A-Ride trips in TLC-licensed vehicles exceeded 250,000. 


49 NYCDOT. 

50 New York City TLC. 

51 The New York City TLC’s 2020 Fact Book defines paratransit vehicles as vehicles that provide pre-arranged service for 
medical-related purposes. Trips are usually to or from healthcare facilities and vehicles must be dispatched by a paratransit 
base. These do not include ADA-accessible yellow cabs. 
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Figure 6-8. — High-Volume For-Hire Vehicle and Yellow Cab Vehicle Miles Traveled (September 2019 through December 2021) 
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Buses 


The following section describes the wide variety of bus types, organized by the type of service provided: 


52 


53 


Public transit: Public transit buses include New York City Transit/Manhattan and Bronx Surface Transit 
Operating Authority and MTA Bus Company buses that are subsidized services carrying primarily New 
York City residents and operated by a public agency; other non-subsidized franchise buses carrying 
primarily New York City residents operated by private companies; subsidized buses operated by a public 
agency servicing primarily New York State and New Jersey residents (e.g., NJ Transit Corporation, Bee 
Line); and subsidized private buses that carry primarily suburban (New York State and New Jersey) 
residents (e.g., Academy, Rockland Coach). 


Public transportation (commuter vans): New York’s commuter vans—also known as shuttle buses, 
minibuses, dollar vans, or jitneys—carry approximately 120,000 passengers each day.°* Most 
commuter vans provide service in areas that are less well-served by subway service or other public 
transportation options. Some commuter vans, such as the Chinatown-Flushing-Sunset Park commuter 
van, operate under privately owned Commuter Van Authorities licensed by the TLC to provide rides, 
though they do not operate on published schedules or routes. The commuter van drivers operate 
motor vehicles with seating capacity of 9 to 20 passengers. According to the TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, in 
2019 there were 792 commuter vans licensed by the TLC.°? In addition, privately operated jitney buses 
provide transportation between New Jersey and Midtown Manhattan. The New Jersey jitneys provide 
a reliable, low-cost transit option to communities where conventional, direct public bus service is 
limited or unavailable. Jitneys that travel interstate are under the purview of the Federal government, 
are not licensed by the TLC, and pay tolls at the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey crossings. 


Private use: Private use buses include sightseeing buses operated by private companies to provide hop- 
on, hop-off tourist services within New York City as a for-profit enterprise, as well as charter buses 
operated by private companies to provide charter services as a for-profit enterprise. 


Privately operated longer-haul public transportation: These include buses operated by private 
companies (e.g., Greyhound) that provide long-distance, scheduled intercity services into and out of 
New York City as a for-profit enterprise, generally without public subsidy. 


Access to education: School buses provide subsidized bus service carrying students to both public and 
private schools located in the region. 


Various other uses: Other buses not identified above include those used by religious institutions, the 
New York City Department of Corrections, the NYPD, and TBTA. 


King, D.A.; E. Goldwyn. September 2014. “Why do regulated jitney services often fail? Evidence from the New York City 
group ride vehicle project.” Transportation Policy 2014, 35, 186 to 192. 

The New York City TLC’s 2020 Fact Book defines paratransit vehicles as vehicles that provide pre-arranged service for 
medical-related purposes. Trips are usually to or from healthcare facilities and vehicles must be dispatched by a paratransit 
base. These do not include ADA-accessible yellow cabs. 
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Movement of Goods and Services, including Freight Transport 


Every day, trucks and commercial vehicles deliver goods to millions of New York City residents and workers. 
Of the approximately 365 million tons of cargo that enter, leave, or pass through New York City each year, 
approximately 89 percent is carried by truck.°* Trucks also deliver goods to homes or stores within New 
York City, commonly known as “last-mile” distribution. Trucks comprise a small but meaningful portion of 
the overall traffic stream in New York City, ranging from 8 percent to 12 percent of all traffic. Approximately 
125,600 trucks cross into Manhattan per day, and approximately 73,600 trucks cross into Brooklyn each 
day from all points of access. Within Midtown Manhattan (in the Manhattan CBD), 80 percent of the 
commercial activity conducted by trucks occurs during daylight hours between 7:00 a.m. and 7:00 p.m. 
Congestion within Midtown impedes truck mobility during the day, with truck speeds dropping to 7 miles 
per hour, which is 50 percent slower than off-peak periods (between 7:00 p.m. and 7:00 a.m.).°° 


Though not always adhered to, truck traffic in New York City is required to use designated truck routes, 
which include local truck routes and through truck routes. Local truck routes are for use by trucks traveling 
to or from their origin and destination within a borough. Through truck routes consist of major urban 
arterials and highways and serve trucks along their journeys that have neither an origin nor destination 
within the borough. 


Industry research on the trucking industry shows that in 2020, tolls 


were approximately 3 percent of motor carriers’ average marginal cost Types of Costs 

per mile in the Northeast U.S. ($0.055 per mile, with a total average “* Marginal costs: Costs 
marginal cost of $1.835 per mile). The area covered by this research associated with producing an 
includes the 28-county regional study area for this EA, although toll additional unit of output (i.e., 


costs for localized trip-making in and out of the Manhattan CBD could an additional mile of travel) 


be higher than the regional average based on the density of tolled ** Fixed costs: Costs that are 
constant and occur regularly 
(such as rent and salaries) 


. ; ; Variable costs: Costs that 
approximately 85 percent.?” Many drivers and motor carriers plan their change with the level of 


roadways and bridges. °° From 2015 to 2020, the average marginal cost 
per mile of tolls across the trucking industry nationally increased by 


routes to avoid or minimize tolls, because tolls are typically considered production, such as purchase 
a fixed cost that is not added directly to customer shipping invoices, of raw materials 


and carriers or drivers absorb the cost of the toll expense.*® Economic 


54 New York City Department of Transportation. April 2019. Improving the Efficiency of Truck Deliveries in NYC. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/truck-deliveries-Il189.pdf. 

55 Ibid. 

56 American Transportation Research Institute. An Analysis of the Operational Costs of Trucking: 2021 Update. November 
2021. https://truckingresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2021/11/ATRI-Operational-Cost-of-Trucking-2021-FINAL.pdf. Motor 
carrier marginal costs include vehicle-based costs (fuel, truck/trailer lease or purchase payments, repair and maintenance, 
truck insurance premiums, permits and licenses, tires, and tolls) and driver-based costs (driver wages and benefits). The 
marginal cost of tolls in the Northeast U.S. is heavily influenced by long-haul trucking costs and is not reflective of cost 
associated with “last-mile” distribution to and within the Manhattan CBD, for which tolls could comprise a higher 
percentage of cost depending upon the routes, time, and distance traveled. 

57 Ibid. This statistic includes the cost of all tolling, accounting for both new tolls and toll increases. 

58 Hooper, Alan, and Dan Murray. 2018. An Analysis of the Operational Costs of Trucking: 2018 Update. American 
Transportation Research Institute. https://truckingresearch.org/wp-content/uploads/2018/10/ATRI-Operational-Costs-of- 


Trucking-2018.pdf. 
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research on urban freight delivery in the region finds that it is a highly competitive market with delivery 


rates equal to marginal costs. Since toll costs are a fixed cost—as they do not depend on a singular unit of 


production (i.e., delivery to an individual receiver)—the toll cost cannot be passed along to most receivers. 


The exceptions are certain market segments—including carriers of stone/concrete, wood/lumber, food, 


electronics, and beverages—with market power such that they could pass along toll costs.°? Despite these 


research findings, it is recognized that shippers will pass the cost along to receivers if the competitive 


market will support doing so, and therefore tolls costs may be passed along to receivers more broadly than 


suggested by this research. To the extent toll costs are passed along to receivers, those costs are diluted 


among the various receivers on a journey (within New York City, averaging 5.5 stops per journey®’). Those 


Examples of Truck Toll Costs 


** A 2-axle box truck shipping bananas 


59 


60 
61 


62 


63 


from the Hunts Point Market to the 
Manhattan CBD: The truck would pay 
a toll for the RFK Bridge crossing into 
Manhattan (ranging from $11.84 to 
$20.35) or use the Willis Avenue Bridge 
to avoid a toll. 


A 3-axle truck shipping retail goods 


from a fulfillment center on Staten 
Island to Manhattan CBD: The truck 
would pay a toll for the Verrazzano- 
Narrows Bridge (ranging from $19.40 to 
$33.51) to cross into Brooklyn, travel 
along the Belt Parkway (I-287), and 
then pay a toll to enter Manhattan 
through the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (also 
ranging from $19.40 to $33.51) or use 
one of the untolled East River bridges to 
avoid a toll. 


receivers in turn pass incremental costs along to customers, 
with the cost further diluted across the inventory of shipped 
goods. 


In the region, trucks must pay tolls on a number of facilities. © 
Toll rates vary, depending on which crossing is used, the 
direction of travel, time of day, the number of axles on the 
truck, and whether the toll is paid by E-ZPass, cash, or Tolls by 
Mail.°* Appendix 6B, “Economic Conditions: Existing Truck 
Toll Rates,” presents existing truck toll rates at crossings in 
and near New York City. The cost of tolls associated with 
deliveries varies widely depending on the route, truck type, 
availability of E-ZPass, and the time and frequency of toll 
crossings. As shown in Appendix 6B, truck rates for individual 
Hudson River crossings near Manhattan range from $30 to 
$132, depending on the size of the vehicle, time of day, and 
availability of E-ZPass. Similarly, toll costs as a percentage of 
total delivery cost vary widely depending upon the routes, 
times, and distances traveled. Delivery companies typically 


Holguin-Veras, Jose, et al. September 2010. Integrative Freight Demand Management in the New York City Metropolitan 
Area. http://www.nyc.gov/html|/dot/downloads/pdf/ohd-final-report.pdf. 


Ibid. 


Trucks must pay tolls at six bridges and two tunnels connecting the New York City boroughs (Bronx-Whitestone, Throgs 
Neck, Robert F. Kennedy, Verrazzano-Narrows, Cross Bay, and Marine Parkway Bridges; Hugh L. Carey and Queens-Midtown 
Tunnels); two tunnels and four bridges connecting New York City and New Jersey (Lincoln and Holland Tunnels, and George 
Washington, Bayonne, Goethals, and Outerbridge Crossing Bridges); and on several roadways and bridges outside New York 
City, including the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95), the Garden State Parkway south of Exit 105, the New York State Thruway 
(I-87), the Connecticut Turnpike (I-95), the Mario M. Cuomo Bridge (I-287), the Newburgh-Beacon Bridge (I-84), the Bear 
Mountain Bridge, the Mid-Hudson Bridge, and the Kingston-Rhinecliff Bridge. 

Specific New York State Thruway toll rates can be identified using the toll calculator at https://wwwapps.thruway.ny.gov/ 


tollcalculator/permit.aspx. 


Port Authority of New York and New Jersey toll rates are at https://www.panynj.gov/bridges-tunnels/en/tolls.html. 
TBTA toll rates are at https://new.mta.info/fares-and-tolls/bridges-and-tunnels/tolls-by-vehicles. 


Pre-pandemic shipping data suggests that an average cost of a journey for a large truck between Maspeth, Queens and 
Manhattan (inclusive of tolls and driver and vehicle costs) was approximately $700 per journey, based on Chainalytics Inc. 
transportation service price benchmarking data purchased under the USDOT Freight Fluidity Program. 
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incorporate the toll costs into their overall delivery costs rather than add a special surcharge or line item 
for tolls. 


6.3.3 Environmental Consequences 


This section describes the effects of the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative on forecasted 
economic conditions in the region by the 2023 analysis year, using results of the BPM. While the U.S. Census 
Bureau-based data sources are part of the development of the BPM, U.S. Census Bureau-based data is not 
directly comparable to the results of the BPM runs for the 2023 No Action Alternative so this chapter does 
not present a comparison of existing conditions to No Action Alternative conditions.™ Like all 
transportation-related analyses, this section assesses incremental change between the 2023 No Action 
Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative and therefore largely relies on the results of the BPM. 


6.3.3.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan 
CBD would not be implemented. The movement of workers, goods and services, and consumers into, out 
of, and through the Manhattan CBD influence economic conditions at the regional level. The following 
sections address each of these influences for the No Action Alternative. 


Movement of Workforce 


The Project Sponsors conducted transportation modeling for the Project using the BPM originally 
developed by the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council, as described in Subchapter 4A, 
“Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling.” The BPM uses census data and other 
economic forecasts to establish forecasts of travel characteristics. Therefore, the BPM results affirm the 
mode choice and travel patterns developed and described previously through census data but are not 
directly comparable to census data. The BPM baseline was used to model the incremental changes resulting 
from the CBD Tolling Alternative. The BPM results show that in the No Action Alternative, of the 
approximately 1.56 million workers who would commute into or within the Manhattan CBD, close to 
80 percent (about 1.22 million workers) would use public transportation as their primary mode of 
transportation to work (Table 6-16). Approximately 17 percent of workers would commute into or within 
the Manhattan CBD by auto (including drive alone, carpool, or taxi/FHV). Under the No Action Alternative, 
nearly 5 percent of workers are estimated to commute by walking or biking. 


64 The BPM uses census data and other economic forecasts to establish forecasts of travel characteristics. Therefore, the BPM 
results affirm the mode choice and travel patterns developed and described previously through census data but are not 
directly comparable to census data. 
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Table 6-16. Regional Workforce Commuting To and Within the Manhattan CBD: No Action Alternative 


COMMUTE BY PERCENTAGE 
COMMUTE BY AUTO OF WORKERS 


PUBLIC (Including COMMUTE BY COMMUTING BY 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF ORIGIN TRANSPORTATION Taxi/FHV) WALKIBIKE’ NU e) 


New York City 17.2% 
Bronx County menor 89a 18.8% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 18.0% 
New York County (Manhattan) 11.6% 

Inside Manhattan CBD 8.9% 

Outside Manhattan CBD 14.2% 
Queens County 22.3% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) | o2te7t | 5407 | 19.7% 
Long Island Counties? 112,408 16,394 12.7% 
New York Counties North of New York City? «74409 27,386 26.9% 
New Jersey Counties* «22044 2,868 16.0% 
Connecticut Counties® 46932 10,707 18.6% 


TOTAL 1,221,217 270,179 69,671 17.3% 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
Alt 


When the BPM was developed in 2005, insufficient data was available to reliably estimate bike journeys; based on 2012-— 
2016 CTPP data, the BPM results tend to underreport walk/bike journeys. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

3. New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

4. New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


New York City’s five boroughs would continue to provide the largest absolute numbers of commuters into 
the Manhattan CBD (1.01 million workers, including those residing within the Manhattan CBD), with the 
largest percentage of those commuters traveling from Manhattan and Brooklyn. The workforce within New 
York City would have a lower rate of auto commuting to the Manhattan CBD (about 17 percent) as 
compared to New York counties north of New York City (27 percent) and Connecticut counties (19 percent), 
a slightly higher auto-commuting rate from New Jersey (16 percent), and a higher rate than Long Island 
(13 percent). The lowest rate of auto commuting would be from Manhattan CBD residents who work within 
the Manhattan CBD (9 percent), with over one-third of these workers walking or biking to work. 


Table 6-17 presents BPM projections for the primary mode of transportation of regional workforce 
participants who commute from within the Manhattan CBD to regional destinations outside the Manhattan 
CBD. In the No Action Alternative, of the projected 37,457 workers who commute from within to outside 
of the Manhattan CBD, approximately 64 percent (23,881 workers) would use public transportation as their 
primary mode of transportation to work. Approximately 33 percent of workers would commute from the 
Manhattan CBD to non-CBD destinations by auto (including taxi/FHV), and about 3 percent of workers 
would commute by other modes (e.g., walk or bicycle). 
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Table 6-17. Regional Workforce Commuting from Within the Manhattan CBD to Regional Destinations 
Outside the Manhattan CBD: No Action Alternative 


COMMUTE BY PERCENTAGE 
COMMUTE BY AUTO OF WORKERS 


PUBLIC (Including COMMUTE BY COMMUTING 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF DESTINATION TRANSPORTATION Taxi/FHV) WALK/BIKE? BY AUTO 


New York City 18,991 4,041 13.1% 
Bronx County ms 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 3,820 1,161 388 21.6% 


New York County (Manhattan) outside 13,563 1,238 638 8.0% 


Manhattan CBD 

Queens County 23.7% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) hE nm 2 a 50.0% 
Long Island Counties? 4057 1694 61.6% 
New York Counties North of New York City? ee ye 76.3% 
New Jersey Counties‘ 3054 02 tt it 68.7% 
Connecticut Counties5 645 9B 52.0% 


TOTAL 23,881 12535 | 1,041 | 33.5% 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


1 When the BPM was developed in 2005 there was insufficient data available to reliably estimate bike journeys; based on 
2012-2016 CTPP data the BPM results tend to underreport walk/bike journeys. 

Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

4 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Of workers who live in, but work outside, the Manhattan CBD approximately 41 percent (an estimated 
15,439 workers) would work at locations elsewhere in Manhattan; of those commuters, approximately 
8 percent (1,238 workers) would commute to their jobs by personal auto or taxi/FHV. The next-largest 
destinations for residents of the Manhattan CBD who work elsewhere would be New Jersey counties (9,756 
workers), followed by Brooklyn (5,369 workers) and Long Island (2,751 workers). Counties north of New 
York City would see the largest percentage of Manhattan CBD residents who work elsewhere and use 
personal auto or taxi/FHV as the primary means of travel, at approximately 76 percent (431 of 565 
workers), followed by New Jersey counties, at 69 percent (6,702 of 9,756 workers). 


Regional Non-Work-Related Journeys To, From, and Within the Manhattan CBD 
Table 6-18 presents the projected numbers of regional non-work journeys to and within the Manhattan 


CBD under the No Action Alternative. These include journeys for activities such as health care visits, retail 
and grocery purchases, dining, and entertainment. Overall, approximately 14 percent of such journeys 
would be made by auto, which would be a lower rate than work journeys to the Manhattan CBD 
(17 percent) and substantially less in terms of the overall volume (117,950 non-work journeys by auto, as 
compared to 270,179 drive journeys for work). The highest rates of auto-based, non-work journeys would 
originate in New York counties north of New York City (approximately 48 percent). Connecticut counties 
and Long Island also have relatively high rates of auto-based journeys (approximately 42 and 38 percent, 
respectively), followed by New Jersey counties with 22 percent of non-work journeys by auto. However, 
the auto-based, non-work journeys to the Manhattan CBD originating from outside of New York City would 
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represent only about 5 percent of the total auto-based journeys to the Manhattan CBD from the regional 


study area; New York City residents would contribute the remaining 95 percent. Approximately 86 percent 


of the region’s non-work journeys made by public transportation into and within the Manhattan CBD would 


originate within New York City. 


Table 6-18. Daily Regional Non-Work-Related Journeys To and Within the Manhattan CBD: No Action 
Alternative 


New York City 
Bronx County 


Kings County (Brooklyn) 80,405 17,327 21.5% 
New York County (Manhattan) 601,900 53,265 8.8% 


Queens County 


Richmond County (Staten Island) 20.9% 
Long Island Counties? 6566 = (it (ti 300 38.0% 
New York Counties North of New York City? 48.2% 
New Jersey Counties‘ 46807, | 10,421 21.6% 


Connecticut Counties® ee) ee 637 42.1% 


JOURNEYS BY ALL JOURNEYS BY AUTO PERCENTAGE OF 
MODES (Including Taxi/FHV) JOURNEYS BY AUTO 


796,263 97,212 12.2% 
41,511 9,427 22.1% 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF ORIGIN 


Inside Manhattan CBD’ 513,511 35,250 6.9% 
Outside Manhattan CBD 88,389 18,015 20.4% 
61,828 14,972 24.2% 


TOTAL 868,790 117,950 13.6% 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


1 


ou BRB WN 


Journeys originating in the Manhattan CBD are internal journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 

Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, 
Sussex, Union, and Warren. 


Table 6-19 presents the projected numbers of non-work journeys originating within the Manhattan CBD 


and destined for non-CBD locations. Overall, under the No Action Alternative approximately 11 percent of 


such journeys would be made by auto, which would be a lower rate than work journeys from the Manhattan 


CBD (34 percent) but a substantially higher overall volume (70,630 non-work journeys by auto, as 


compared to 12,535 drive journeys for work). The highest rates of auto-based, non-work journeys would 


be destined for Long Island (95 percent) and Connecticut counties (94 percent), followed by New York 


counties north of New York City with 89 percent of all non-work journeys to those counties from the 


Manhattan CBD arriving by auto. However, the auto-based, non-work journeys from the Manhattan CBD 


destined for regional locations outside New York City would represent about 14 percent of the total auto- 


based journeys from the Manhattan CBD; New York City destinations would contribute the remaining 


86 percent. With respect to public transportation, about 99 percent of those journeys would be destined 


for locations within New York City. 
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Table 6-19. Daily Non-Work-Related Journeys From the Manhattan CBD: No Action Alternative 


JOURNEYS BY 
JOURNEYS BY AUTO PERCENTAGE 


PUBLIC (Including JOURNEYS BY OF JOURNEYS 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF DESTINATION TRANSPORTATION Taxi/FHV) WALKIBIKE* BY AUTO 


New York City 182,684 60,848 411,230 9.3% 
Bronx County 2908 | 5.262 | 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 42.1% 
New York County (Manhattan) 7.0% 


Inside Manhattan CBD 126,589 35,250 383,588 6.5% 
Outside Manhattan CBD 42,514 8,222 22,963 11.2% 


Queens County 476 50.0% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) a ee ee ee ee 48.1% 
Long Island Counties? ey ee ee: 94.6% 
New York Counties North of New York City? ee) ee ee 88.9% 
New Jersey Counties‘ a ee ee ee ee 76.8% 
Connecticut Counties5 EE ae | eee 94.1% 
TOTAL 184189 | 70,630 411,230 | 10.6% 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
1 


When the BPM was developed in 2005 there was insufficient data available to reliably estimate bike journeys; based on 
2012-2016 CTPP data the BPM results tend to underreport walk/bike journeys. 

Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 

New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 


u BF wn 
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Taxi and For-Hire Vehicle Industry 


Table 6-20 presents projections of daily VMT by taxi/FHV within the region under the No Action 
Alternative.©° In total, taxis/FHVs would travel approximately 4.3 million VMT on a daily basis. Over one- 
half (approximately 58 percent) of all taxi/FHV VMT would occur within New York City, with nearly one-half 
(approximately 43 percent) of those VMT occurring within Queens, and approximately 29 percent of New 
York City VMT occurring within Manhattan. Outside New York City, New Jersey counties would have the 
highest VMT for the region (approximately 1.2 million VMT daily). 


Table 6-20. Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled for Taxis/For-Hire Vehicles in the Regional Study Area: 
No Action Alternative 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED" 

New York City 2,503,176 
Bronx County 272,450 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 373,255 
New York County (Manhattan) 715,505 

Inside Manhattan CBD 323,998 

Outside Manhattan CBD 391,507 
Queens County 1,085,040 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 56,926 
Long Island Counties? 291,624 
New York Counties North of New York City? 222,684 
New Jersey Counties 1,181,690 
Connecticut Counties5 116,356 


TOTAL 4,315,530 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

Note: Numbers may not total due to rounding. 

1 Projections include vehicle-miles-traveled only during fares and do not include cruising without passenger‘(s). 

2 Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

3 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

4 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

5 Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Movement of Goods and Services, Including Freight Transport 


Table 6-21 presents the projected daily vehicle trips within and to the Manhattan CBD in the No Action 
Alternative for different types of commercial vehicles (trucks). It is important to note that total number of 
daily trips for vehicle types associated with the movement of goods and services should not be confused 
with a total number of individual vehicles. Rather, it represents vehicles that will make a series or chain of 
trips within the Manhattan CBD boundary to fulfill deliveries or other services. Each trip identified in 
Table 6-21 represents a modeled estimate of each individual leg of the multiple-stop trip. The 18,965 
medium truck trips and 6,043 heavy truck trips to the Manhattan CBD shown in the table also include 
multiple crossings to and from the Manhattan CBD over the course of a day. An example would be the 


65 Taxis and FHVs are a single mode in the BPM and therefore cannot be presented separately. 
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U.S. Postal Service, where delivery vehicles leave the main distribution center and make a series of stops 
(each one considered an individual trip in Table 6-21) throughout the day. 


Table 6-21. Daily Vehicle Trips Within and To the Manhattan CBD by Type: No Action Alternative 


DAILY VEHICLE TRIPS CROSSING INTO 
DAILY VEHICLE TRIPS WITHIN MANHATTAN CBD MANHATTAN CBD 


TOTAL 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

Notes: | Numbers may not total due to rounding. 
Daily vehicle trips account for multiple stops by the same vehicle. Trips do not include through truck trips (i.e., truck 
trips passing through the Manhattan CBD without a stop in the Manhattan CBD. 


VEHICLE TYPE 
Commercial Van 
Medium Truck 
Heavy Truck 


6.3.3.2. CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on regional economic conditions, 
when compared with the No Action Alternative, beginning with a description of the potential regional 
economic benefits of the CBD Tolling Alternative. It then considers whether the projected changes in the 
flows of workers, goods and services, or consumers could alter regional market conditions in a manner that 
could jeopardize the viability of specific industries. 


Potential Economic Benefits 


A study conducted for Partnership for New York City found that traffic congestion in the New York 
metropolitan area has a $20 billion annual cost, including more than $9 billion in travel-time costs and 
nearly S6 billion in industry revenue losses.® Through congestion relief, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
provide an economic benefit to the Manhattan CBD, and thus to the region and nation as a whole. As 
discussed earlier, the Manhattan CBD is a critical economic core of the region and a center of national and 
global economic activity. As the largest business district in the nation as well as the most visited city in the 
United States for business, cultural, and tourism travel, its transportation network is essential to supporting 
the high density that underpins New York City. 


More specifically, transportation users in the region would benefit economically from the CBD Tolling 
Alternative through travel-time savings, improved or stabilized travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle 
operating costs, and improved safety that are described in Chapter 5A, “Population Characteristics and 
Community Cohesion.” These changes would also positively affect productivity as described below: 


e  Travel-Time Savings: Travel-time savings associated with both work and non-work journeys are an 
economic benefit because they increase a person’s productivity and overall utility by reducing time 
spent on less productive activities (i.e., traveling to a destination). Reduced congestion would facilitate 
the more efficient and cost-effective distribution of goods and services by truck and other deliveries in 


66 The study defined the New York metropolitan area as including New York City, Westchester, Putnam, and Rockland 
Counties, and northern New Jersey. https://pfnyc.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/01/2018-01-Congestion-Pricing.pdf. 
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the Manhattan CBD. Part of the economic benefit realized by travel-time savings benefits would be 
offset by the increased transportation cost for those journeys under the CBD Tolling Alternative in the 
form of a toll. These benefits would occur in all tolling scenarios. 


e Vehicle Operating Cost Savings: The CBD Tolling Alternative would decrease regional VMT relative to 
the No Action Alternative, which could lead to vehicle operating cost savings for drivers and businesses, 
which is an economic benefit. 


e Reliability Benefits: When transportation systems are improved in terms of capacity or reliability, they 
can have an economic benefit such as increased opportunities and higher quality of life. Improving 
travel-time reliability also reduces logistics and scheduling costs beyond just the travel-time savings. 
Reliability of travel time refers to the level of travel-time uncertainty. When travel times are 
unpredictable, travelers typically allow more time for their journey to account for possible delays. By 
reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce the current 
uncertainty associated with travel in the Manhattan CBD and potentially allow travelers to reduce the 
buffer time set aside for their journeys. 


e Safety Benefits: Enhanced safety reduces medical costs and time spent injured/healing, both of which 
improve economic productivity. 


e Accessibility Benefits: From an economic perspective, accessibility refers to the number of 
opportunities available for a given cost, either in terms of time or money. As the cost for movement 
between any two places changes, either in terms of time or money, accessibility changes. Accessibility 
can also be understood as the attractiveness of a place of origin (how easy it is to get from there to all 
other destinations) or of a destination (how easy it is to get to there from all other origins and 
destinations). For residents, accessibility includes access to employment, education, health care, and 
recreation. For businesses, it refers to access to labor, clients, support services, vendors, business 
partners, and deliveries. The CBD Tolling Alternative would improve accessibility for users throughout 
the region by decreasing congestion. In the long term, improved access to larger consumer markets 
and larger labor pools as well as more efficient access to resources could positively affect productivity, 
provide economies of scale, and lead to new economic growth. For some travelers, the introduction of 
a toll would decrease accessibility by disincentivizing an auto-based mode choice but given the small 
proportion of commuters who drive to work and the wide range of travel options other than driving 
available to the great majority of travelers, the effect of the CBD Tolling Alternative overall on 
accessibility would be positive. 


Potential Adverse Economic Effects 


At a regional level, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not substantively alter one or more of the underlying 
forces that shape real estate market conditions, and therefore would not be likely to result in the 
involuntary displacement of residents, businesses, or employees. (Section 6.4 addresses the potential for 
indirect, or secondary, displacement at the neighborhood level.) While there would be potential social, 
economic, and environmental benefits from the CBD Tolling Alternative—some of which are discussed in 
the previous section—these factors would not be substantial enough to markedly influence residential or 
commercial rents within or outside of the Manhattan CBD. The study area and the Manhattan CBD have 
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well-established residential and commercial markets that are heavily influenced by locational attributes 


(e.g., close proximity to job centers, cultural institutions and amenities, public transportation) that far 


outweigh the potential influence of quality-of-life benefits generated by the CBD Tolling Alternative. This 


section therefore focuses on potential changes in workforce and the operations of certain industries. 


Movement of Workers 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, there would be an incremental cost to workers associated with 


commuting by auto if they enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD.°’ For these directly affected subsets of 


workers who would commute by auto—in total, approximately 19 percent of all workers commuting to or 


from the Manhattan CBD—the CBD Tolling Alternative would require one of the following decisions: 


67 


Continue to commute to work by auto and incur the toll cost. The frequency and feasibility of this 
option for individuals would depend on several factors, such as the cost of the toll, their wages and 
salary, and the availability of non-vehicular commute options near their places of work and residence. 
As shown in Table 6-22, the BPM projects that there would be decreases in auto-commuting rates into, 
out of, and within the Manhattan CBD under the various tolling scenarios as compared to the No Action 
Alternative, but that many commuters would continue to travel by auto. The aggregate change in share 
of auto commuters into and within the Manhattan CBD would range from a decrease of 0.8 percentage 
points under Tolling Scenarios A and B (from 17.3 percent to 16.5 percent) to a 2.3 percentage point 
decrease under Tolling Scenario E (from 17.3 percent to 15.0 percent). Similarly, the aggregate change 
in share of auto commuters from within the Manhattan CBD to regional workplace locations outside 
the Manhattan CBD would range from a decrease of 0.8 percentage points under Tolling Scenario B 
(from 33.5 percent to 32.7 percent) to a 2.0 percentage point decrease under Tolling Scenario D (from 
33.5 percent to 31.5 percent). 


Table 6-23 presents absolute differences in the numbers and the percentage changes of journeys by 
auto. The absolute change in auto commuters into and within the Manhattan CBD would range from a 
decrease of 11,790 journeys under Scenario B to a decrease of 27,221 journeys under Tolling 
Scenario E. 


BPM traffic modeling considers a toll only for entering a zone, although legislation allows for tolling those remaining in the 
zone. As detailed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” at this time, the Project Sponsors consider vehicles that remain in the 
Manhattan CBD to be those that were not detected entering but must have been remaining in the Manhattan CBD since 
they were detected leaving. 
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Table 6-22. Percentage of Worker Journeys by Auto To, Within, and From the Manhattan CBD 


oars rate ee aes Sahelian aes gated SCENARIO 
GEOGRAPHY Pen G 


Workers 17.3% 16. = 16. om 16. om 15. om 15. om 15. 7 
Commuting by 

33.5% 32.4% 32.7% 32.1% 31.5% 31.7% 32.2% 
Auto From the 
Manhattan CBD 


Auto To and 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


Within the 
Manhattan CBD 
Workers 
Commuting by 


Table 6-23. Change in Numbers of Worker Journeys by Auto To, Within, and From the Manhattan CBD 


NO 
ACTION 


270,179 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
A 


GEOGRAPHY 


Workers 
Commuting by 
Auto To and 
Within the 
Manhattan 
CBD 


Workers 
Commuting by 
Auto From the 
Manhattan 

CBD 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


e Switch modes of commute to non-vehicular option(s) to avoid the toll. The feasibility and frequency of 
selecting this option would depend in part on the availability of non-vehicular commute options near 
the commuter’s place of work and/or residence. Some commuters could choose to continue to drive 
toward the Manhattan CBD, but park outside of the Manhattan CBD and walk or transition to public 
transportation for final leg of their commute to avoid the toll. The likelihood of commuters choosing to 
do this would depend on the availability and cost of parking near transit stations outside the Manhattan 
CBD coupled with the cost of that transit journey, in comparison to the cost of the new toll as well as 
the total time duration of such a trip. The BPM results indicate that a small number of commuters 
would choose this option (for more information, see Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking”). As 
shown in Table 6-24 and Table 6-25, with the CBD Tolling Alternative, there would be increases in the 
share of commuters using public transportation and walking/biking to, from, and within the Manhattan 
CBD, except for Manhattan CBD residents who work in the Manhattan CBD, who would generally 
continue to use public transportation, walk, and bike at the same rate as in the No Action Alternative. 
Overall, under Tolling Scenario E there would be the highest percentage of workers electing to 
commute by public transportation (82.7 percent, compared to 80.7 percent in the No Action 
Alternative). Under Tolling Scenario B, there would be a slight decrease in public transportation usage 
from this subset of Manhattan CBD commuters, likely due to the relatively inelastic price sensitivity of 
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auto commuters combined with the scenario’s easing congestion, which in turn would marginally 
increase the attractiveness of commuting by auto (e.g., taxi/FHV) within the Manhattan CBD. This 
phenomenon would be counterbalanced by reduced congestion in the Manhattan CBD, making some 
bus routes run faster and more reliable. 


e Telecommute, or telecommute more often, to eliminate or reduce the frequency of incurring the toll. 
Though not a viable option for all types of work, telecommuting is growing (and will continue to grow 
with or without CBD Tolling Alternative) based on continual improvements in technologies, 
restructuring of office space, and other factors, including but not limited to the influence of the COVID- 
19 pandemic, cost savings, and benefit and lifestyle offerings. The degree to which the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would also incentivize this behavior would depend on the specific cost increase for a given 
worker, which would be based not only on the cost of the toll but also any potential crossing credits 
and/or exemptions, as well as the employee’s specific work environment and workplace policies. 


e Commute earlier or later to avoid incurring the toll. Though not a viable option for many workers, those 
who can adjust their work hours could elect to commute during off-peak and/or overnight hours to 
reduce the cost of a toll associated with auto commuting. Tolling Scenarios E and F would have the 
greatest potential to incentivize this behavior because they would have the largest cost differential 
between peak and non-peak toll rates. 


e Seek new employment opportunities (or other workplace locations with the same employer) at 
location(s) that would not involve incurring the toll. Some commuters to the Manhattan CBD might 
decide to relocate or switch jobs to locations outside the Manhattan CBD. The CBD Tolling Alternative 
could also result in new workplace decision-making for those who would not incur a toll based on their 
existing commute; members of the labor force could find new job opportunities because other toll- 
affected workers could elect to vacate their positions to avoid tolling. In some instances, there could 
be a societal cost associated with decision-making that is a benefit to individuals. For example, a 
member of the labor force currently residing in the Bronx and who commutes by subway into the 
Manhattan CBD could instead choose to commute by auto to a job closer to home in the Bronx or 
upper Manhattan. Overall, Tolling Scenarios E and F (with the highest toll rates) would be the tolling 
scenarios most likely to incentivize this behavior, while Tolling Scenario A (with the lowest toll rates) 
would be the least likely tolling scenario to incentivize this behavior. 


The feasibility and frequency of such options would largely depend on the availability of similar 
employment opportunities at locations that would avoid the toll and that otherwise would be a more 
desirable commuting option. Since the BPM is a regional transportation model used to predict changes 
in mode and route that would result from modifications to the transportation system—using adopted 
regional population, labor force, and employment forecasts—it does not (and cannot) predict changes 
to the numbers of residents, workers, or jobs in the region. The BPM projections are predictive of 
changes in mode choice, but because they must hold the number of jobs steady, the projections 
assume that any vacated positions within the region would be filled by other labor force participants. 
This analysis therefore does not rely on BPM results for determining potential effects on labor supply 
within the region; rather, it considers the potential industry effects by conservatively assuming that 
positions currently occupied by auto commuters could be vacated and potentially not be filled by other 
labor force participants. 
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Table 6-24. Percentage of Worker Journeys by Non-Auto To and From the Manhattan CBD 


GEOGRAPHY NO SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
AND MODE ACTION A i} Cc ) E F G 


Workers Commuting from Outside the Manhattan CBD to the Manhattan CBD 


ae 2 80.7% | 81.6% 81.7% 81.9% 82.4% 82.7% 82.5% 81.8% 


Percentage by 
Workers Commuting from Within the Manhattan CBD to the Manhattan CBD 


Walk/Bike 
Fercentage PY | 57.2% | 57.3% | 565% | 572% | 574% | 57.2% | 57.2% | 566% 
Percentage by 33.8% | 33.8% | 33.9% | 337% | 336% | 337% | 33.7% | 33.7% 
Walk/Bike 


Workers Commuting from Within the Manhattan CBD to Outside the Manhattan CBD 


abel by 63.8% | 64.7% 64.4% 65.0% 65.6% 65.4% 65.0% 65.0% 
wake 20% 28% 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

Note: When the BPM was developed in 2005, there was insufficient data available to reliably estimate bike journeys; based 
on 2012-2016 CTPP data the BPM results tend to underreport walk/bike journeys. In addition, the BPM is best suited 
for predicting travel by automobile and transit; the internal calculations in the model related to routes available to 
automobiles result in the prediction of negligible reductions in the number of walk/bike journeys in some tolling 
scenarios. 


Table 6-25. Change in Number of Worker Journeys by Non-Auto To and From the Manhattan CBD 
GEOGRAPHY NO SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
AND MODE ACTION A B Cc ) E F G 
Workers Commuting from Outside the Manhattan CBD to the Manhattan CBD 


Number by | 1,126,889 |  +12,280| +13,082 +16,877| +23,482| +26,717| +24,083| +14,351 
Transit (+4.1%) | (41.2%) | (44.5%) | (+2.1%) | (#2.4%) | (#2.1%) | (#1.3%) 


Number by 13,933 -28 331 +67 158 67 133 102 
Walk/Bike (-0.2%) | (-2.4%) (0.5%) | (4.1%) | (0.5%) | (1.0%) | (-0.7%) 


Workers Commuting from Within the Manhattan CBD to the Manhattan CBD 

Number by +263 1,157 +308 +595 +485 +268 -851 
Transit (+0.3%) | (-4.2%) | (40.3%) | (+0.6%) | (+0.5%) | —(+0.3%) | (0.9%) 
Number by 0 +144 +45 -69 +100 +4 -184 
Walk/Bike (0.0%) | (+0.3%) | — (+0.1%) (0.1%) | (+0.2%) (0.0%) | (-0.3%) 


Workers Commuting from Within the Manhattan CBD to Outside the Manhattan CBD 


Number by 23,881 +181 +187 +147 +271 +56 +164 +280 
Transit (+0.8%) |  (+0.8%) | (40.6%) | (+4.1%) | (+0.2%) | (40.7%) | (+1.2%) 


Number by 1,041 +19 +61 +24 +24 +25 18 9 
Walk/Bike (+1.8%) | (+5.9%) | (+2.3%) | (+2.3%) | (+2.4%) (-1.7%) | (-0.9%) 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

Note: When the BPM was developed in 2005, there was insufficient data available to reliably estimate bike journeys; based 
on 2012-2016 CTPP data the BPM results tend to underreport walk/bike journeys. In addition, the BPM is best suited 
for predicting travel by automobile and transit; the internal calculations in the model related to routes available to 
automobiles result in the prediction of negligible reductions in the number of walk/bike journeys in some tolling 
scenarios. 
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e Relocate their place of residence to a location within the Manhattan CBD. Existing or new workers with 
jobs in the Manhattan CBD could elect to move to a residence within the Manhattan CBD and walk/bike 
to work or commute by transit to avoid a toll associated with auto commuting. Tolling Scenarios E and 
F would have the greatest potential to incentivize this behavior because they would have the highest 
toll rates; Tolling Scenario E would also have the greatest potential to reduce congestion and improve 
other quality-of-life factors within the Manhattan CBD. However, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
have a marginal influence on residential location decision-making because potential cost savings 
associated with eliminating a toll would be far outweighed by other cost-of-living and quality-of-life 
factors. Given the relatively high rents and home prices within the Manhattan CBD compared with 
other locations within the study area, those considering a move because of the cost of tolling would be 
more likely to locate in areas outside the Manhattan CBD near transit to avoid the toll. In addition, 
those moving into the Manhattan CBD with a personal auto would incur new tolling costs for non- 
commute trips, thereby diminishing the cost savings. 


e Relocate their place of residence to a location closer to transit outside the Manhattan CBD. Existing or 
new workers with jobs in the Manhattan CBD could elect to move to a residence closer to transit and 
park-and-ride commute to avoid a toll associated with auto commuting. Tolling Scenarios E and F would 
have the greatest potential to incentivize this behavior because they would have the greatest cost 
differential between peak and non-peak toll fees. 


Pass-through commuters who drive through the Manhattan CBD would either continue to drive 
through and pay the Manhattan CBD toll or select an alternative route that avoids the toll. The 
frequency and feasibility of this option is dependent on the length of time associated with re-routing 


as well as the continuous improvement of live traffic and wayfinding information to avoid the toll. 


As noted above, the BPM projections assume that in the aggregate, there would be no change in the 
total employment or overall workforce commutes into and within the region as a result of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative (Table 6-26). However, it is possible that jobs in certain industries could be affected 
at a greater rate than suggested by the net results of the BPM if those industries and occupations had 
a higher percentage of workers who commute by auto, or if certain locations within the Manhattan 
CBD were highly dependent on auto commuting. For the following reasons, this is not expected to 
occur as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative: 
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Table 6-26. Daily Worker Journeys To and Within the Manhattan CBD (All Modes of Transportation) 
NO ACTION NET CHANGE IN DAILY WORKER JOURNEYS BY TOLLING SCENARIO AS 


TOTAL COMPARED TO THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF ORIGIN | JOURNEYS A i} Cc 1) | E F 


New York City -7,058 
Bronx County 
Kings County (Brooklyn) -2,755 
New York County (Manhattan) 
Inside Manhattan CBD 16481428280 | 90 
Outside Manhattan CBD 
Queens County 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 
Long Island Counties’ 128,802 2,610 3,191 | 2,451 


New York Counties North of 101,745 -1,757 -1,334 -1,003 -1,731 -1,498 
New York City? 


New Jersey Counties® 264,412 3,763 3,326 4,612 
Connecticut Counties’ 87,639 365 245-386 A184 122 
TOTAL | 1,564,067 | 37 | 52H 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

1 Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 Counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

* Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


-1,320 
-3,109 


2,470 


6,588 


e CTPP data suggest that the propensity to commute by auto is related more to distance from public 
transit and the availability of free parking, which can correlate with certain types of work, rather than 
to needs for commuting by auto inherently related to a worker’s industry or occupational category. 
Therefore, the increased cost for those who commute by car would not disproportionately affect the 
operations of a specific industry, although it may incentivize workers currently incentivized to drive by 
the availability of free parking to switch to a transit mode (promoting the goals of the Program).° The 
highest rate of auto commuting in the Manhattan CBD occurs in Census Tract 21 in Lower Manhattan 
(Figure 6-5), an area that includes part of Chinatown and several large municipal buildings. The 
availability of parking placards and/or free parking for some municipal employees likely contributes to 
the higher numbers of workers commuting by auto to Census Tract 21, rather than a business-specific 
need for personal automobiles. Within two East Village/Lower East Side census tracts that also have 
very high rates of auto commuting in the Manhattan CBD, over 25 percent of the jobs are associated 
with facilities that provide free parking. 


58 As detailed in Section 6.2.2, the NAICS Finance, Insurance, Real Estate and Rental and Leasing industry category and the SOC 
Business and Financial Operations Specialists and Legal occupational categories had only slightly higher representation 
within the highest auto commute locations of the Manhattan CBD. Salaries within these occupations are relatively high, 
suggesting that workers would be less price-sensitive to the incremental cost associated with tolling, particularly when 
factoring for the value of shorter commute times due to reduced congestion. 
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e Manhattan CBD locations with the highest auto-commuting mode share have relatively low 
concentrations of total commuters. Within the area of the Manhattan CBD with the highest rate of 
people who commute by auto from locations outside the Manhattan CBD—in the East Village and 
Lower East Side neighborhoods—relatively few total workers from outside the Manhattan CBD 
commute to this area, representing just over 2 percent of all workers commuting from outside the 
Manhattan CBD into the Manhattan CBD. The disincentive to drive created by the Project would not 
adversely affect economic conditions within or outside of the Manhattan CBD. 


e The potentially affected workforce who work outside of the Manhattan CBD is small. The BPM 
estimates that 12,535 Manhattan CBD residents commute by auto to work at jobs outside the 
Manhattan CBD represent approximately 0.01 percent of the regional labor force. Of those who drive 
to work in other locations in New York City, only 540 are driving to jobs located farther than one-half 
mile of a rail (subway or Staten Island Railway) station, express bus stop, or express stop. Those workers 
who drive to New Jersey collectively comprise less than 2 percent of the employment within any New 
Jersey municipality. 


e Most of the potentially affected workforce who work inside the Manhattan CBD live and/or work near 
transit: 


— Approximately 99 percent of auto commuters to the Manhattan CBD have jobs that are close to 
transit.©? The ease of transit access within the Manhattan CBD allows the subset of car commuters 
to the Manhattan CBD who would be discouraged by toll costs and do not have transit access near 
their homes, to instead drive to a transit station and complete their commute by transit. The 
estimated 8,470 employees who work at locations more than one-half mile from a subway station 
or SBS stop in the Manhattan CBD represent small fractions of all Manhattan CBD workers in any 
specific industry and occupational category. 


— Of the estimated 142,506 people who currently commute into the Manhattan CBD by car, more 
than one-third drive from residences in New York City that are close to transit. Most workers living 
in these parts of New York City have a relatively easy option of riding a subway or train to the 
Manhattan CBD. 


e For some auto commuters, the underlying benefits of driving would remain in place with or without a 
Manhattan CBD toll. With a toll, many drivers would continue to drive, because the additional cost of 
the toll may be offset by the value of a shorter commute time due to reduced congestion, and in some 
cases, the value of free parking available to them by an employer. 


With respect to Manhattan CBD reverse commuters, the BPM projections indicate that in the aggregate, 
there would be minimal overall change in the number of workers who commute from the Manhattan CBD 
to other regional locations because of the CBD Tolling Alternative (Table 6-27). As compared to the No 
Action Alternative, the differences range from a 0.8 percent work-journey decrease (80 workers) under 
Tolling Scenario B to a 2.2 percent decrease (835 workers) under Tolling Scenario E. Under Tolling 
Scenario B, there would be a slight increase in Manhattan CBD resident-workers commuting to jobs in Long 
Island counties and in Manhattan outside the Manhattan CBD. Under Tolling Scenario E, the decrease in 


69 It is noted that proximity to transit does not necessarily make it accessible to some disabled individuals. 


August 2022 6-55 


Chapter 6, Economic Conditions 


Manhattan CBD resident-workers commuting to jobs outside of the Manhattan CBD could be due to those 
workers taking jobs vacated by non-CBD residents who were working in the Manhattan CBD, but who took 
jobs outside of the Manhattan CBD to avoid the toll. These levels of change in workforce commuting would 
not disrupt employment in any industry at the regional level. Even if all of the estimated 12,535 Manhattan 
CBD reverse commuters who drive to their jobs elected to change positions in order to avoid tolling, they 
represent less than 5 percent of the labor force living within the Manhattan CBD, and approximately 
0.1 percent of the labor force in the region. As a result, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not be likely to 
adversely affect any particular industry because of its potential to affect reverse commuters from the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Table 6-27. Daily Worker Journeys from the Manhattan CBD (All Modes of Transportation) 
NO ACTION NET CHANGE IN DAILY WORKER JOURNEYS BY TOLLING SCENARIO 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF TOTAL AS COMPARED TO THE NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 
DESTINATION JOURNEYS A i} Cc ) E F 


New York City (not including 23,042 -107 ae 313 | -326 


Manhattan CBD) 
Bronx County 


Kings County (Brooklyn) -67 
New York County (Manhattan) -79 
Outside Manhattan CBD 


Queens County 
Richmond County (Staten Island) ot ae 
Long Island Counties’ BT 165 ATO 242-205 HB 


New York Counties North of New — 38 -23 ee | ee -32 67 

York City? 

New Jersey Counties? | 9756 | 7 | 7 | 69 | 8 | 110 | 77 | 128 

Connecticut Counties 1343799874136 86 87 
TOTAL 7 ee 

alee BPM, WSP 2021. 


Long Island counites include Nassau and Suffolk. 
2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Non-Work-Related Journeys 

For non-work-related journeys, the BPM assumes that the total number of these discretionary journeys 
remains steady regionwide, but the destination of a non-work-related journey (e.g., a journey for shopping 
or entertainment) could change because of a change to the transportation network. Table 6-28 presents 
the BPM results related to changes in non-work-related journeys (all modes) to the Manhattan CBD with 
the CBD Tolling Alternative as compared to the No Action Alternative. Under all tolling scenarios, the total 
number of these journeys would remain essentially the same between tolling scenarios (the small 
differences in total journeys are equivalent to rounding errors in the model results), but the destination of 
the non-work-related journeys would vary. The largest contributing factor in terms of reductions under all 
tolling scenarios would be forgone journeys to the Manhattan CBD from areas of Manhattan north of 60th 
Street. Table 6-28 also shows marginal increases in non-work Manhattan CBD journeys originating within 
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the Manhattan CBD, likely due to reductions in congestion, which would encourage additional non-work 
journeys within the Manhattan CBD. 


Table 6-29 provides additional detail on how the CBD Tolling Alternative would alter discretionary journey- 
making decisions; Tolling Scenario D is used in this example because it would result in the greatest reduction 
in non-work-journeys to the Manhattan CBD. The reductions in non-work-related journeys would be 
related to reductions in journeys by auto and offset by increases in journeys by public transit. Notable 
decreases in auto journeys would occur for Manhattan north of the Manhattan CBD, Brooklyn, and Queens. 


Table 6-28. Net Change in Non-Work-Related Journeys To and Within the Manhattan CBD vs. No Action 
Alternative (All Modes of Transportation) 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF | NO ACTION TOLLING SCENARIO -NET CHANGE 


ORIGIN TOTAL A i} G 


Cc ) E F 
New York City 2795 4,116 


Bronx County 41,511 | -1,272 1,159 | -1,804 | -1820 | -1,197 | -1,110 


Kings County (Brooklyn) “1,762 


New York County 601,900 -151 -538 =| -1,008 | -1,036 -704 -769 -594 
(Manhattan) 


Inside Manhattan CBD 1,869 
Outside Manhattan CBD “2,463 
Queens County 61,828 | 1,190 -692_| 1,183 | 1,759 | -1,405 | 699 | 1,415 


Richmond County (Staten 10,619 720 864 1,504 895 614 885 765 
Island) 


Longlsland Counties’ 16,566 622,748 109 2228 15881 


New York Counties North 7,640 -478 -888 -678 -574 
of New York City? 

New Jersey Counties? 46,807 2,186 | 2,775 | 3,380 | 2,894 3,149 3,498 | 3,256 
ConnecticutCountiest 1,514 -28_ | 272358 293206387250 


TOTAL | 868,790 | 8032124364 3,726 -2,660 570-368 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 

1 Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


4 
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Table 6-29. Change in Regional Non-Work-Related Journeys To and Within the Manhattan CBD: 
Tolling Scenario D versus No Action Alternative 


TOTAL NON- TOTAL NON-WORK 
WORK RELATED RELATED PERCENTAGE 


JOURNEYS JOURNEYS CHANGE IN CHANGE IN 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA OF ORIGIN NO ACTION SCENARIO D JOURNEYS JOURNEYS 


New York City “0.8% 
Bronx County “4.3% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 2.9% 
New York County (Manhattan) -0.2% 


Inside Manhattan CBD 513,511 516,264 2,153 0.5% 
Outside Manhattan CBD 88,389 84,600 -3,789 -4.3% 


Queens County 61,828 60,069 -1,759 -2.8% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 10,619 11,514 8.4% 
Long Island Counties‘ 16,566 16,568 a ae 0.0% 


New York Counties North of New 7,640 6,752 -888 -11.6% 
York City? 


New Jersey Counties’ 6.2% 
Connecticut Counties4 4514 1807 9 19.4% 
TOTAL “0.4% 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 
1. 


Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

* Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


The BPM assumes that the total number of non-work-related journeys in the region would remain the same 
in the No Action and CBD Tolling Alternatives. This is a reasonable assumption given the size of the regional 
study area; non-work-related journeys that may no longer occur within the Manhattan CBD are expected 
to be captured within the broader study area. Reductions in journeys to the Manhattan CBD would likely 
be captured in other areas of Manhattan outside the Manhattan CBD, in New York City, or in the region. 
There would not be a loss of consumer spending on a regional basis, except for spending that would be 
forgone by consumers traveling by car to the Manhattan CBD, who could instead use a portion of their 
discretionary spending money for the toll. The toll would effectively reduce the overall expenditure 
potential for people traveling by car into the Manhattan CBD; this would reduce expenditure potential for 
individuals and the potential revenue that businesses would have captured but that would now be spent 
on the toll. As noted in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” during early public 
outreach for the Project in fall 2021, members of the public raised concern about potential effects of losses 
in consumer spending at businesses, cultural and sporting events, and tourist areas like Chinatown and 
Broadway. However, given that a vast majority of non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD are not 
conducted by auto, that some auto journeys would transition to public transit, and that some auto journeys 
would continue (with potential reductions in some discretionary expenditures to compensate for the toll 
cost), a reduction in non-work journeys to the Manhattan CBD would not be expected to substantively alter 
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expenditures within any particular industry. ’° At the regional level, any forgone non-work-related journeys 
to the Manhattan CBD and associated expenditure would be captured elsewhere. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would also provide regional benefits by establishing a reliable, recurring local source of funding 
for MTA capital projects, which would allow MTA to reinvest in and improve its transportation network. 
This would be expected to facilitate growth in non-work-related journeys to the Manhattan CBD. 


Taxi and For-Hire Vehicle Industry 

Under some tolling scenarios there could be an increase in taxi and FHV fares that could reduce demand 
and industry revenues for taxis and/or FHVs.’1 As detailed in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” the tolling scenarios and additional analyses assess a variety of 
tolling policies for taxis and FHVs ranging from unlimited tolling for taxis and FHVs each day to a complete 
exemption from paying the Manhattan CBD toll. 


The TLC requires that passengers reimburse the taxi 
driver for any toll costs during the trip; when no 


New York City’s Commitment to Supporting 
Taxi and FHV Drivers 
passengers are in the vehicle, drivers pay the toll today 
In 2019, New York City became the first city in the 
world to implement a trip-based, guaranteed 
minimum pay standard for high-volume FHV 
drivers, whether they drive their own vehicle or 
lease an FHV. The TLC also modified rules for 
yellow and green taxis to increase driver income 
protections, including reducing the daily maximum 


as part of the cost of doing business. TLC rules for 
high-volume FHVs (i.e., Uber and Lyft) and require that 
FHV services collect and remit to the TLC information 
on the itemized fare for the trips charged to the 
taxes and 


passengers, including the fare, toll, 


gratuities. 


credit card surcharge and increasing accessible 


Any charge implemented by the CBD Tolling Program 
would likely follow the existing framework. Thus, 
when present, the customer would be responsible for 


dispatch fees. 


In 2021, the City implemented a medallion relief 
program and loan guaranty program to provide 


relief for owners with five or fewer medallions. Both 
programs provide financial assistance and free 
legal representation to help negotiate with lenders 
to reduce loan balances and lower monthly 
payments. 


paying the tolls and the receipt would be itemized to 
show this. If no customer is present, the vehicle would 
be charged, unless exempted or capped. 


Table 6-30 shows the projected reductions in daily 
VMT for each of the various tolling scenarios without 


70 Literature research of congestion-based pricing programs in London, England, and Stockholm, Sweden, found that these 
programs had not adversely affected retail markets. Retail businesses in the central London charging zone have 
outperformed retail businesses in inner and outer London in terms of sales, profitability, and employment growth. Overall, 
five years after the event there is no measurable evidence of any differential impact of the central London congestion 
charging scheme on business and economic activity, at the aggregate level, based on analysis and surveys conducted 
(https://content.tfl.gov.uk/central-london-congestion-charging-impacts-monitoring-sixth-annual-report.pdf). In Stockholm, 
studies of retail markets did not reveal adverse effects resulting from congestion charges. A durables survey within shopping 
centers, malls, and department stores conducted during the Stockholm program’s trial period found that these entities 
developed at the same rate as the rest of the country; the same was true for other retail sectors (https://www.itf- 
oecd.org/sites/default/files/docs/swedish-congestion-charges.pdf). 

71 Paratransit vehicles, although part of the taxi/FHV industry, are not addressed in this section because the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not impose a new toll on paratransit vehicles. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, paratransit vehicles would 
benefit from reduced congestion on some roadways within the Manhattan CBD. 
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modifications.’* The VMT estimates shown in the table do not include cruising miles without a customer, 
and only reflect daily VMT for travel when the taxi/FHV has a customer. As shown in the table, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would reduce the overall VMT for taxis and FHVs regionwide by 1 to 3 percent. These 
reductions would be greatest in New York City, ranging from 5 to 9 percent in tolling scenarios that do not 
include a cap or exemption for tolls on taxis and FHVs (Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G) and 1 to 5 percent in 
those that do have caps and/or exemptions (Tolling Scenarios B, C, E, and F). 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in larger reductions in taxi/FHV VMT within the Manhattan CBD, 
which is the core service area for yellow taxis, as well as in Manhattan overall. As shown in Table 6-30, 
under Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G, which would have uncapped tolls for both taxis and FHVs, reductions 
in taxi/FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD would range from almost 7 percent for Tolling Scenario A to close 
to 17 percent for Tolling Scenario D. In Manhattan overall, VMT reductions would range from 11 to 17 
percent. If a tolling scenario with tolls of more than once per day is implemented for taxis and/or FHVs, the 
Project Sponsors will work with the appropriate city and state agencies so that passengers pay the toll, 
rather than the driver. Under Tolling Scenarios C and F, which would exempt taxis but would toll FHVs up 
to three times a day, VMT reductions would range from 3.5 percent to 7.9 percent in the Manhattan CBD 
and 7 to 10 percent for Manhattan overall. Given that taxis would not be tolled under Tolling Scenarios C 
and E, it is likely that taxis would experience increases in VMT while FHVs would experience greater VMT 
reductions. 


In the Tolling Scenarios B and F, in which taxis and FHVs would be tolled a maximum of once per day, the 
reduction in taxi/FHV VMT within the Manhattan CBD and Manhattan overall would be lower and in Tolling 
Scenario F, taxi/FHV VMT within the Manhattan CBD is predicted to increase slightly because of the 
combination of the larger toll cost, which would make taxi/FHV a more attractive mode, and the reduction 
in congestion, which would increase the utility of commuting by taxi/FHV within the Manhattan CBD). 


In addition, in response to concerns expressed during the public outreach process with respect to the 
anticipated effects of the Project on taxi and FHV drivers, the Project Sponsors considered modified several 
modified tolling scenarios with caps and/or exemptions for taxis and FHVs to understand the effects of such 
a modification. This included modifications of Tolling Scenarios A and D with a cap on tolls of once per day 
for taxis and FHVs (like Tolling Scenarios B and F), a modified Tolling Scenario D with both taxis and FHVs 
exempt from the toll, and a variation of Tolling Scenario G (referred to as Tolling Scenario G1) with a cap 
on tolls of once per day for taxis and FHVs. The analysis conducted demonstrated that with these 
modifications, these tolling scenarios would have substantially less reduction in taxi/FHV VMT in the 
Manhattan CBD. For more information, see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation 
Effects and Modeling.” Overall, the more exemptions and caps provided, the higher tolls need to be to 
meet the Project’s congestion and revenue objectives. However, if taxis and FHVs are charged for each trip, 
the demand for their service would decline, as would the number of trips they make. 


72 Taxis and FHVs are a single mode in the BPM and therefore cannot be presented separately. 
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Table 6-30. 


Source: 


Note: 
ule 


2 
3 
4 


GEOGRAPHIC AREA 
New York City 


Bronx County 

Kings County (Brooklyn) 

New York County (Manhattan) 
Inside Manhattan CBD 
Outside Manhattan CBD 


Queens County 


Richmond County (Staten Island) 56,926 4,884 5,071 -4,940 -4,539 
(-8.6%) (-8.9%) (-8.7%) (-8.0%) 


Long Island Counties‘ 
New York Counties North of 
New York City2 


New Jersey Counties? 


Connecticut Counties 


BPM, WSP 2021. 


NO ACTION SCENARIO A 
2,503,176 128,847 
(-5.1%) 


272,450 -8,392 
(-3.1%) 
(5.5%) (2.7%) (40. 2%) (7.5%) 4.9%) 
(-10.9%) (2.7%) (7.3%) (16.7%) (10.2%) (2.4%) 
a 
(-6.6%) (+4.6%) (-3.5%) (-16.8%) (-7.9%) (+1.5%) (-8.6%) 
391,507 -56,345 -34,573 -40,618 -64,873 -47,602 -22,038 
(-14.4%) (-8.8%) (-10.4%) (-16.6%) (-12.2%) (-5.6%) 


-33,855 
(-9.1%) 


373,255 


1,085,040 -3,873 
(-0.4%) 


291,624 1,050 
(-0.4%) 

222,684 -3,316 
(1.5%) 


(+0.8%) (+1.1%) (+0.7%) (44.1%) 

(-3.7%) (-3.0%) (-3.6%) (-2.1%) 
TOTAL 4,315,530 126,903 14028-73413 247,477 116,065 4,888 
PERCENTAGE CHANGE 220% 08% ATH 5H DTH 


116,356 2,922 
(-2.5%) 


Long Island counties includes Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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SCENARIO B 


29,731 
(-1.2%) 
5117 
(-2.1%) 


+21,258 
(+2.0%) 


+2,836 
(+1.0%) 
+1,047 
(+0.5%) 


1,762 
(-1.5%) 


Net Change in Taxi/For-Hire Vehicle Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled vs. No Action Alternative 


SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E 
-84,406 -219,068 130,412 
(-3.4%) (-8.8%) (-5.2%) 


a 426 = 346 a 991 


-2.4%) -3.4%) -1.5%) 


10,804 -47,911 19,342 
(-1.0%) (-4.4%) (-1.8%) 


-6,002 

(-10.5%) 

+6,816 -3,159 +3,846 
(+2.3%) (-1.1%) (+1.3%) 
-206 -4,694 -2,547 
(-0.1%) (-2.1%) (-1.1%) 
+17,283 

(+1.5%) 


Projections include vehicle-miles traveled only during fares and do not include cruising without passenger(s). 
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SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
25,521 147,687 
(1.0%) (-5.9%) 

; 959 7,831 
0.7%) (-2.9%) 
-39,183 

(-10.5%) 

87,944 

(-12.3%) 


27,757 
60,187 
(-15.4%) 
+4,979 7,812 
(+0.5%) (-0.7%) 


(-7.7%) (-8.6%) 
+9,153 2,775 
(43.1%) (-1.0%) 
1,118 -2,905 
(-0.5%) (-1.3%) 
(+1.3%) (+1.5%) 
1,903 
(-1.6%) 
137,815 
3.2% 
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Under tolling scenarios that would toll taxis and/or FHVs more than once a day, customers could choose to 
avoid the toll by switching to transit, walking, or biking to their destination in the Manhattan CBD, thereby 
reducing the frequency of taxi/FHV utilization. A reduction in congestion in the Manhattan CBD would 
improve drive-times and reduce passenger costs. However, the potential decrease in overall demand for 
taxis and FHVs could reduce employment in the taxi and FHV industries. The predicted change in overall 
taxi/FHV travel characteristics indicates that there could be some shift in business practices within the 
industry, particularly for yellow cabs operating in Manhattan. The projected reductions in VMT indicate 
potential economic costs within an industry in flux where journeys have already been shifting from taxis to 
FHVs and could correlate to lost revenues for both taxis and FHVs operating in New York City. Since driver 
income is directly related to the miles they travel with paying customers, these reductions could result in 
reductions in taxi and FHV employment. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” evaluates this potential 
adverse effect on taxi and FHV drivers in more detail. 


In terms of economic impacts on businesses and industries, the change in taxi and FHV operations and 
business practices, while adverse for taxi and FHV drivers, would not result in an adverse economic impact 
on the industry overall.”? The potential reductions in revenue and employment would not be of an amount 
that could jeopardize the overall viability of the taxi/FHV industry within the region. Based on historic data 
from the TLC’s Fact Book for 2018, the industry has experienced substantial fluctuations year to year in key 
metrics such as active drivers and daily average trips; the industry adjusts to remain viable as an industry 
and meet demand. For example, there were reductions in the number of active livery cars, yellow cabs, 
and green cabs beginning in 2015 with the introduction of high-volume FHV ride-hailing services 
(Figure 6-7). Between January 2016 and January 2019, the numbers of active yellow cabs, green cabs, and 
livery cars decreased by 11.1 percent, 45.0 percent, and 55.4 percent, respectively. There were also 
precipitous decreases in demand for taxi/FHV services during the height of the COVID-19 pandemic 
(Figure 6-8). Nevertheless, under both circumstances that industry has continued to provide service. With 
the CBD Tolling Alternative consumer demand for taxi/FHV service would continue to be met, and those 
consumers who are willing to pay the toll would be driven to locations within the Manhattan CBD. The 
taxi/FHV industry would continue to operate throughout the region and would continue to be able to meet 
the needs of its consumer base. 


Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” provides additional analysis of the potential for job losses in the taxi 
and FHV industry, where the majority of drivers identify as minority populations. 


Paratransit Vehicles 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, qualifying vehicles transporting persons with disabilities would be exempt 
from the toll.”4 This includes Access-A-Ride paratransit service, which provides public transportation for 
customers with disabilities or certain qualifying health conditions. The CBD Tolling Alternative would 


73 As noted in Chapter 5, Section 430 of the 2021 CEQR Technical Manual, an impact of a project that would substantially 
impair the ability of certain specific industries or categories or business to continue operating within New York City may be 
considered significant and adverse. 

74 As currently designed, qualifying vehicles transporting a person with disabilities include vehicles with government-issued 
disability license plates and fleet vehicles owned or operated by organizations and used exclusively to provide 
transportation to people with disabilities. 
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provide benefits to improve paratransit services, such as reduced roadway congestion resulting in travel- 
time and reliability improvements. 


Buses 

Given the Project goal of reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD, while also creating a new recurring 
funding source to support the MTA’s Capital Program for funding public transportation capital projects, the 
various tolling scenarios consider crossing credits, discounts, and/or exemptions for buses because those 
transporting passengers presumably reduce vehicle congestion. The standard bus tolling rate can be set at 
a value distinct from other classes. A discounted rate may represent a lower rate for buses as compared to 
the truck rate (non-franchise buses are currently charged truck rates at TBTA facilities) or may be a 
discounted rate against the bus rate for certain types of buses (e.g., public transit buses). As detailed in 
Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the tolling scenarios present a range of potential charging options for 
buses. 


To the extent buses are charged full or discounted tolls under the tolling scenarios, the cost of the toll 
would be expected to be absorbed into overall operating costs. For subsidized public transit, these costs 
could result in additional subsidy requirements and a portion could ultimately be passed along to 
passengers in terms of ticket prices for carriers with variable ticket pricing or could be a component in 
periodic fare adjustments for fixed fare transit systems. Given the high passenger volumes of most bus 
services, the small incremental cost borne by any given passenger is not expected to be an amount that 
would deter ridership for a vast majority of passengers, and reduced ridership would not be expected to 
jeopardize the viability of bus service operations. 


For non-subsidized service, increased operating costs would be expected to be passed on to the passenger 
or could result in reduced services. Smaller volume services such as commuter vans and jitney buses may 
experience a greater proportion of reduced ridership; however, if some price-sensitive commuter van and 
jitney riders switch to transit, they could benefit from the transit improvements facilitated by the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. For tour and charter buses, costs would be lower since the frequency of crossing in and 
out of the Manhattan CBD is much lower than public buses, and the cost of the toll would be passed on to 
a larger number of passengers. 


Movement of Goods and Services, Including Freight Transport 

As noted in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Outreach,” during early public outreach for the 
Project in fall 2021 members of the public expressed concerns about the potential for increases in fees and 
other services such as deliveries within the Manhattan CBD. With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the volumes 
of truck journeys into and within the Manhattan CBD are expected to remain similar to today because the 
need to deliver goods would remain the same; deliveries would still need to be made to restaurants, 
businesses, and residents regardless of the Manhattan CBD tolling implementation. As a result, the BPM 
assumes that journey origins and destinations of trucks and other commercial vehicles would remain 
constant between the No Action Alternative and all the tolling scenarios. In some cases, shipments could 
be consolidated to maximize the amount of product delivered if the route would incur the toll. 
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With the CBD Tolling Alternative, delivery trucks would incur an additional cost from a toll. Table 6-31 
identifies the toll rates for various truck types under each of the tolling scenarios. As shown in Table 6-31, 
the actual amount paid by an individual truck per day would vary based on the toll rate, whether there is a 
cap on the number of tolls per day, and the number of times a truck is detected entering or remaining in 
the Manhattan CBD. Depending on the number of trips a truck makes, the total cost might be less in a 
tolling scenario with a cap on the number of tolls per day or a tolling scenario with a lower toll rate but no 
cap. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would also reduce costs for truck deliveries related to the time spent making 
the delivery and costs associated with parking tickets. Specifically, with a reduction in congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD, truckers could make their deliveries more quickly, reducing labor costs associated with 
the delivery. In addition, with fewer automobiles entering the Manhattan CBD each day, the demand for 
parking would be reduced, which would free up legal curbside parking for delivery vehicles. Delivery trucks 
may be able to find legal parking more readily in the Manhattan CBD, thereby reducing the incidence of 
ticketing (fines for which frequently exceed $1,000 per truck per month”). The extent of delivery cost 
savings would vary depending on the toll cost, the delivery route, timing of delivery, and the level of 
reduced congestion along the route that would be realized under the tolling scenarios. 


Businesses in the Manhattan CBD that would be more likely to be adversely affected by increased delivery 
costs associated by tolling increases are small businesses that have a high rate of deliveries. In general, 
micro-businesses, which are small businesses with fewer than 20 employees, would be most sensitive to 
delivery cost increases. The types of businesses in the Manhattan CBD that would most likely be affected 
would be small businesses in the Retail Trade industry since they are dependent on frequent deliveries of 
smaller loads, and the cost of delivery of goods constitutes a higher portion of their operating costs. These 


ee 


include grocery stores, restaurants, and small “bodega” market convenience stores. As shown in Table 6-4, 
approximately 10 percent of businesses in the Manhattan CBD are classified as Retail Trade. Although 
bodegas and other small independent grocery/convenience stores are not uniquely identified in Table 6-4, 
they would most likely be represented by micro-businesses in the Supermarkets and Other Grocery Except 
Convenience Stores (NAICS Code 445110) and Convenience Stores (NAICS Code 445120) industry sub- 
categories. There are approximately 600 such businesses within the Manhattan CBD, representing slightly 
less than 1 percent (0.7 percent) of all businesses within the Manhattan CBD. As described below, any cost 
increase associated with the tolling increases from the CBD Tolling Alternative that would be passed along 
to receiving businesses would be distributed among several customers per toll charge (since trucks make 
multiple deliveries) especially for businesses, including small businesses and micro-businesses, receiving 
smaller deliveries, thereby minimizing the effect of the toll increases on any individual business. 


75 Holguin-Veras, Jose, et al. September 2010. Integrative Freight Demand Management in the New York City Metropolitan 
Area. http://www.nyc.gov/htm|/dot/downloads/pdf/ohd-final-report.pdf. 
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Table 6-31. Truck Treatment by Tolling Scenario 


SCENARIO A SCENARIO B SCENARIO C SCENARIO D SCENARIO E SCENARIO F SCENARIO G 
High Crossing 

Credits for Vehicles 

Using Manhattan Base Plan with 
Bridges and Tunnels | Same Tolls for All 
to Access the CBD, Vehicle Classes 
with Some Caps and 

Exemptions 


High Crossing 
High Crossing Credits for Vehicles 
Credits for Vehicles | Using Tunnels to 
Using Tunnels to | Access the CBD, with 
Access the CBD Some Caps and 
Exemptions 


Low Crossing Credits 
PARAMETER’ Base Plan for Vehicles Using 


Base Plan with Caps and Tunnels to Access 
Exemptions the CBD, with Some 
Caps and Exemptions 


Potential Crossing Credits 


Credit Toward the CBD Toll for 
Tolls Paid at the Queens- 


Midtown, Hugh L. Carey, No 
Lincoln, Holland Tunnels 

Credit Toward the CBD Toll for 

Tolls Paid at the Robert F. No 


Kennedy, Henry Hudson, 
George Washington Bridges 


Potential Exemptions and Limits (Caps) on Number of Tolls per Day 

Small and large trucks No cap 
Approximate Toll Rate (Small Truck / Large Truck) 2: 

Peak 4 $12/$12 
Off Peak® $9 /$9 
Overnight $71 $7 


1. The information in this table was used for modeling purposes to evaluate the range of effects resulting from implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Actual toll rates, 
potential crossing credits/exemptions and/or other discounts, and the time of day when toll rates would apply would be determined by the TBTA Board after 
recommendation by the Traffic Mobility Review Board. Appendix 2E, “Project Alternatives: Definition of Tolling Scenarios,” provides more detailed information on the rates, 
potential crossing credits/exemptions, and/or other discounts assumed for each tolling scenario. 


2. Tolls would be higher during peak periods when traffic is greatest. These would be defined by TBTA in the final toll schedule. All tolling scenarios also include a higher toll on 
designated “Gridlock Alert” days, although the modeling conducted for the Project did not reflect this higher toll since it considers typical days rather than days with unusually 
high traffic levels. 


3 ‘Toll rates are using E-ZPass and are rounded. For all tolling scenarios, different rates would apply for vehicles not using E-ZPass. 


Peak is 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m. on weekdays except for Scenario F, where it is 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m., and on weekends when peak is 10:00 a.m. to 
10:00 p.m. 


Off peak is 8:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. on weekdays except for Scenario F, where it is 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. 
Overnight is 10:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. on weekdays except for Scenario F, where it is 8:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m., and on weekends when overnight is 10:00 p.m. to 10:00 a.m. 
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Incremental toll costs that are passed along to receiving businesses would be passed in a diluted fashion 
because shippers would allocate the toll costs among the multiple receivers on a journey (within New York 
City, averaging 5.5 stops per journey).’° Shippers to small retail stores like bodegas typically make many 
stops and consequently would share the toll cost among those multiple receivers. An incremental cost to 
any one retail store would be passed along as an incremental cost to consumers but would represent a very 


small component of the retail price charged to the consumer. 


As incremental toll costs would be diluted among receivers, the receivers would retain a role as decision- 
maker for delivery hours, and a vast majority of receivers prefer regular-hour deliveries because they 
typically have more staff on hand, as opposed to off-hour deliveries that could require additional staff, 
security, lighting, and other costs.’” Therefore, tolling, as well as tolling with peak- and off-peak rate 
variation, would not likely substantially alter urban freight delivery. Separate research from Stockholm, 
Sweden about congestion pricing indicates that commercial-vehicle traffic, such as truck traffic, has a higher 
willingness to pay for decreased travel time and is relatively insensitive to changes in price compared with 
private passenger-trips.’® However, the toll rates in Stockholm generally fall well below the toll rates 
contemplated under the tolling scenarios”’, and therefore with the CBD Tolling Alternative the lower off- 
peak rates may have a stronger influence on receiver decision-making if a business is incurring additional 


costs during peak delivery times. 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, some trucks with origins and destinations outside the Manhattan CBD 
that currently pass through the Manhattan CBD enroute to their destinations in the No Action Alternative 
could choose a different route to avoid the toll with the CBD Tolling Alternative. This routing decision would 
be based on consideration of the cost of the toll versus the cost of the alternative routing, which could be 
longer or more time-consuming. These trucks would still reach their destination, using a different route 
than they do today. The BPM projects a reduction in truck trips passing through the Manhattan CBD ranging 
from approximately 1,700 truck trips in Tolling Scenario G® to nearly 6,800 truck trips in Tolling Scenario F 
compared to the No Action Alternative. Tolling Scenario F would have the highest tolls for trucks 
(Table 6-32). While in the No Action Alternative, 25 percent of the trucks entering the Manhattan CBD 
would not have destinations in the Manhattan CBD and would be passing through. In Tolling Scenario F, 
with the highest tolls, the share would drop to 6 percent. 


76 Holguin-Veras, Jose, et al. September 2010. Integrative Freight Demand Management in the New York City Metropolitan 
Area. http://www.nyc.gov/htm|/dot/downloads/pdf/ohd-final-report.pdf. 

77 Ibid. 

78 Borjesson, Maria. 2018. Long-Term Effects of the Swedish Congestion Charges. International Transport Forum. 
https://www.itf-oecd.org/sites/default/files/docs/swedish-congestion-charges.pdf. 

79 Charges for a single entry in Stockholm range from 11 to 45 Swedish Krona (SEK) (approximately $1.14 to $4.66 USD) during 
peak seasons, and 11 to 35 SEK ($1.14-S3.62 USD) in off-peak seasons. Vehicles are charged for every entry with a maximum 
toll per day for any vehicle of 135 SEK, or $13.98 USD (during off-peak season, the maximum toll is 105 SEK, or $10.87 USD). 
All vehicles are subject to the same fee schedule. 

80 Tolling Scenario G is similar to the Stockholm, Sweden program in that all vehicles are subject to the same fee schedule, 
resulting in relatively low toll rates for trucks and a greater willingness to absorb (rather than avoid) the cost of tolls. 
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Table 6-32. | Change in Daily Through Truck Trips via the Manhattan CBD, No Action Alternative vs. 
Tolling Scenarios 


ae eas Se cad etal anaes iene aging SCENARIO 
PARAMETER Been G 


Truck Trips 

Through 8,392 3,746 3,424 3,139 2,705 1,788 1,607 

No Action -4,645 -4,967 -5,253 -5,687 -6,604 -6,784 
Alternative 


Manhattan CBD 
Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


Difference from 


6.4 NEIGHBORHOOD-LEVEL ASSESSMENT 


In addition to the regional effects of the Project discussed in Section 6.3, the changes in regional travel 
patterns resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative also have the potential to affect localized community 
and neighborhood economic conditions if travel patterns at transportation hubs (where travelers shift 
modes) or near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary change in a way that could lead to changes in 
economic conditions. This section of the chapter evaluates the potential for the Project to result in this type 
of localized change and whether such a change could lead to indirect displacement effects and changes in 
the operations of certain industries. 


6.4.1 Study Areas 


This section considers whether and where the CBD Tolling Alternative could substantively influence 
economic conditions at a local level, and thus warrant a neighborhood-level assessment. As detailed below, 
the identified study areas are locations where the CBD Tolling Alternative could indirectly alter land use 
and economic patterns within a neighborhood or neighborhoods. This section considers the effects of the 
CBD Tolling Alternative on transportation hubs, neighborhoods where vehicular traffic would increase or 
decrease, and the area close to the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary in Manhattan. 


6.4.1.1 Transportation Hubs 

With the CBD Tolling Alternative, certain public transportation hubs would experience an increase in transit 
ridership as more travelers to and from the Manhattan CBD select to take public transportation rather than 
personal transportation or taxis/FHVs in order to avoid the toll. The economic consideration at these 
transportation hubs is whether the increased consumer demand generated by the additional riders could 
substantively alter market forces in the immediate area of the transportation hubs, leading to a change of 
uses and neighborhood character. For example, this theoretically could occur if increased spending from 
new consumers in retail corridors near these public transportation hubs then led to increased property 
values, which in turn led to increased rents. To the extent that existing businesses would experience an 
increase in foot traffic or demand such that property values would be meaningfully affected, the resultant 
increase in rents could be offset by increased sales revenues. However, non-retail uses—or retail uses that 


August 2022 6-67 


Chapter 6, Economic Conditions 


do not cater to the new demand—may not benefit from increased sales, which in theory could lead to 
turnover of businesses. ** 


As detailed in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” the shift of some portion of journeys to and from 
the Manhattan CBD from automobile to transit would result in a relatively small overall change in regional 
transit ridership of 1 to 3 percent across all transit service types in the region. Outside the key Manhattan 
CBD transit hubs, where the increase in transit riders would be the most concentrated, the distribution of 
ridership changes is not expected to introduce additional consumer expenditure potential that could 
substantively alter real estate market conditions or change retail sales in and around any given transit 
station in the region. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative does not have the potential to substantively 
alter market conditions in neighborhoods surrounding transportation hubs, and no further analysis of this 
concern is warranted. 


6.4.1.2. | Neighborhood Streets Experiencing Increases or Decreases in Traffic 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an overall net reduction in auto journeys to and from the 
Manhattan CBD. Depending on the tolling scenario and the specific crossing credits included for other tolls 
paid at bridges and tunnels, certain local streets are projected to experience increases in vehicle traffic 
from route diversions. Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” provides detail 
on these locations and presents the results of intersection-level traffic impact analysis. The predicted 
changes in traffic volumes would be small compared to the overall volume of traffic on city streets during 
the day. As a result, there would be no anticipated change to the overall operation or character of local 
streets and no effect on economic conditions. 


Increases and decreases in vehicle traffic along road segments resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not substantively alter local market conditions for the following reasons: 


e These locations already experience traffic at levels that influence market conditions. Areas where 
traffic volumes would increase already experience high levels of vehicle traffic, and in any case, local 
market conditions are more heavily influenced by existing pedestrian traffic. Therefore, such changes 
in traffic would not be expected to alter economic conditions at the neighborhood level. Outside the 
Manhattan CBD, few roadway segments would experience increases in vehicle traffic exceeding 
20 percent over the No Action Alternative under any tolling scenario, and these segments would be 
primarily on highways such as the Long Island Expressway. 


e Car journeys to commercial businesses represent a small percentage of all consumer journeys in and 
immediately surrounding the Manhattan CBD. Based on CTPP data, in general fewer than 10 percent 
of all journeys made to local businesses in the Manhattan CBD are made by auto. Given that the BPM 
predicts that the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce non-work auto journeys to the Manhattan CBD 
by no more than 13 percent (the highest reduction, under Tolling Scenario D), the reduction in non- 


81 In addition to this economic effect on businesses, an increase in property values could also affect residences. This type of 
indirect displacement is discussed in Subchapter 5A, ”Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community 
Cohesion,” which concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects related to indirect 
residential displacement. 
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work journeys to the Manhattan CBD would be no more than approximately 1.3 percent (i.e., a 
13 percent reduction of 10 percent of consumer base). Because some of those auto-based trips would 
transition to transit, the loss of consumer base is expected to be even less than 1.3 percent. 


e Areas receiving incremental traffic (e.g., roadways near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel) are largely “pass-through” locations. A vast majority of automobile travelers are not 
stopping at these locations and therefore would not add consumer spending to these local areas. The 
Project-generated shifts in traffic would not be attributed to attractions to/from businesses along 
routes, but rather they would be in response to the imposed tolling program, resulting in different 
route choices. Therefore, they would have little or no effect on consumer journeys to any particular 
business, except for perhaps parking facilities (addressed later in this subchapter). 


Based on the above, detailed assessment of potential economic effects along neighborhood streets is not 


warranted and no adverse effect on economic conditions is anticipated. 


6.4.1.3 | Neighborhoods Near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary 

The northern boundary of the Manhattan CBD, as defined in the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act, is 
60th Street. This assessment considers whether the introduction of tolling for vehicles would result in 
changes in economic conditions in neighborhoods on either side of the Manhattan CBD boundary because 
of changes in traffic volumes close to 60th Street. 


Neighborhoods immediately north and south of the Manhattan CBD boundary regularly experience high 
volumes of vehicular and pedestrian traffic such that the incremental volumes generated by the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not alter local market conditions in a manner that could adversely affect neighborhood 
character (see Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character,” for additional discussion). This 
analysis considers the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on the local demand for off-street parking, 
which is a prominent land use in the vicinity of 60th Street across Manhattan, and whether a change in 
demand could in turn result in a change in the character of the area.** Fewer people may seek parking in 
the areas just inside the Manhattan CBD, while north of the boundary, there could be new demand for off- 
street parking, and new parkers could become new consumers as they walk to their destinations south of 
the Manhattan CBD boundary. 


82 The Project’s effects on parking are evaluated in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking.” The assessment in this chapter 
considers the possible changes in land use and local economic conditions related to changes in parking demand. 
Industrywide, the potential reduction in overall auto journeys to the Manhattan CBD is not predicted to be large enough to 
result in regional impacts to the off-street parking industry or off-street parking facilities within the Manhattan CBD south of 
55th Street, because the reduction of auto trips and associated parking would be dispersed throughout the Manhattan CBD. 
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It is predicted that “last-mile” switching from auto to walking trips to avoid the toll cost would not be a 
rational decision beyond approximately five blocks of the Manhattan CBD boundary.® For example, an 
individual with a 55th Street destination would be far more likely to seek parking just north of the 60th 
Street Manhattan CBD boundary and walk to their destination compared with an individual who has a 
destination farther south in the Manhattan CBD. Therefore, to assess the potential economic effects of this 
change in consumer behavior, a study area encompassing the area from 55th Street to 65th Street for the 
width of Manhattan was evaluated (Figure 6-9). 


6.4.2 Affected Environment 


The area of Manhattan between 55th and 65th Streets from the Hudson River to the East River is 
characterized by densely developed neighborhoods with a wide mix of uses and strong, established land 
use trends. The Manhattan CBD boundary comprises heavy vehicular and pedestrian traffic, with access to 
multiple subway and bus routes and high transit usage. There are also numerous parking garages. 


North of 60th Street, the areas east of Central Park (part of the Upper East Side) and west of Central Park 
(part of the Upper West Side) are both high-density neighborhoods characterized by residential uses, 
including rowhouses, mid- and high-rise apartment buildings, and residential skyscrapers. The economic 
and employment characters of this area include prominent large institutional uses as well as neighborhood 
commercial corridors along most north-south avenues. The key characteristics of these areas are the 
combination of high residential density development, congested vehicular and pedestrian traffic 
conditions, and a mix of office, residential, retail, institutional, and open space uses. 


The area south of 60th Street, part of the Manhattan CBD and the northern part of Midtown Manhattan, 
is a high-density district characterized by a mix of uses, including commercial and residential skyscrapers, 
retail districts, and large cultural and institutional facilities (Figure 6-9). The areas of Midtown east of 
Second Avenue and west of Eighth Avenue are much more residential in character, but still very densely 
developed with rowhouses and mid- and high-rise apartment buildings. There is high pedestrian traffic 
throughout the day, and heavy vehicular traffic on all north-south roadways, along 57th Street and Central 
Park South, on the West Side Highway/Route 9A and Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive, and near the entrances 
and exits to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. The high pedestrian and vehicular traffic and mix of 
commercial office, residential, and retail uses are key characteristics of the area immediately south of 60th 
Street. 


83 Rational behavior is the cornerstone of rational choice theory, a theory of economics that assumes that individuals always 
make decisions that provide them with the highest amount of personal utility. These decisions provide people with the 
greatest benefit or satisfaction given the choices available. While the value individuals place on their time varies depending 
on personal socioeconomic factors and circumstance, the value of one hour of personal travel time is usually estimated at 
25 to 50 percent of earnings, while the value placed on business travel time can exceed 100 percent of earnings 
(https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/docs/2016%20Revised%20Value%200f%20Travel%20Time%20Guidanc 
e.pdf). For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that the toll cost is roughly equivalent to one hour of a person’s time. 
Given this assumption, it would be a rational choice for individuals to park north of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD 
boundary to avoid the toll if the time spent on this “toll avoidance measure” were less than one hour, which when 
considering walking times roughly equates to an area from 55th to 65th Streets. 
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Figure 6-9. _ Land Use Near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary 
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As noted above, neighborhoods immediately north and south of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary 
regularly experience high volumes of vehicular and pedestrian traffic such that the incremental volumes 
generated by the CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter local market conditions in a manner that could 
adversely affect neighborhood character. The BPM projections do not suggest that there would be 
substantial increases in parking demand immediately north of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary 
from auto users; the number of cars on each of the avenues immediately north of 60th Street is projected 
to decrease under all tolling scenarios. In addition, literature research of congestion-based pricing 
programs in London, England, and Stockholm, Sweden, did not identify adverse effects related to increased 
parking demand immediately outside of tolling cordons. Nevertheless, this assessment considers potential 
economic effects if the CBD Tolling Alternative were to increase demand for off-street parking at some 
locations north of 60th Street, even with a decrease in the overall number of cars. Between 60th and 65th 
Streets (north of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary), there are approximately 7,525 off-street 
parking spaces in 52 parking facilities (Figure 6-10 and Table 6-33). If the area were to experience an 
increase in parking demand, it is expected that incremental demand would be satisfied through available 
capacity,* or if there were capacity constraints, through upward adjustments in parking fees. Changes in 
parking rates could also affect area residents that use off-street parking facilities. Parking fee adjustments 
north of 60th Street, combined with potential parking fee reductions south of 60th Street due to potential 
reductions in demand, would offset potential changes in consumer demand behaviors resulting from the 
CBD Tolling Alternative. Even if such behavior were not fully offset through rate adjustments, there would 
not be changes in land use patterns; the trend toward lower parking demand combined with high real 
estate values in this area suggests that new parking garages would not be developed. 


In areas immediately south of 60th Street, the CBD Tolling Alternative could reduce local demand for off- 
street parking, which is a prominent land use in the area. Between 60th and 55th Streets (south of the 60th 
Street Manhattan CBD boundary), there are approximately 11,500 off-street parking spaces in 88 parking 
facilities (Table 6-33 and Figure 6-11). This analysis considers whether parking garages immediately south 
of 60th Street could experience reduced demand at a level that could lead to displacement of off-street 
parking facilities, and a resulting change in neighborhood character. 


84 Based on a sampling of parking utilization collected in 2018 and 2019 during typical conditions for environmental review 
studies, weekday midday off-street parking utilization ranges from approximately 70 to 80 percent of capacity, with lower 
utilization rates in the AM and PM peak periods. Applying this utilization estimate to the total off-street parking capacity 
between 60th and 65th Streets (7,525 spaces) equates to between 1,505 and 2,258 available off-street parking spaces. 
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Figure 6-10. Off-Street Parking Facilities between 60th and 65th Streets North of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary 
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Table 6-33. Parking Garages between 55th and 65th Streets 


PARKING | PARKING 


AREA BOUNDARIES GARAGES SPACES 
Outside the Manhattan CBD: North of 60th Street (60th to 65th Streets) 7,525 


Lenox Hill East 60th Street to East 65th Street/Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive to Third 
Avenue 


Upper East Side | East 60th Street to East 65th Street/Third Avenue to Fifth Avenue 
Lincoln Square | West 60th Street to West 65th Street/Central Park West to Twelfth Avenue 


2,834 


1,031 


3,660 


Inside the Manhattan CBD: South of 60th Street (60th to 55th Street) 11,541 
Avenue 

Midtown 3,202 

Clinton 4,141 


TOTAL (55th to 65th Streets) 140 | 19,066 


Sources: | New York City Department of Consumer Affairs data obtained from the New York City Department of Information 
Technology & Telecommunications NYCityMap program; data for areas inside of 60th Street Manhattan CBD 
boundary field verified by AKRF in October 2019. 


6.4.3 Environmental Consequences 


6.4.3.1 No Action Alternative 

The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program. It would not affect population, 
travel patterns, access to employment, or neighborhood economic conditions in the 2023 analysis year. 
Market conditions at the neighborhood level would not markedly change. 


6.4.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


This section describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on economic conditions at the 
neighborhood level. The analysis considers whether additional consumers and/or changes in consumer 
demand could alter underlying real estate market forces at the neighborhood level, specifically focusing on 
off-street parking uses and demand. 
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Figure 6-11. Off-Street Parking Facilities between 60th and 55th Streets South of the 60th Street Manhattan CBD Boundary 
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As shown in Table 6-34, under the various tolling scenarios there could be as much as a 10.5 percent 
reduction in total auto journeys to the Manhattan CBD as compared to the No Action Alternative, which in 
absolute terms is an estimated 40,906 autos. This is auto journeys from all locations crossing into the 
Manhattan CBD (60th Street, Hudson River, Brooklyn, and Queens); only a portion of this reduction would 
occur in journeys coming from the north. However, a conservative estimate of the reduction in demand for 
parking immediately south of 60th Street was made using the BPM zonal information. This information 
indicates about 4.5 percent of auto journeys to the Manhattan CBD are bound for the traffic analysis zones 
just south of 60th Street. Applying this percentage to the largest reduction shown in Table 6-34 (Tolling 
Scenario E, with 40,906 fewer vehicles) would reduce potential parking demand in the area immediately 
south of 60th Street by about 1,840 vehicles per day, which represents approximately 16 percent of the 
estimated 11,500 parking spaces located across Manhattan between 55th and 60th Streets. ®° Reduction in 
parking demand of this volume could jeopardize the viability of one or more parking facilities in the area 
south of 60th Street. However, given property values and consumer volumes at the northern border of the 
Manhattan CBD in the area south of 60th Street, if one or more parking facilities were to close, these 
facilities could be redeveloped or repurposed with other uses; the sites would not remain vacant; therefore, 
their potential displacement would not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects 
on neighborhood character. 


Table 6-34. Change in Auto Journeys to the Manhattan CBD vs. No Action Alternative 


CHANGE IN SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
JOURNEYS G 


A i} Cc 1) E F 
Absolute Change 
Percentage Change 


Source: BPM, WSP 2021. 


Overall, therefore, changes in traffic patterns predicted as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
alter overall economic activity or conditions in any areas that could see a decrease or increase in traffic on 
local streets. 


6.5 CONCLUSION 


Through congestion relief, the CBD Tolling Alternative would provide an economic benefit to the 
Manhattan CBD, and thus to the region and nation. Most transportation users in the region making journeys 
to or within the Manhattan CBD by auto, FHV/taxi, bus, or truck would benefit from travel-time savings and 
travel-time reliability improvements, which are economic benefits because they increase a person’s 
productivity and overall utility by reducing time spent on less productive activities (i.e., traveling to a 
destination). With fewer vehicular trips entering and exiting the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would also reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall benefit 
to safety. In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would decrease regional VMT relative to the No Action 


85 In addition to assuming the largest auto reduction of autos from the tolling scenarios, this analysis conservatively assumes 
that all auto trips bound for the traffic analysis zones just south of 60th Street are seeking off-street parking, when some of 
those trips currently secure on-street parking. 
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Alternative, which could lead to vehicle operating cost savings for drivers and businesses. Overall, economic 
benefits to sustaining the economic vitality of New York City as well as benefits to drivers and transit riders 
are anticipated because of the proposed CBD Tolling Alternative, which would provide for congestion relief 
in the Manhattan CBD as well as secure funding to sustain capital investment in the regional transit system. 


The economic analysis also considers the potential for adverse economic effects resulting from increased 
commuting costs, increased taxi/FHV fares, and increased delivery costs that could result from the CBD 
Tolling Alternative on businesses and employees in the Manhattan CBD. The analysis finds that increased 
auto commuting costs under the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect any particular industry 
or occupational category in the Manhattan CBD. Given the highly transit-accessible nature of the 
Manhattan CBD, the Project’s toll on auto commuters would directly affect a relatively small percentage of 
the overall workforce. 


Census data indicates that in the aggregate, there are no industry or occupational categories within the 
Manhattan CBD for which commuters have a greater propensity or need to commute by auto. 
Approximately 99 percent of Manhattan CBD workers—and approximately 99 percent of the subset who 
commute from outside the Manhattan CBD—work within one-half mile of a subway station or SBS stop 
within the Manhattan CBD. While there are higher rates of auto commuting for specific industries and 
occupations within certain locations in the Manhattan CBD, the total numbers of employees working at 
those locations do not constitute a substantial percentage of the total workforce for any industry or 
occupation within the Manhattan CBD or broader regional study area. The tendency for these workers to 
commute by auto appears related more to distance from transit and/or availability of free parking than to 
needs of their occupations or industries. 


The analysis finds that costs could increase for drivers and delivery costs could increase if delivery 
companies pass on the toll cost to customers. Taxis would be most affected by CBD tolling, because 75 
percent of taxi trips start or end in the Manhattan CBD. FHVs rely less on trips in the Manhattan CBD, 
because only about 38 percent of “high-volume” FHV trips start or end in the Manhattan CBD. Taxi and FHV 
fares may increase under tolling scenarios that toll taxis and/or FHVs more than once a day and there could 
be reductions in demand and corresponding reductions in employment within the industry. The potential 
reductions in revenue and employment would not be of an amount that could jeopardize the overall 
viability of the taxi/FHV industry within the region. Overall, these increased costs would not adversely affect 
the operations of businesses in the Manhattan CBD, its ability to attract employees, and the viability of the 
taxi and FHV industry. There is already a high cost associated with locating in or travel to the Manhattan 
CBD, and the toll cost would not meaningfully change the competitiveness or attractiveness of doing 
business in the Manhattan CBD. 


The analysis indicates no adverse changes to commercial traffic providing goods and services to the 
Manhattan CBD. Because incremental toll costs would not be borne by many customers or would be diluted 
among many customers, the incremental cost would not be expected to jeopardize the viability of the 
freight industry or the many industries that rely on freight services. 
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The neighborhoods near the 60th Street boundary of the Manhattan CBD would experience changes in 
travel patterns as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. This analysis considers whether those changes 
could substantially affect the economic characteristics of these neighborhoods, and in particular, off-street 
parking facilities located there. Neighborhoods immediately north and south of the 60th Street Manhattan 
CBD boundary regularly experience high volumes of vehicular and pedestrian traffic such that the 
incremental volumes generated by the CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter local market conditions ina 
manner that could adversely affect neighborhood character. Reduction in parking demand from the CBD 
Tolling Alternative could jeopardize the viability of one or more parking facilities in the area south of 60th 
Street. However, given property values and consumer volumes at the northern border of the Manhattan 
CBD in the area south of 60th Street, if one or more parking facilities were to close, these facilities could be 
redeveloped or repurposed with other uses; the sites would not remain vacant, and therefore their 
potential displacement would not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects on 
neighborhood character. Overall, therefore, changes in traffic patterns predicted as a result of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative (for all tolling scenarios) would not alter overall economic activity or conditions in any 
areas that could see a decrease or increase in traffic on local streets. 


Table 6-35 provides a summary of the conclusions of this chapter. 
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Table 6-35. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Economic Conditions 


TOPIC 


Benefits 


Economic Effects 
of Toll Costs 


Price of Goods 


Taxi and FHV 
Industry 


Local Economic 
Effects 


August 2022 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Regional economic 
benefits 


Cost of new toll for 


workers and businesses 


in the CBD that rely on 
vehicles 


Cost of new toll would 
not result in changes in 
the cost of most 


consumer goods in the 
Manhattan CBD 


Depending on the tolling 


scenario, the toll could 
reduce taxi and FHV 
revenues. While this 
could adversely affect 
individual drivers, the 
industry would remain 
viable overall. 


Changes in parking 
demand near the 60th 
Street CBD boundary 


Net change in taxi/FHV VMT vs. No Action Alternative 


EFFECT BY TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
C 9) E EFFECT 


Economic benefit through congestion relief in terms of travel-time savings and travel- 
time reliability improvements, which would increase productivity and utility, as well as 
safety improvements and reduced vehicle operating costs associated with reductions 
in congestion. 

No adverse effects to any particular industry or occupational category in the 
Manhattan CBD. Given the high level of transit access in the CBD and high 
percentage of transit share, the toll would affect only a small percentage of the 
overall workforce. This would not adversely affect operations of businesses in the 
Manhattan CBD or the viability of any business types, including the taxi/FHV industry. 


Unlikely to result in meaningful change in cost for most consumer goods. Any cost 

increase associated with the new toll in the CBD Tolling Alternative that would be 

passed along to receiving businesses would be distributed among several customers 

per toll charge (since trucks make multiple deliveries) especially for businesses, No mitigation needed. No 
including small businesses and micro-businesses, receiving smaller deliveries. This adverse effects 


MITIGATION AND 
ENHANCEMENTS 


No mitigation needed. 
Beneficial effects 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects 


would minimize the cost to any individual business. Some commodity sectors 
(construction materials, electronics, beverages) are more prone to increases due to 
less competition within delivery market. 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects (see 
Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” 
for mitigation related to 
effects on taxi and FHV 
drivers) 


217,477 137,815 
(-5.0%) (-3.2%) 


Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary 


(including increases just north of 60th Street and decreases just to the south) could 
jeopardize the viability of one or more parking facilities in the area south of 60th 
Street but would not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse 
effects on neighborhood character. 


No mitigation needed. No 
adverse effects 


7. Parks and Recreational Resources 


7.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter evaluates the potential effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on parks and 
recreational resources. Effects on publicly accessible open spaces, including parks and recreational areas, 
can result from physical changes in a park or recreation area, such as changes in the size and programming 
of, or access to an open space. In addition, changes in the enjoyment or usage of open spaces resulting 
from the introduction of substantial new shadows, noxious odors, or increased noise or air pollutant 
emissions that would affect its usefulness, whether on a permanent or temporary basis, are also considered 
effects to publicly accessible open spaces. This chapter also considers the Project’s consistency with Federal 
laws that limit the incorporation of parkland and recreational resources into a transportation project or 
conversion of parkland to nonpark use — Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) 
Act of 1966, Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) of 1965 (54 United States 
Code (USC) Section 200301 et seq.), and Section 1010 of the Urban Park and Recreation Recovery Act 
(UPARRA) of 1978 (16 USC Section 2501-2514), 
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7.2.1 Inventory of Publicly Accessible Open Space in the Parks Study Area 


The parks study area consists of the proposed locations of tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment and includes parks and recreational resources that are immediately adjacent to or directly 
across the street from proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling equipment. Table 7-1 lists and 
Figures 7-1a through 7-1g show the publicly accessible open spaces in the parks study area. 


These publicly accessible open spaces include small sitting areas in the median of Broadway, urban parks 
such as DeWitt Clinton Park, linear parks (e.g., Hudson River Park, East River Park, and the High Line), and 
the 840-acre Central Park. Most of the listed parks are under the jurisdiction of NYC Parks; some are 
managed by other public entities, such as the Hudson River Park Trust and New York City Economic 
Development Corporation. Privately owned public spaces (POPS) are also included in the list. POPS are 
spaces dedicated to public use and enjoyment, such as landscaped plazas or pocket parks that are owned 
and maintained by private property owners in exchange for the right to build larger developments. 


NYC Parks and other public agencies are engaged in several ongoing and recently completed projects to 
rebuild existing parks and construct new parks in the parks study area. Some of the most substantial 
projects that are likely to be completed by the Project’s analysis year of 2023 include the following: 


e Reconstruction of Honey Locust Park 
e East River Esplanade Expansion: East Midtown Greenway and renovation of Andrew Haswell Green 
Park 


1 https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/plans/pops/pops.page. 
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e Reconstruction of St. Vartan Park 

e Construction of new park at Pier 42 in the East River (between Gouverneur Slip and Jackson Street) 
e Reconstruction of Mannahatta Park 

e Reconstruction of Vietnam Veterans Plaza 

e Construction of Pier 26 Science Play Area and rehabilitation of Pier 57 in Hudson River Park 


In addition to these projects, several parks in the parks study area will be partially reconstructed as part of 
the East Side Coastal Resiliency Project, a coastal protection initiative on Manhattan’s East Side from 
Montgomery Street to East 25th Street that is aimed at reducing flood risk caused by coastal storms and 
sea level rise. Parks within the parks study area that are part of the East Side Coastal Resiliency Project 
include Asser Levy Playground, Stuyvesant Cove Park, Murphy Brothers Playground, Captain Patrick J. 
Brown Walk, East River Park, and Corlears Hook Park. In addition, Pier 42 is immediately adjacent to the 
area affected by the East Side Coastal Resiliency Project. 


Construction on the East Side Coastal Resiliency Project began in January 2021 and will continue in stages 
through 2025; work affecting some parks in the parks study area is likely to be complete by the Project’s 
analysis year of 2023, while other parks will remain under construction at that time. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would locate tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central 
Park and on the underside of the High Line, and the effects of the Project on these parks is described in 
Section 7.3.2. The following sections provide background information on these parks. 


7.2.2 Central Park 


Central Park is at the northern boundary of the proposed Project, and tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment are proposed at three detection locations, four poles in total, inside the park and two 
locations along its edges. Section 7.3.2.2 describes the proposed infrastructure and equipment and its 
effects on the park. A general description of Central Park follows to provide context for that analysis. 


Central Park is an 840-acre park bounded by Central Park South (59th Street), Fifth Avenue, Central Park 
North (110th Street), and Central Park West (Eighth Avenue), and the sidewalks abutting the sides of the 
park outside the park’s walls are also under NYC Parks control. The park is managed by NYC Parks with 
maintenance support provided by Central Park Conservancy—a private, not-for-profit organization that 
raises money for the park’s operating budget and manages the park under a contract with the City of New 
York—pursuant to a license agreement.* Central Park is the largest NYC Parks property in Manhattan and 
the fifth largest in New York City.? Central Park is open to the public from 6:00 a.m. to 1:00 a.m. daily. 


2 http://www.centralparknyc.org/about/. 


https://www.nycgovparks.org/about/faq. 
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Table 7-1. Publicly Accessible Open Spaces in the Parks Study Area 


ae SIZE 
OPEN SPACE LOCATION OWNERSHIP (ACRES) DESCRIPTION 


Riverside Park South Riverside Boulevard between West NYC Parks 66.7 Waterfront park with landscaping, seating, soccer fields, and 
59th Street and West 72nd Street court space 


Place South and Riverside Boulevard interactive fountain 
3 ae eee Paved schoolyard with play equipment 
4 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
5 Landscaped medians of Broadway, with benches and 
West 168th Street pedestrian refuges at crosswalks, subway entrances at 
Columbus Circle, 72nd, and 96th Streets 
6 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas, Columbus Circle 
Plaza subway entrance 
7 an Pa | eee | Circular plaza with landscaping, seating, water feature, and 
central monument to Christopher Columbus 
8 Regional park with landscaping, seating, active and passive 
Street to 110th Street recreation areas 
] 


Grand Army Plaza Fifth Avenue and Central Park South NYC Parks Circular plaza that forms the gateway to Central Park with 
landscaping, seating, statue, and fountain 


10 | Savoy Plaza 200 East 61st Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


11 Paved area with seating, trees, and landscaping adjacent to 
Street and East 60th Street the Roosevelt Island Tram (currently closed for renovation) 

12 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 

13 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 

14 Paved area with trees beside Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 

15 Plaza with landscaping and seating 


16 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas; public garden 
York Avenues with monument (Evangeline Blashfield Fountain) 

17 Indoor tennis facility beneath Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
East 60th Streets 

iG noc a ioa Neighborhood park with landscaping, seating, playground, 

and court space 
9 Waterfront park with landscaping, seating, and dog-friendly 
areas 


= 
foe) 


= 
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MAP SIZE 
1) OPEN SPACE LOCATION OWNERSHIP (ACRES) DESCRIPTION 


20 | Sutton Place Park East 57th Street and Sutton Place NYC Parks 0.3 Neighborhood park with landscaping and seating areas 


Sutton Parks 25 Sutton Place South NYC Parks | 09 | Neighborhood park with landscaping and seating areas 


Peter Detmold Park 454 East 51st Street NYC Parks a Neighborhood park with landscaping and seating areas, and 


dog run 


MacArthur Playground 436 East 49th Street NYC Parks Neighborhood playground 


24 | Robert Moses Playground East 42nd Street and First Avenue NYC Parks Neighborhood playground with court space and synthetic turf 
field 


25 | East River Esplanade- East River and East 37th Street NYC Parks Waterfront esplanade with landscaping, seating, active and 
Midtown Section passive recreation areas (expansion currently under 
construction) 


26 | The Corinthian Plaza | 330 East 38th Street Private (POPS) | 26 _| Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


27 | St. Vartan Park 613 First Avenue NYC Parks Neighborhood park with garden, courts space, synthetic turf 
| field, seating, and playground space 


28 | Manhattan Place plaza | 630 First Avenue Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


29 | American Copper Buildings 626 First Avenue Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
plaza 
30 | Alexandria Science Center 450 East 29th Street Private (POPS) a: Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
plaza 
31 | Bellevue Sobriety Garden East 26th Street and FDR Drive Private - Bellevue Publicly accessible landscaped garden at Bellevue Hospital 
Hospital 
2 | Asser Levy Playground 501 East 23rd Street NYC Parks 2.4 Neighborhood playground with court space, pools, fitness 
areas, recreation center, and a running track 
Stuyvesant Cove Park East River waterfront, from East 18th NYC Parks Neighborhood park with landscaping, an esplanade, 
Street to East 23rd Street bikeway, paths, seating, and the Solar One community 
facility 
34 thy eee Brothers Playground | 292 Avenue C NYC Parks ea Neighborhood playground with court space and baseball 
fields 
35 Deiecaiie Patrick J. Brown Walk | East River waterfront, from East 13th NYC Parks 0 Walkway/bikeway along the East River connecting 
Street to East 18th Street Stuyvesant Cove Park and John V. Lindsay East River Park, 
built alongside the FDR Drive 
36 | John V. Lindsay East River East River waterfront, from Jackson NYC Parks 45.9 Regional waterfront park with landscaping, seating, active 
Park Street to East 13th Street and passive recreation areas, and an amphitheater 


37 | P.S. 142 playground 100 Attorney Street DOE | 06 | Paved schoolyard with sports facilities and play equipment 


wo 


wo 
ow 
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MAP SIZE 
OPEN SPACE LOCATION OWNERSHIP (ACRES) DESCRIPTION 


ID 

38 | Luther Gulick Park 21 Columbia Street NYC Parks Neighborhood park with seating, courts, fitness areas, and 
playground space 

39 i 


| 

Corlears Hook Park 397 FDR Drive NYC Parks 44 Neighborhood park with playground, seating, dog run, 

batting cages, and a baseball field 

40 East River waterfront at Jackson NYC Parks/EDC Neighborhood park (currently under construction) 
Street 


41 | P.S. 184M playground 327 Cherry Street Paved schoolyard with sports facilities and play equipment 


42 Waterfront esplanade with landscaping, seating, active and 
Manhattan Section and Jefferson Streets passive recreation areas (some sections currently under 
construction) 
43 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
44 Park with playground space, located under the Manhattan 
Playground Bridge 
45 Neighborhood park with skate park, dog run, playground, 
Street, and Monroe Street field, and court space 
field South Streets 
47 | Catherine Slip Malls Catherine Slip between Cherry and Plaza with landscaping and seating 
South Streets 
48 Broadway, Chambers Street, Centre Landscaped park with pathways and seating 
Street, and Park Row 
NYCDOT 


50 | Verizon Building plaza 375 Pearl Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


Fishbridge Park Garden and Pearl Street and Dover Street NYC Parks Community garden and dog run 
Dog Run 


Peck Slip Plaza Peck Slip and FDR Drive NYC Parks Plaza with landscaping and seating 
Imagination Playground 89 South Street NYC Parks Neighborhood playground 


Mannahatta Park Wall Street between Front and South NYC Parks 0.4 Plaza with landscaping and seating 
Streets 
55 | Financial Square plaza South Street between Old Slip and Private (POPS) 0.1 Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
Gouverneur Lane 


56 | 55 Water Street plaza 55 Water Street Private (POPS) 08 Elevated plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


August 2022 7-5 


Chapter 7, Parks and Recreational Resources 


MAP SIZE 
ID OPEN SPACE LOCATION OWNERSHIP (ACRES) DESCRIPTION 
57 | Vietnam Veterans Plaza 24 South Street NYC Parks 0.7 Plaza with landscaping and stepped seating 


58 | 125 Broad Street plaza 125 Broad Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


Battery Park (also known as State Street and Battery Place NYC Parks/ 21.9 Regional waterfront park with landscaping, seating, water 
“Battery” or “The Battery”) The Battery features, and playground space 
Conservancy 


60 | 17 Battery Place Plaza 17 Battery Place Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


61 | Elizabeth H. Berger Plaza Edgar Street, Greenwich Street and NYC Parks Plaza with landscaping, seating areas, and subway entrance 
Trinity Place 


62 | Battery Park City Parks Throughout Battery Park City BPCA 28.4 Series of open spaces throughout the Battery Park City 
neighborhood neighborhood including a waterfront esplanade, lawns, 
neighborhood pocket parks and playgrounds, and athletic 
fields 


63 | 50 West Street plaza 50 West Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


64 | Liberty Park Liberty, West, Cedar, and Greenwich PANYNJ 1.0 Elevated park with landscaping and seating areas located at 
Streets the World Trade Center site 
65 | 9/11 Memorial West, Liberty, Greenwich, and Fulton PANYNJ Memorial space at the World Trade Center site with 
Streets landscaping, seating areas, and spaces for reflection and 
contemplation 


66 | 101 Barclay Street plaza 101 Barclay Street Private (POPS) Paved plaza 
67 | One Eleven Murray plaza 111 Murray Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


68 | Washington Market Park 199 Chambers Street NYC Parks 2.2 Neighborhood park with landscaping, seating, court space, 
and playground space 


69 | Salomon Smith Barney plaza | 388 Greenwich Street Private (POPS) Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 
70 | Tribeca Park 8 Beach Street NYC Parks Plaza with landscaping and seating 
71 ‘| Albert Capsouto Park 68 Varick Street NYC Parks Plaza with landscaping, seating, and sculptural fountain 


72 | Freeman Plaza Hudson Street, Broome Street, NYCDOT Plaza with landscaping and seating 
Varick Street, Watts Street, Holland 
Tunnel Entrance Ramps 

73 | Canal Park Canal Street between West Street NYC Parks 0.7 Neighborhood park with landscaping and seating 
and Washington Street 


74 | Hudson River Park Areas of waterfront and Hudson HRPT 550.0 | Regional waterfront park with landscaping, seating, active 
River west of West Side and passive recreation areas 
Highway/Route 9A from Battery 
Place to West 59th Street 
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MAP SIZE 
OPEN SPACE LOCATION OWNERSHIP (ACRES) 


ID 
75 | 14th Street Park Eleventh and Twelfth Avenues, West HRPT 
22nd to West 24th Streets 
76 | Chelsea Waterside Park Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, West HRPT 2.5 
14th and West 15th Streets 
6.7 


77 | The High Line Elevated linear alignment from NYC Parks and 
Gansevoort Street to West 34th Friends of the 
Street, roughly paralleling High Line 
Washington Street, Tenth Avenue, 
West 30th Street, Twelfth Avenue/ 
Route 9A, and West 34th Street 


78 

" 
Railyard plaza Avenue and 33rd Street (Hudson Yards) 

80 
( ) 


81 | Manhattan West plaza Ninth and Dyer Avenues, 31st and Private (POPS 1.4 
33rd Streets 

82 | DeWitt Clinton Park Between West Side Highway/Route NYC Parks 5.8 
9A and Eleventh Avenue from West 
52nd Street to West 54th Street 


Notes: HRPT = Hudson River Park Trust. 
DOE = New York City Department of Education. 
NYCDOT = New York City Department of Transportation. 
NYC Parks/DOE = Jointly operated playground. 
POPS = Privately owned public space (as designated under the New York City Zoning Resolution). 
BPCA = Battery Park City Authority. 
PANYNJ = Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. 
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DESCRIPTION 
Small park with landscaping, seating, and an open lawn 


Neighborhood park with playground, ballfields and 
basketball courts, a dog run, walking paths, seating areas, 
and landscaping 


Elevated former freight rail line with walking paths, 
landscaping, public art installations, and seating areas 


Plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


Privately owned, publicly accessible plaza with landscapin 
seating areas, and the Vessel climbing sculpture 


Elevated plaza with landscaping and seating areas 


9; 


Privately owned, publicly accessible plaza with landscaping 


and seating areas 


Neighborhood park with landscaping, seating, court space, 


synthetic turf field, and playground space 
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Figure 7-1a. Parks and Recreational Resources: Local Study Area for CBD Tolling Program Infrastructure 
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Figure 7-1b. Parks and Recreational Resources: Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
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Figure 7-1c. Parks and Recreational Resources: Williamsburg Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 
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Figure 7-1d. Parks and Recreational Resources: Brooklyn Bridge and Holland Tunnel 
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Figure 7-1e. Parks and Recreational Resources: Battery Park Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
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Figure 7-1f. Parks and Recreational Resources: Lincoln Tunnel 
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Figure 7-1g. Parks and Recreational Resources: 60th Street 
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The park has a Park Drive that forms a loop through the park and has connecting roads that lead to access 
points to and from the streets bordering the park (see Figure 7-2 for the Central Park Conservancy’s map 
of the park).* In 2018, NYC Parks closed Park Drive to vehicular traffic at all times except for park deliveries 
or other drivers with permitted business in the park (e.g., emergency response vehicles, park maintenance, 
park administration, vendors, and contractors). Park Drive and connecting roadways are heavily used by 
pedestrians (walking and jogging) and bicyclists as well as horse-drawn sightseeing carriages. Authorized 
vehicles (e.g., deliveries, maintenance, operations, concessionaires, horse carriages) can enter and exit the 
park through its vehicular entrances, including those on Central Park South (59th Street). Within the park, 
separate lanes of Park Drive are designated for each activity. The Central Park Conservancy’s Central Park 
Access Map indicates the following: 


Originally designed for carriage rides through the 19th-century Park, the Drive 
today is a recreation loop shared by cyclists, joggers, and pedestrians. The inner 
lane is designated for pedestrians and joggers traveling in either direction. The 
center lane is for cyclists and pedi-cabs, and the outer lane for authorized vehicles 
and horse carriages; all wheeled traffic is one-way, counterclockwise on the loop.° 


The park also has a separate network of walking paths, including sidewalks alongside Park Drive. 


Central Park is listed in the National Register of Historic Places and is a National Historic Landmark. It is also 
designated by the City of New York as a New York City Scenic Landmark. Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural 
Resources,” provides more information on the historic designation for Central Park. 


7.2.3 High Line 


The Project Sponsors would locate tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment adjacent to and on 
the underside of the structure of the High Line. A former freight rail viaduct, the High Line has been 
converted to a linear park, which is located on top of the structure. The High Line is a 1.45-mile-long 
greenway and rail trail created on a former New York Central Railroad spur along the west side of 
Manhattan. The High Line begins at Gansevoort Street and ends near 34th Street. It parallels Washington 
Street from Gansevoort Street to 14th Street, Tenth Avenue from 14th Street to 30th Street, 30th Street 
from Tenth Avenue to the West Side Highway/Route 9A, and the West Side Highway/Route 9A from 30th 
Street to 34th Street. The park opened in three phases between 2009 and 2014. The park's attractions 
include naturalized plantings inspired by plants that grew on the disused tracks and views of the city and 
the Hudson River. It includes a continuous walkway, benches, and viewing areas. The High Line also offers 
cultural attractions and art installations. The City of New York owns the High Line, but it is programmed, 
maintained, and operated by Friends of the High Line, in partnership with NYC Parks, through a license 
agreement between the City of New York and the Friends of the High Line. 


Central Park also has four sunken east-west “transverse” roads that provide grade-separated vehicular access across the park 
at 65th/66th Streets, 79th/81st Streets, 85th/86th Streets, and 96th/97th Streets. These do not intersect with Park Drive and 
do not serve a recreational purpose. 

Central Park Conservancy. 2018. Central Park Access Map. 

https://assets.centralparknyc.org/pdfs/maps/Central Park Access Map.pdf. 
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Figure 7-2. | Central Park Map 
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7.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


7.3.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not result in a vehicular tolling program and would not involve installation 
of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. The No Action Alternative would not result in 
physical changes to or changes in the use of or demand for any parks and recreational resources. Therefore, 
the No Action Alternative would not result in any effects on publicly accessible open space from the CBD 


Tolling Program. 


7.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


This section describes the potential effects of implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative on publicly 
accessible open spaces. Section 7.3.2.1 describes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on 
publicly accessible open spaces and other NYC Parks assets in general. Section 7.3.2.2 describes the 
potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Central Park, and Section 7.3.2.3 describes the effects of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative on the High Line. Sections 7.3.2.4 through 7.3.2.6 describe the Project’s 
compliance with Federal programs and regulations for the protection of publicly accessible recreational 
space. Chapter 15, “Construction Effects,” provides a discussion of the construction-period effects on parks 
and recreational resources, including Central Park. 


7.3.2.1 Overview of Potential Effects on Parks in the Manhattan CBD 
Tolling Infrastructure and Equipment 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would place new tolling system equipment, including signage, on existing 
infrastructure or place new tolling system equipment on new infrastructure comparable in form to existing 
streetlight poles, sign poles, or overhead structures on city streets and sidewalks. Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” provides more information on the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment and Figure 3-3a through Figure 3-3j in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework,” show 
the proposed locations of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


As noted above and discussed in Section 7.3.2.2 and Section 7.3.2.3, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
place tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central Park and on the structure of the 
High Line. In other locations, proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be 
adjacent to or directly across the street from publicly accessible open space in the parks study area. These 
types of infrastructure are already adjacent to, and sometimes within, publicly accessible open spaces 
throughout New York City. Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city streets and sidewalks 
would not limit access to any publicly accessible open space, would not reduce the size or programming of 
any publicly accessible open space, and would not result in any conditions—such as increased noise, air 
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pollutant emissions, odors, or substantial new or increases in existing shadows—that would adversely 
affect the usefulness of any publicly accessible open space.°® 


In the parks study area, trees on city sidewalks and New York City public parks and recreation areas are 
regulated by NYC Parks. TBTA will mitigate any potential adverse effects to trees from the CBD Tolling 
Alternative in consultation with NYC Parks and will undertake tree protection measures consistent with the 
requirements of NYC Parks. A tree work permit will be required should construction, including utility, 
sidewalk, or pruning work, take place within 50 feet of a tree regulated by NYC Parks.’ If trees are removed 
as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative or damaged during construction, tree replacement or restitution 


will be provided. TBTA will follow NYC Parks’ specifications for all replacement trees. 


7.3.2.2 Potential Effects on Central Park 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central 
Park. Side-fire® tolling system equipment is proposed at three detection locations, four poles in total, just 
inside Central Park near 59th Street (see Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives”). The equipment would prevent 
authorized private vehicles that are using the park roads from entering the Manhattan CBD without paying 
the CBD toll. Equipment mounted on mast arms is also proposed at two locations along the east and west 
borders of the park to detect vehicles on Central Park West and Fifth Avenue. The tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment proposed within the jurisdictional boundaries of Central Park and adjacent 
sidewalks under NYC Parks control is described below: 


e Onthe roadways in the park that connect Park Drive to Seventh Avenue, Sixth Avenue, and Grand Army 
Plaza/Fifth Avenue: On the park roads connecting to Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue (West Drive 
and Center Drive, respectively), the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one existing streetlight 
pole—inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street—on each road with a new streetlight 
pole with a side-fire-mounted detector and a small equipment box. Figures 7-3a through 7-3d show 
the locations of these poles, and Figure 7-4a through 7-4c compare views of these locations between 
the No Action and CBD Tolling Alternative. On the park road connecting to Grand Army Plaza (East 
Drive), the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles—inside the park close 
to Central Park South/59th Street—with new poles with side-fire-mounted detectors and a small 
equipment box. These replacement streetlight poles would be in the same location and would have 
the same appearance as existing streetlight poles. The tolling system equipment mounted on them 


would use matching color schemes to blend with the appearance of the poles. 


In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would place new signs on the replacement streetlight poles in 
Central Park to warn authorized drivers using the park roadway system that exiting to Central Park 


5 Refer to Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” Chapter 12, “Noise,” and Chapter 14, “Asbestos-Containing Materials, Lead-Based Paint, 
Hazardous Wastes, and Contaminated Materials,” for more information. An analysis of the potential effects of shadows from 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on publicly accessible open space was not warranted because the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not result in new structures that would be taller than 50 feet, and therefore would not result in 
notable incremental shadows on any publicly accessible open space. 

7 NYC Parks: https://www.nycgovparks.org/trees/street-tree-planting/best-practices. 

8 In certain locations, tolling system equipment would be mounted on a standard M2-A pole without a mast arm, referred to as 
a “side fire.” 
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South/59th Street via West Drive (at Seventh Avenue) or East Drive (at Grand Army Plaza) would incur a 
toll. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive. 
The new signs would be on the replacement streetlight poles adjacent to the road, similar to other existing 
signs in the park, and would not affect any recreational area. The photographs in Figures 7-3a through 7- 
3d show existing views where signs are proposed on West Drive and East Drive, as well as the locations 
where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment are proposed. 


e On Fifth Avenue: On the sidewalk on the west side of Fifth Avenue (i.e., the sidewalk along Central 
Park), an existing streetlight pole would be replaced with a new pole at the same location. The new 
pole would contain a side-fire unit and a small equipment box. On the east side of Fifth Avenue, a new 
pole with a mast arm extending over Fifth Avenue would be installed. The streetlight pole would be 
similar in form to a standard NYCDOT streetlight pole. Figure 7-5 shows a rendering of the proposed 
poles. 


e On Central Park West: On the east sidewalk of Central Park West (i.e., the sidewalk along Central Park), 
a new pole with a 50-foot mast arm extending over the Central Park West roadway would be installed. 
The mast arm would have tolling system equipment mounted on it. Figure 7-6 illustrates this proposed 
new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


Equipment that is similar in appearance is already mounted on other poles in Central Park, and the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be visually consistent with the existing streetlight poles 
found throughout Central Park, including matching the existing color scheme. Because the tolling system 
equipment would be mounted on replacement poles in the same locations as existing poles, the amount 
of park space would not be reduced. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect on recreational uses of 
Central Park from the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


The Project Sponsors met with NYC Parks on multiple occasions to review project plans. NYC Parks was 
invited to review a preliminary draft of this EA. NYC Parks has also participated as a Consulting Party for the 
Project’s review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (see Chapter 8, “Historic and 
Cultural Resources”). The Project Sponsors will also coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park 
Conservancy in the final design of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in changes in traffic patterns within and around the Manhattan 
CBD. As described in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” based on the 
results of the traffic modeling conducted for the Project, the CBD Tolling Alternative under all tolling 
scenarios analyzed in this Environmental Assessment would reduce the traffic volumes adjacent to Central 
Park on Fifth Avenue and Central Park West as well as the traffic volumes crossing the park using the park’s 
sunken transverse roads.? Therefore, changes in traffic resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not adversely affect the character of Central Park. 


° See Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for more information on the tolling scenarios evaluated in this EA. 
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Figure 7-3a. Key to Central Park Photographs (Figures 7-3 through 7-6) 
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Figure 7-3b. Photographs: Central Park East Drive near Grand Army Plaza 
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Figure 7-3c. Photographs: Central Park Center Drive near Sixth Avenue 


Center Drive near Sixth Avenue: 3 Center Drive near Sixth Avenue: 4 
View southeast; light poles on northeast side of park roadway View northwest; light poles on northeast side of park roadway 
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Figure 7-3d. Photographs: Central Park West Drive near Seventh Avenue 
ke A sk 


West Drive near Seventh Avenue: 5 West Drive near Seventh Avenue: 6 
View northwest; light poles on east side of park roadway View south; light poles on east side of park roadway 
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Figure 7-4a. Comparison of No Action Alternative versus CBD Tolling Alternative, Central Park 
West Drive near Seventh Avenue 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 
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Figure 7-4b. Comparison of No Action Alternative versus CBD Tolling Alternative, Central Park 
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Figure 7-4c._ Comparison of No Action Alternative versus CBD Tolling Alternative, Central Park East Drive 
near Grand Army Plaza 
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Figure 7-5. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative versus CBD Tolling Alternative, Fifth Avenue at 
East 60th Street 


No Action Alternative, view south 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 
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Figure 7-6. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative versus CBD Tolling Alternative, Central Park 
West at West 60th Street 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view north 
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7.3.2.3 Potential Effects on the High Line 

Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on a replacement pole 
adjacent to the High Line at the intersection of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street. Tolling system 
equipment would also be attached to a metal pipe that would be bolted to the existing girders on the 
underside of the High Line (Figure 7-7). The CBD Tolling Alternative would add tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment of minimal visibility to the High Line structure that is consistent with the type of 
infrastructure already mounted on the structure including signage, traffic lights, and pedestrian crossing 
signals. No tolling infrastructure or tolling system equipment would be located atop the High Line within 
the publicly accessible parkland, and therefore, there would be no adverse effect on recreational uses of 
the High Line from the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


7.3.2.4 Effects on Parks Protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation Act 
Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act of 1966 (49 USC Section 303 and 23 USC Section 138) applies to the use of 
publicly owned parks and recreation areas. 


FHWA has evaluated the potential use of parkland for this Project in accordance with Section 4(f). 
Implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would require the placement of tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment within the jurisdictional boundaries of Central Park and adjacent sidewalks under 
NYC Parks control as well as on the underside of the High Line structure. FHWA, in consultation with NYC 
Parks, intends on finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a de minimis impact on the High 
Line and Central Park. (Refer to Chapter 19, “Section 4(f) Evaluation”.) 


7.3.2.5 Effects on Parks that Have Received Section 6(f) Funding 

Five parks within the parks study area have received LWCFA funding and are therefore Section 6(f) 
resources: The Battery, Coleman Playground, East River Park, Broadway Malls, and Central Park.?° The New 
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation and National Park Service must review any 
proposed conversions and temporary non-conforming uses of Section 6(f) resources in New York State. 


The proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment near the parks that received LWCFA 
funding would be as follows: 
e The Battery: No Project infrastructure or equipment is proposed within or adjacent to the park. 


e Coleman Playground: No Project infrastructure or equipment is proposed within or adjacent to the 
park. 


e East River Park: As part of the CBD Tolling Alternative, new tolling system equipment would be mounted 


on an existing pedestrian bridge above the FDR Drive at 25th Street, adjacent to this park. The presence 


of this new equipment would not affect any land within the park boundaries. 


10 National Park Service. June 2019. 
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Figure 7-7. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: High Line at Tenth 
Avenue and West 30th Street 
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No Action Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 
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e Broadway Malls: Based on preliminary design, the CBD Tolling Alternative would include new or 
replacement poles with mast arms on Broadway between West 60th and West 61st Streets. Based on 
preliminary design, these poles would be on the sidewalks on the east and west sides of Broadway and 


not within the median, where the Section 6(f) resource (recreational land) is located. 


e Central Park: As discussed in Section 7.3.2.2, the CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment at five locations just inside or adjacent to Central Park near 
Central Park South (59th Street). In all five locations, there would be no conversion of outdoor 
recreational space. To provide utility and communications connections to the new poles in Central Park, 
trenches would be dug from each pole to the nearest utility detection, and conduits would be laid in 
the trenches. Once the new connections are installed, the trenches would be covered and returned to 
their original condition. The amount of time required to construct these Project elements would be 
approximately two weeks at each location, and if additional time is needed, such as for regrowth of 
vegetation if any unpaved areas are affected for utility work, the total time from disturbance through 
restoration back to existing conditions would nonetheless be less than the six months set forth in the 
LWCFA guidance. 


The New York State Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation found that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not adversely affect LWCF protected lands within Central Park because (1) the pole- 
mounted equipment would not remove any part of the LWCF recreation area from outdoor recreation use 
or impede recreational activities; (2) the construction activities for the trenching and laying of conduits are 
permissible under LWCF so long as the work is completed within six months and the lands impacted are 
returned to original surface condition; and (3) the Project would collect tolls from vehicles exiting the park 
and entering the tolling district that lies south of Central Park, and tolls would not be collected from vehicles 
entering Central Park from the tolling district and would not impede access by the public to the outdoor 
recreation facilities offered within the LWCF protected area (see Appendix 7, “Parks and Recreational 
Resources: Documentation Related to Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act”). 


7.3.2.6 Effects on Parks that Have Received Section 1010 Funding 

Central Park, which is partially within the parks study area, has received UPARRA assistance, but the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not convert any park space from recreational use to another use (see discussion 
in Section 7.3.2.5); therefore, no coordination related to UPARRA Section 1010 is required. 


74 CONCLUSION 


Except for Central Park, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not place tolling infrastructure or tolling system 
equipment within mapped parkland. Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be within 
the street, sidewalk, underside, or immediately adjacent areas of the parks and would not impair the use 
of or access to these parks. Except for Central Park, there would be no tolling infrastructure or tolling system 
equipment within parkland, and no tolling infrastructure or tolling system equipment would be located 
atop the High Line within the publicly accessible parkland. 
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The CBD Tolling Alternative involves the installation of four replacement poles within the southernmost 
portion of Central Park near 59th Street. It also includes a pole on Central Park West with a mast arm and 
a pole and sign on Fifth Avenue adjacent to the park. Equipment that is similar in appearance is already 
mounted on other poles in Central Park, and the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would 
be visually consistent with the existing streetlight poles found throughout Central Park, including matching 
the existing color scheme. Because the tolling system equipment would be mounted on replacement poles 
in the same locations as existing poles, the amount of park space would not be reduced. Therefore, there 
would be no adverse effect on recreational uses of Central Park from the proposed tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment. The Project Sponsors will coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park 
Conservancy in the final design of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in and adjacent 
to Central Park. 


In the parks study area, trees on city sidewalks and New York City public parks and recreation areas are 
regulated by NYC Parks. TBTA will mitigate any adverse effects to trees from the implementation of the 
CBD Tolling Alternative in consultation with NYC Parks and will undertake tree protection measures 
consistent with the requirements of NYC Parks. If trees are removed for the CBD Tolling Alternative or 
damaged during construction, tree replacement or restitution will be provided. TBTA will follow NYC Parks’ 
specifications for all replacement trees. 


As summarized in Table 7-2, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on parks and 
recreational resources in the local study area. 


Table 7-2. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Parks and Recreational Resources 


SUMMARY OF POTENTIAL MITIGATION AND 
EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS ADVERSE EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 
Make tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system 
equipment in and near 
Central Park visually 
consistent with streetlight 
poles that they replace, 
including the color scheme. 
Coordinate with NYC Parks 
and Central Park 
Conservancy in the final 
design of the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment in 
Central Park 
Avoid adverse effects to 
street trees; if needed, 
undertake tree protection 
measures consistent with 
the requirements of NYC 
Parks. 


The Project would replace four existing 
streetlight poles at three detection locations in 
Central Park near 59th Street and on two 
adjacent sidewalks outside the park’s wall. 
These poles would be in the same locations 
as existing poles and would not reduce the 


New tolling 
infrastructure, tolling 
system equipment, 
and signage in the 
southern portion of 
Central Park 


amount of park space or affect the features 
and activities of the park. The Project would 
also place tolling infrastructure beneath the 
structure of the High Line, outside the park 
area atop the High Line structure. FHWA 
through the public involvement process is 
soliciting public input related to the Project's 
effects on these parks (see Chapter 19, 
“Section 4(f) Evaluation.” 
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8. Historic and Cultural Resources 


8.1 INTRODUCTION 


As a project requiring FHWA approval, the CBD Tolling Program is an undertaking subject to review under 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and its implementing 
regulations, 36 CFR Part 800. This chapter documents the steps taken to comply with Section 106 review 
and consultation and summarizes the assessment of effects on historic properties, as identified through 
the Section 106 process and contained in the Section 106 Finding Documentation prepared for the Project 
(see Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation”). 


In addition, because the Project is subject to review by FHWA, it must also comply with Section 4(f) of the 
U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966. Section 4(f) stipulates that FHWA may not approve the use 
of Section 4(f) properties unless they have determined that certain conditions apply. Chapter 19, 
“Section 4(f) Evaluation,” of this Environmental Assessment provides an evaluation of the Project’s 
consistency with the requirements of Section 4(f) regarding historic sites. 


8.2 SECTION 106 PROCESS 


The Section 106 process includes the following steps: 


e Initiation with State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Federally recognized Native American tribes, 
and other Consulting Parties 

e Definition of the Area of Potential Effect (APE) for the build alternatives 

e =Identification of historic properties in the APE 

e Evaluation of effects on historic properties in the APE 

e Consideration of measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects if present 

e Documentation of assessment of effects on historic properties 

e Consultation to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects, if present, with agreed upon measures 
typically stipulated ina memorandum of agreement 


8.3 IDENTIFICATION OF HISTORIC PROPERTIES 


Identification of historic properties was conducted in accordance with the requirements of 36 CFR Part 800 
for implementing Section 106 of the NHPA and in consultation with the SHPO. As noted above, historic 
properties include any district, site, building, structure, or object listed in or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR Section 800.16(I1)). Although Section 106 applies to NRHP-listed 
or eligible properties, properties designated New York City landmarks have been included. All but two of 
the identified New York City landmarks also have NRHP designations. 
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As part of Section 106 consultation, a Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared in October 2021 was 
provided to the SHPO and to the four Federally recognized Native American tribes participating in the 
Section 106 process. The screening identified known historic properties and assessed archaeological 
sensitivity and prior disturbance within a study area that included areas immediately surrounding the 
proposed detection points and signage locations. Based on the scope of work and the results of the 
screening, the report recommends that no survey for architectural resources was warranted and concludes 
that extensive prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential such that the presence of intact 
archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the very limited areas of ground disturbance proposed by 
the Project. Thus, no archaeological survey was recommended. In correspondence dated November 22, 
2021, the SHPO identified two additional historic properties and concurred with the recommendations that 
no further architectural and archaeological surveys are warranted (see correspondence in Appendix 8, 
“Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation”). 


The APE for an undertaking as defined by 36 CFR Section 800.16(d) represents: 


[T]he geographic area or areas within which an undertaking may directly or 
indirectly cause alterations in the character or use of historic properties [i.e., 
NRHP-eligible resources] if any such properties exist. The area of potential effects 
is influenced by the scale and nature of an undertaking and may be different for 
different kinds of effects caused by the undertaking.? 


The October 2021 screening described a proposed APE. In accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.4(a)(1), an 
APE was defined for the Project based on proposed work activities associated with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative and the potential to affect historic properties, including potential direct and indirect effects 
caused by the construction and operation of the Project. The APE for the Project was based on a proposed 
scope of work that includes the following items: 


e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city streets and 
other at-grade roadways, including poles in new locations and replacement poles in the same locations 

e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly on bridge and 
tunnel structures 


In correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with the APE. 


The APE for the Project consists of noncontiguous areas representing the areas of potential direct and 
indirect effects associated with the installation of new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
and is mapped in Figure 8-1 and described and mapped in greater detail in Appendix 8, “Historic and 
Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation.” 


Information on resources listed in or determined eligible for listing in the NRHP was collected from the New 
York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation’s Cultural Resource Information System 
(CRIS). The NPS’s list of NHLs was reviewed, and properties that New York City Landmarks Preservation 


1 National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended 2004 (54 United States Code Section 300108, 2015). 
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Commission (LPC) has designated (or considered eligible for such designation) as individual New York City 
Landmarks and Scenic Landmarks (NYCLs) or New York City Historic Districts (NYCHDs) were identified. A 
review of the CRIS identified 45 historic properties within the APE. The properties consist of architectural 
resources, including buildings, structures, and districts. 


8.4 ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS 


8.4.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not result in a vehicular tolling program; therefore, it would not involve 
the installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. The No Action Alternative would not 
result in any physical changes in the APE and therefore would not result in any direct or indirect effects to 


historic properties. 


8.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


The Project’s effects on historic properties were assessed as part of the Section 106 Finding Documentation 
(see Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation”). Table 8-1 
provides a description of the historic architectural properties in the APE and a summary of the Project’s 
changes on or near the properties. 


Within the APE, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in new tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment (i.e., cameras and E-ZPass readers) on the structural elements at two historic bridges—the Ed 
Koch Queensboro Bridge and the Manhattan Bridge—and at the Manhattan portals of the Lincoln Tunnel. 
In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would place new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
on the underside of the High Line, a former freight railroad viaduct. New poles with tolling system 
equipment mounted directly on them or from mast arms extending over the streetbeds would be installed 
on city streets and sidewalks and other at-grade roadways, including new poles in new locations and 
replacement poles in the same locations (see Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for a description of tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment). These include poles within Central Park and historic districts 
and poles on the same blocks as individual historic properties. (Refer to Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural 
Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation,” for the specific locations of the tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment.) 


As summarized above and described in the Section 106 Finding Documentation, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would result in minor changes to the affected historic bridges, tunnel, and High Line structure. It would not 
alter the historic characteristics of historic districts and would result in minimal changes to the settings of 
individual historic properties in the APE. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes that would 
alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the NRHP, nor would it diminish the 
integrity of any historic property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association, 
including the three NHLs in the APE: the Holland Tunnel, the McGraw-Hill Publishing Company Building, 
and Central Park. 
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Figure 8-1. | Overview of Area of Potential Effects 
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Table 8-1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes 


ADDRESS/NAME 


Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge 


Manhattan Bridge? 


South Street 
Seaport Historic 
District and 
Extension 


Holland Tunnel 


Tribeca North 
Historic District 
(NRHP) 


Tribeca North 
Historic District 
(NYCHD) 


Tribeca West 
Historic District 


American Thread 
Building 


Whitehall Building 
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DESCRIPTION STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA" 2 CHANGES EFFECT 


Constructed in 1901-1908, the Ed Koch Queensboro = NRHP-Listed, C = Minor changes - installation of tolling No adverse 
Bridge is a two-span, through cantilever truss bridge =» NYCL equipment on bridge structure effect 
spanning the East River from Manhattan to Queens. 


This steel suspension bridge spanning the East River NRHP-Listed, C = Minor changes - installation of steel No adverse 
from the Lower East Side of Manhattan to Brooklyn NYCL girder with tolling equipment effect 
opened in 1909; it is supported by two steel towers and 

includes a stone colonnade at the Manhattan approach. 


The South Street Seaport Historic District and Extension NRHP-Listed, A & C = Minor changes - installation of a pole No adverse 
contains the largest concentration of early 19th century NYCHD with equipment cabinet in a parking lot effect 
commercial buildings in New York City. = Minor change to setting 


Opened in 1927, the Holland Tunnel is the first NRHP-Listed, C = No physical changes to tunnel structure No effect 
subaqueous tunnel in the world; its two tubes carry NHL = Minor change to setting 

traffic to and from Manhattan and New Jersey below the 

Hudson River. 


This district is defined by many large warehouse = NRHP-Eligible, A & C = Minor changes — installation of one new No adverse 
buildings constructed mostly between 1880 and 1910. =» NYCHD pole with mast arm with tolling equipment | effect 
in location of existing sidewalk light pole 
= Minor change to setting 


This district is defined by commercial buildings = NRHP-Eligible, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
constructed between 1860 and the 1920s; row houses » NYCHD = No changes to immediate setting 

from the early 19th century; as well as office, garages, 

institutional, and civic buildings constructed from after 

the Civil War to 1931. 


This 11-story, Renaissance Revival-style commercial = NRHP-Listed, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
building faced in brown brick was constructed from 1894 = No changes to immediate setting 
to 1896 and designed by architect, William B. Tubby. 


This 20-story, Beaux Arts-style building was designed by | = NRHP-Eligible, C = No physical changes No effect 
architect Henry Hardenbergh and completed in 1904. = NYCL = Minor change to setting — new pole with 

The 31-story addition was designed by the architectural mast arm with tolling equipment on 

firm Clinton and Russell and built in 1908. The building adjacent sidewalk 

has a stone base with brick cladding above. 
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ADDRESS/NAME 


Downtown Athletic 
Club Building 


21 West Street 


U.S. Post Office - 
Morgan General 
Mail Facility 


406-426 West 31st 
Street? 


U.S. General Post 
Office 


Pennsylvania 
Railroad North 
River Tunnel (used 
by Amtrak and NJ 
TRANSIT) 

St. Michael's 
Roman Catholic 
Church Complex? 


Master Printers 
Building? 


Webster 
Apartments? 
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DESCRIPTION STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA’ 2 CHANGES EFFECT 
Constructed in 1930 as a skyscraper clubhouse, the =» NYCL = No physical changes No effect 
Downtown Athletic Club was designed by Starrett & Van = Minor change to setting — new pole with 
Vleck. The Art Deco-style building features irregular mast arm with tolling equipment on 
massing and mottled orange brick cladding. sidewalk on same block 
This 32-story, Art Deco-style skyscraper was designed NRHP-Listed, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
by Starrett & Van Vleck and constructed from 1929 to NYCL = Minor change to setting — new pole with 
1931; the building is faced with tan and dark-brown mast arm with tolling equipment on 
brick. sidewalk on same block 
Constructed in 1933, the Morgan General Mail Facility is NRHP-Eligible, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
a 6- to 10-story building built in the Art Deco style. The NYCL-Eligible = Minor change to setting — new pole with 
building’s exterior is faced in limestone block on the mast arm with tolling equipment on 
lower levels with brick above. adjacent sidewalks 
Constructed in 1914, the 16-story building is NRHP-Eligible = No physical changes No effect 


symmetrically fenestrated and faced in brick. = Minor change to setting — new pole with 


mast arm with tolling equipment on 


sidewalk on adjacent sidewalk 
The 6- and 10-story, Art Deco-style building was builtin | = NRHP-Listed, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
1933 under the design of architect James A. Wetmore. | = NYCL = No changes to immediate setting 
The building is faced in granite ashlar. 
Built between 1904 and 1908, the North River Tunnel = NRHP-Eligible, A & C = No physical changes No effect 
carries train traffic in two tubes beneath the Hudson = No changes to immediate setting 
River between Penn Station New York and New Jersey. 


Completed in 1907, the complex includes a 7 No effect 
Romanesque-style church, school, convent, and rectory. | = 
The complex was designed by Napoleon LeBrun & 


Sons. 


Completed in 1927, the 19-story building was designed | = NRHP-Eligible 7 
by architects Parker & Shaffer and clad in tan brick. . 


NRHP-Eligible " 
NYCL-Eligible 7 


No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 

No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 

No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 


No effect 


No effect 


The C-shaped building was constructed in 1923. The 7 
Neo-Classical style building rises 13 stories and is clad 7 
in red brick. 


NRHP-Eligible . 
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ADDRESS/NAME 
Harding Building/ 
Garment Center 
Historic District* 


Paddy's Market 
Historic District 


Former Pinehill 
Crystal Water 
Company? 

Hill Building? 


500 West 37th 
Street2 


Underhill Building2 


408 West 39th 
Street? 


523-539 Ninth 
Avenue? 
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DESCRIPTION 
Designed by architect Chester J. Storm and constructed 
from 1926 to 1927, the 17-story building contributes to 
the Garment Center Historic District, which includes 
industrial, residential, religious, and government 
buildings dating from 1858 to 1958. 


Ninth Avenue between West 38th and West 42nd 
Streets was the location of one of the best-known 
pushcart markets, located beneath the former rail 
viaduct. The buildings in this potential historic district are 
primarily late 19th century tenements with many 
retaining intact storefronts that reflect the history of the 
market. 


The 6-story building, constructed in 1911, is faced in tan 
brick with stone detailing. 


Constructed in 1914, the 14-story building is designed in 
the Neo-Classical style. The building is clad in terra- 
cotta and brick. 


The 6-story building was constructed in 1890. 
Symmetrically fenestrated, the building is faced in red 
brick with a stone fagade on the ground floor along 
Tenth Avenue. 


Designed by Hill & Stout, the 13-story building was 
constructed in 1915. The building is clad in red brick with 
decorative glazed terra-cotta. 


The 5-story tenement building comprises details from 
the Neo-Grec and Romanesque Revival styles. The 
ground floor is faced with brownstone with an intact 
cornice. 


The nine, 4-story tenement buildings along Ninth 


Avenue are faced in brick. The buildings’ cornices are 
intact with stone lintels and windowsills. 


STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA™:2 
= NRHP-Listed, A & C 


NRHP-Eligible, A & C 


NRHP-Eligible 


NRHP-Eligible 


NRHP-Eligible 


NRHP-Eligible 


NRHP-Eligible 


NRHP-Eligible 
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CHANGES EFFECT 
No physical changes No effect 
No changes to immediate setting 
Minor changes - installation of two new No adverse 
poles with mast arms with tolling effect 
equipment on sidewalk 
Minor change to setting 
No physical changes No effect 
No changes to immediate setting 
No physical changes No effect 
No changes to immediate setting 
No physical changes No effect 
No changes to immediate setting 
No physical changes No effect 
No changes to immediate setting 
No physical changes No effect 
Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 
No physical changes No effect 
Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on same 
block 
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ADDRESS/NAME 
Lincoln Tunnel 


St. Raphael Roman 
Catholic Church 
and Rectory2 


500-506 West 42nd 
Street? 


McGraw-Hill 
Publishing 
Company Building 


The High Line 


Former French 
Hospital2 


Lithuanian Alliance 


of America 


Hotel Irwin 
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STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA™:2 
NRHP-Eligible, A & C 


DESCRIPTION 
Completed after the Holland Tunnel, the Lincoln Tunnel | # 
has three tubes for vehicles to travel below the Hudson 
River between Manhattan and New Jersey. The north 
tube was completed in 1945, the center tube in 1937, 
and the south tube in 1957. 


The church and rectory are designed in the Gothic 
Revival style with stone and red brick. 


NRHP-Eligible 


The two, 6-story tenement buildings are clad in tan brick. 
A metal balcony runs just below the 6th-floor windows. 


NRHP-Eligible 


Designed by architect Raymond Hood, the 33-story NRHP.-Listed, A & C 
building was constructed in 1930. The building is faced NHL 

in panels that are painted a deep blue-green and NYCL 

includes horizontal bands of windows. 


The 1.45-mile-long elevated steel and concrete viaduct NRHP-Eligible, A 


structure was built by the New York Central Railroad to 
replace its on-grade Tenth Avenue tracks. It runs 
roughly parallel to Tenth Avenue between West 34th 
and Gansevoort Streets. 


The 13-story building was built 1927-1928 by the 
French Benevolent Society as the New York City French 
Hospital. The building is clad in brick with a 2-story stone 
base. 


NRHP-Eligible 


The 4-story Neo-Grec style building was built circa 1876 
as a single-family residence by architect and real estate 
developer Edward E. Ashley. The building was 
purchased by the Lithuanian Alliance of America in 
1910. 


The 11-story Hotel Irwin opened in 1925 as an 
apartment building for unmarried women. The building 
was originally planned in 1914 for use as a hotel for 
women by Ms. Richard Irwin, but World War 1 delayed 
construction. The Classical Revival-style brick building 
was designed by Jackson, Rosencranz, and Waterbury. 


NRHP-Eligible, A 


NRHP-Eligible, A 


CHANGES 
Minor changes - installation of tolling 
equipment at the three portal structures 


No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 

No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 

No physical changes 

No changes to immediate setting 


Minor changes - installation of tolling 
equipment on underside of viaduct 
structure 


No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 

No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 


No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with 
mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 


EFFECT 


No adverse 
effect 


No effect 


No effect 


No effect 


No adverse 
effect 


No effect 


No effect 


No effect 
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ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA’ 2 CHANGES EFFECT 
Engine Co. 34 The 2-story brick firehouse was designed by Hubert J. = NRHP-Eligible, A & C No physical changes No effect 
Firehouse Treacy and built in 1937. The firehouse is a No changes to immediate setting 

representative example of the two-company/two- 
vehicular entrance type the New York City Fire 
Department began using at the turn of the 20th century. 


P.S. 191 Hudson The 5-story building was built in 1955 and designed by NRHP-Eligible, C No physical changes No effect 
Honors School William Gehron. The building has an L-shaped plan and Minor change to setting — new pole with 
minimized ornamentation. mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 
Cova Building The 12-story office building, built between 1922 and NRHP-Eligible, C No physical changes No effect 
1924 by Alexander Cohen, has terra-cotta ornaments Minor change to setting — two new poles 
and decorative metal panels. with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalks on same block 
59th Street- Completed in 1904, the station is one of the first original NRHP-Listed, A & C No physical changes No effect 
Columbus Circle Interborough Rapid Transit subway stations to be NYCL Interior Landmark No changes to setting 
Subway Station completed. The station has Beaux Arts painting and 


decoration. 


Central Park§ Central Park is the first large-scale public park in the NRHP-Listed, C Minor physical changes: No adverse 
nation. Created from 1857 to 1866, the park was NYC Scenic Landmark = Replacement of four existing poles | effect 
designed by Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux. NHL with new poles with tolling 

equipment at three detection 
locations on the interior park roads 
(note, access to Central Park 
interior roads is restricted to 
authorized vehicles only) 
Replacement of existing light pole 
with new pole with tolling 
equipment on Fifth Avenue 
sidewalk 

Installation of a new pole with mast 
arm on Central Park West 


sidewalk. 
Minor changes to setting 
Upper East Side This district is defined by mansions, apartment houses, = NRHP-Listed, A & C Minor changes - installation of one new No adverse 
Historic District and row houses in a range of architectural styles, dating pole with mast arm with tolling equipment | effect 
(NRHP) from 1862 to 1938. on sidewalk 
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ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION STATUS & NRHP CRITERIA’ 2 CHANGES EFFECT 
Upper East Side =» NYCHD = Minor changes to setting 
Historic District 
(NYCHD) 
Upper East Side The expansion of the original Upper East Side Historic = NRHP-Listed, A & C Minor changes - installation of one new No adverse 
Historic District District includes multiple domestic, religious, pole with mast arm with tolling equipment | effect 
Boundary Increase | commercial, and government buildings with similar on sidewalk 
and Additional historic development and period integrity. The period of Minor changes to setting 


Documentation significance is from 1862 to 1956. 


Grand Army Plaza | Grand Army Plaza was laid out to the designs of Carrére NYC Scenic Landmark No physical changes No effect 
& Hastings in 1913-1916. The plaza includes decorative No changes to immediate setting 
paving and landscaped areas and is divided by 59th 
Street; the plaza to the south includes the Pulitzer 
Fountain and the plaza to the north the General 
Sherman Monument. 


Public Baths The Public Baths were built by the City of New York in NRHP.-Listed, A & C No physical changes No effect 
1904-1906 and designed by Arnold W. Brunner and NYCL Minor changes to setting — new pole with 
William M. Aiken. The Public Baths are a 1-story brick mast arm with tolling equipment on 
building with limestone base. adjacent sidewalk 
Gansevoort Market | This district is defined by a mix of buildings typically NRHP.-Listed, A & C Minor changes - installation of one new No adverse 
Historic District constructed between the 1840s and 1940s linked to the NYCHD pole with equipment cabinet on sidewalk | effect 


city’s working waterfront and includes a contributing Minor change to setting 
historic street grid. 


Source: CRIS at https://cris.parks.ny.gov; NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission “Discover NYC Landmarks” at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/lpc/index.page. 


Refer to the Section 106 Finding Documentation in Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation” for more information about the potential 

changes associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 

National Register of Historic Places, Significance Criteria A through D. 

For certain properties, the SHPO’s CRIS does not provide information regarding the NRHP criteria under which the properties were determined eligible; therefore, information is 

not provided in this table for those properties. 

3 The Arch and Colonnade is an NYCL. The bridge structure/deck is not an NYCL or NYCL-Eligible. 

4 The Harding Building is the only building in the Garment Center Historic District (NRHP-listed) that is in the APE. 

5 The NRHP and NYCL boundaries differ for Central Park at the location of the corner of the park at Central Park South (59th Street) and Fifth Avenue; this corner is included as 
part of the Grand Army Plaza Scenic Landmark but excluded from the New York City Scenic Landmark boundaries. Grand Army Plaza is included within the Central Park NRHP 
and NHL boundaries. 

LPC = New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 

NRHP = National Register of Historic Places 

NYCL = New York City Landmark and New York City Scenic Landmark 

NYCHD = New York City Historic District 

NHL = National Historic Landmark 


1 
2 
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The Section 106 Finding Documentation describes the identified historic properties, applies the criteria of 
adverse effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)), and concludes that the Project would have no adverse effect on historic 
properties. NYSDOT provided the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation for review by 
the SHPO and Consulting Parties on April 12, 2022. FHWA provided the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation to the four Federally recognized Native American tribes with an interest in the 
geographical area of the Project on April 13, 2022. The SHPO concurred with the No Adverse Effect finding 
on April 18, 2022, and NPS concurred with the No Adverse Effect finding on May 19. 2022 (see Appendix 8, 
“Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation”). 


Revisions were made to the Section 106 Finding Documentation based on comments received by the 
Consulting Parties on the Draft (Proposed Final) Finding Documentation and on the subsequent submission 
of information regarding the installation of tolling signage within Central Park as described in Appendix 8, 
“Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation.” The comments were not 
substantive and did not alter the recommended finding. With these revisions, the Finding Documentation 
was considered final. Based on the consultation described in Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: 
Section 106 Finding Documentation” and review of the Section 106 Finding Documentation, in a letter 
dated June 21, 2022, the FHWA issued a No Adverse Effect determination for the Project and a 
determination that the requirements of 36 CFR Part 800 have been met for this undertaking. FHWA issued 
a No Adverse Effect determination for the Project in a letter dated June 21, 2022. 


8.4.2.1 Effects on Historic Sites Protected by Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of 
Transportation Act 

Because implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would require the placement of tolling 

infrastructure and tolling system within the APE and on or in proximity to historic sites or within historic 

districts that are NRHP-listed or NHRP-eligible sites, FHWA must evaluate the potential use of historic sites 

for this Project in accordance with Section 4(f) (refer to Chapter 19, “Section 4(f) Evaluation”). 


8.5 CONCLUSION 


FHWA has undertaken consultation pursuant to Section 106 to assess the Project’s potential effects on 
historic properties. Through that process, FHWA determined that the Project would not result in any direct 
or indirect effects on historic properties that would alter the characteristics of a historic property that 
qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP, and the Project would have No Adverse Effect on historic and cultural 
resources. Table 8-2 summarizes the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative and commitments that will be 
undertaken by the Project Sponsors pursuant to the Section 106 consultation for the Project. 
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Table 8-2. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Historic and Cultural Resources 


SUMMARY OF EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING 
EFFECTS SCENARIOS 


Based on a review of the Project in 


am accordance with Section 106 of the 
nd tollin National Historic Preservation Act, 
oe aie FHWA has determined that the 
system 


Project would have No Adverse 
Effect on historic properties and the 
State Historic Preservation Office 
has concurred. 


equipment on 
or near historic 
properties 
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POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
EFFECT 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


Through consultation undertaken pursuant to Section 106 of the NHPA, the Project Sponsors agreed to 
the following measures to avoid potential adverse effects on historic resources: 


Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city streets would not be installed in front of a 
historic building’s entrance. 

Historic or decorative sidewalk paving within historic districts would not be removed or altered to install 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. On Fifth Avenue and Central Park West, any 
granite-block pavers that would be removed to install replacement poles would be reused or replaced 
in kind. Proposed work on sidewalks or protected paving located within historic districts designated by 
LPC would following guidance as set forth in Chapter 10: Historic Districts with Sidewalks Regulated 
by LPC of the LPC Permit Guidebook (2019). 

New light poles and associated equipment would be visually consistent with the existing palette of 
street furniture in the APE. 

In Central Park, new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would have the same 
appearance as the poles they would replace. 

For new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on the park edges (Fifth Avenue and 
Central Park West), place poles near the curbs consistent with the presence of modern street furniture 
in the area. On Central Park West, measures implemented to minimize the visual impact of the pole 
with a 50-foot-long mast arm include combining the disparate required elements of the tolling system 
equipment into single enclosures (“clusters”) that are the minimum size possible (smaller than a traffic 
light). The proposed pole and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would have a uniform 
green material finish that matches the color palette of infrastructure on the street. The Memorandum 
of Understanding between NYCDOT and TBTA for the Project restricts any equipment other than the 
tolling system equipment from being installed on the pole and mast arm. 

Coordinate with NYC Parks, SHPO, and NPS regarding additional street trees to help screen the pole 
and mast arm proposed on the Central Park West sidewalk. 

Coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy regarding the final design of the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park. 
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9. Visual Resources 


9.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes the potential effects of implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative on visual 
resources and aesthetic conditions in the local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment. FHWA provides procedures for assessing the impact of roadway projects on prominent visual 
resources and aesthetic conditions of the surrounding communities. FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment 
(VIA) guidance begins with a decision tree, a process that determines whether a VIA is required for a project 
and, if so, the appropriate level of documentation. The guidance calls for a scoping tool—the VIA Scoping 
Questionnaire—to help determine first if a VIA is necessary, and if so, the level of detail needed to fulfill 
regulatory and judicial requirements.” The Project Sponsors completed the VIA Scoping Questionnaire, and 
the resulting score for the Project determined that no VIA is required (see Appendix 9, “Visual Resources”). 
Nonetheless, the Project Soonsors prepared a detailed study to describe the physical elements of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative that could affect the visual environment (see Appendix 9). The chapter summarizes the 
results and demonstrates that the effects of the Project would be neutral and not adverse. 


9.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


For the CBD Tolling Alternative, the area of visual effect is a cultural environment, as defined by FHWA 
guidance, because it is a fully developed urban landscape. The Project environment (i.e., the specific 
locations where Project elements are proposed) consists of the transportation right-of-way and adjacent 
sidewalks where new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed. The area of 
visual effect also includes portions of roadway and adjacent sidewalk in three small areas of Central Park 
near its southern boundary. There is natural environment in Central Park, but the area of visual effect for 
the Project in Central Park is limited to grassy areas and trees close to the roadway that can be considered 
a cultural environment according to the definition in FHWA guidance. Other landscaped park spaces are in 
the area of visual effect, but these are urban parks that are also not natural environment according to the 
definition in FHWA guidance. 


1 FHWA. January 2015. Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects. FHWA-HEP-15-029. 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx. 

2 Refer to FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment Guidelines of Highway Projects, Chapter 3, for more information. 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx#chap3. 
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9.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


The proposed tolling infrastructure, tolling system equipment, and signage associated with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would be similar to existing infrastructure and signage present along the roadways throughout 
the Manhattan CBD and nearby areas. The tolling infrastructure would include the following: 


e Poles and mast arms similar to those used for streetlights and traffic lights today 
e Cameras, detectors, and other equipment mounted from tolling infrastructure 
e Signage similar in size and character to signs already present throughout Manhattan 


The poles for the CBD Tolling Alternative would typically be at locations where standard poles are currently 
installed or would replace existing poles with new poles that are up to about 20 feet from the existing poles. 


The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment has been designed to minimize its visual impact, by 
using existing infrastructure as much as practicable and coordinating the appearance of new tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment with the existing street furniture palette. The proposed tolling 
system equipment would be clustered into single enclosures to minimize the visual impact. The cameras 
included in the array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination at night to allow images 
of license plates to be collected without any need for visible light. 


9.4 CONCLUSION 


For the various viewer groups in the area of visual effect—including residential, recreational, institutional, 
civic, retail, and commercial “neighbors” (i.e., those who may have a view of the Project), and commuting, 
touring, and shipping “travelers” (i.e., those who would use the affected roadways)—the visual changes 
introduced by the CBD Tolling Alternative would be minimal in the context of the urban landscape and are 
not likely to result in a change in visual quality as perceived by these viewers. Therefore, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would have a neutral effect on viewer groups. Table 9-1 summarizes the effects of the Project. 


Table 9-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Visual Resources 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE EFFECT 


MITIGATION AND 
ENHANCEMENTS 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS 
Infrastructure and equipment would be similar in form to 


Changes in visual streetlight poles, sign poles, or similar structures already in 


environment resulting use throughout New York City. Cameras included in the eee 

: ; ; : No mitigation 
from new tolling array of tolling system equipment would use infrared needed. No 
infrastructure and illumination at night to allow images of license plates to be adverse B niece 
tolling system collected without any need for visible light. The Project , 


equipment would have a neutral effect on viewer groups and no 
adverse effect on visual resources. 
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10 Air Quality 


10.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses the potential effect of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on air quality, air 
pollution, and greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. It also summarizes the Project’s Transportation Conformity 


Determination. 


Air pollution is a general term that refers to one or more chemical substances that degrade the quality of 
the atmosphere. Individual air pollutants and air toxics can degrade the atmosphere by reducing visibility; 
they can also damage property, reduce the productivity or vigor of crops or natural vegetation, and harm 
human and/or animal health. Air quality is the term used to describe the level of pollution in the 
atmosphere and is usually compared to a regulated set of standards established by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (USEPA). 


10.1.1 Context 


The regional study area for the traffic analyses includes 28 counties in New York, New Jersey, and 


Connecticut. 


Most of the regional study area is within the New York-N. New Jersey-Long Island nonattainment area’ for 
the 2008 and 2015 ozone (O03) National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), and many counties, or 
portions thereof, are maintenance areas (previously nonattainment areas) for carbon monoxide (CO) and 
particulate matter (PM25 and PMio) NAAQS. Furthermore, New York County, which includes the Manhattan 
CBD, is a nonattainment area for PMio. Appendix 10A, “Air Quality: Description of Pollutants and MOVES 
Modeling Files,” provides a full description of pollutants. According to monitored air quality data collected 
by USEPA around New York City and New Jersey, there were several exceedances of the O3 standard, but 
no exceedances of any of the other criteria pollutants. 


According to the New York City Community Air Survey (NYCCAS), annual average levels of four key 
pollutants (PM2s, nitrogen dioxide [NO ], nitric oxide, and black carbon) decreased citywide—from 33 to 
52 percent—between 2009 and 2019. Air quality has improved substantially since the City of New York 
required building owners to convert to cleaner heating oils in 2015. 


10.1.2 Regulations 


The Clean Air Act (CAA) and the Final Transportation Conformity Rule (40 CFR Parts 51 and 93) direct USEPA 
to implement environmental policies and regulations that will ensure acceptable levels of air quality. 


1 A geographic area that meets or does better than the standard(s) is called an attainment area, while areas that do not meet 
the standard(s) are referred to as nonattainment or maintenance areas. 
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The CAA and the Final Transportation Conformity Rule affect the funding and approval of proposed 
transportation projects. According to CAA Title |, Section 176 (c) 2: “No Federal agency may approve, accept 
or fund any transportation plan, program or project unless such plan, program or project has been found 
to conform to any applicable State Implementation Plan in effect under this act.” 


According to Section 176(c)2(A) of the CAA, conformity to an implementation plan means not causing any 
new or reducing the severity and number of any existing violations of the NAAQS and achieving expeditious 
attainment of such standards, and that such activities will not: 


e Cause or contribute to any new violation of any NAAQS in any area; 

e Increase the frequency or severity of any existing violation of any NAAQS in any area; or 

e Delay timely attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other milestones 
in any area. 


10.1.3 National and State Ambient Air Quality Standards 


As required by the CAA, NAAQS have been established for six major air pollutants, known as criteria 
pollutants: CO, NO2z, O3, PM2s and PMio, sulfur dioxide (SO2), and lead (Pb). Table 10-1 summarizes the 
Federal standards. “Primary” standards provide public health protection, including protecting the health of 
“sensitive” populations such as asthmatics, children, and the elderly, while “secondary” standards are 
intended to protect the nation’s welfare, accounting for air pollutant effects on soil, water, visibility, 
materials, vegetation, and other aspects of general welfare. 


10.1.4 Attainment Status 


Section 107 of the CAA requires that USEPA publish a list of all geographic areas in compliance with the 
NAAQS and those not attaining the NAAQS. Areas not in NAAQS compliance are deemed nonattainment 
areas. Areas that have insufficient data to support a determination are deemed “unclassified” and are 
treated as being attainment areas until proven otherwise. Maintenance areas are areas that were 
previously designated as nonattainment for a pollutant but have since demonstrated compliance with the 
NAAQS for that pollutant. An area’s designation is based on the data collected by the state monitoring 
network on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis. 


To provide background on existing air quality conditions in the Project’s 28-county regional study area, 
Table 10-2 lists the counties or portions thereof that are currently attainment, nonattainment, or 
maintenance areas for the following criteria pollutants: CO, 03, PM2.s and PMio, and SO>. All counties in the 
study area are in attainment for Pb and NO;; as such, these pollutants have not been included in the table. 


The majority of the regional study area is classified nonattainment for the 2008 and 2015 O3 NAAQS, while 
many counties, or portions thereof, are maintenance areas for CO and PMs. 
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Table 10-1. National Ambient Air Quality Standards 


PRIMARY/ 
POLLUTANT SECONDARY AVERAGING TIME LEVEL FORM 


8-h 9 part 
Carbon Monoxide Pri millon ( fe Not to be exceeded more than once per 
(CO) rimary pp 


35 ppm 

0.15 

micrograms 

per cubic Not to be exceeded 
meter of air 


Rolling 3-month 


; average 
Lead (Pb) Primary and 


Secondary 


(yg/ms)\") 


; 100 pats 98th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum 
; ae Primary 1-hour per billion ; 
Nitrogen Dioxide (ppb) concentrations, averaged over 3 years 
(NO2) 
euely ne Annual 53 ppb?) Annual Mean 
Secondary 


Ozone (03) Primary and Siar 0.070 ppm) Annual fourth-highest daily maximum 8- 
Secondary hr concentration, averaged over 3 years 
12 yg/m Annual mean, averaged over 3 years 
PMos 15 ug/m$ | Annual mean, averaged over 3 years 
Particulate Fae 35 g/m | 98th percentile, averaged over 3 years 
Matter Secondary 
Primary and 3 | Notto be exceeded more than once per 
Secondary 150 ygim year on average over 3 years 
99th percentile of 1-hour daily maximum 
J (4) : 
Sulfur Dioxide (SO) ee concentrations, averaged over 3 years 
; Not to be exceeded more than once per 
Secondary 3-hour 0.5 ppm year 
Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Air and Radiation, https://www.epa.gov/criteria-air-pollutants/naaqs- 
table; 


New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), http://www.dec.ny.gov/chemical/8406.html. 


Notes: 

() Final rule signed October 15, 2008. The 1978 Pb standard (1.5 g/m? as a quarterly average) remains in effect until one year 
after an area is designated for the 2008 standard, except that in areas designated nonattainment for the 1978 year, the 
1978 standard remains in effect until implementation plans to attain or maintain the 2008 standard are approved. 

(2) The official level of the annual NO2 standard is 0.053 parts per million (ppm), equal to 53 parts per billion (ppb), which is 
shown here for the purpose of clearer comparison to the 1-hour standard. 

(3) Final rule signed October 1, 2015, and effective December 28, 2015. The previous (2008) 03 standards additionally remain in 

effect in some areas. Revocation of the previous (2008) O3 standards and transitioning to the current (2015) standards will 

be addressed in the implementation rule for the current standards. 

The previous SO standards (0.14 ppm 24-hour and 0.03 ppm annual) will additionally remain in effect in certain areas: (1) 

any area for which it is not yet 1 year since the effective date of designation under the current (2010) standards, and (2) any 

area for which implementation plans providing for attainment of the current (2010) standard have not been submitted and 

approved and which is designated nonattainment under the previous SO2 standards or is not meeting the requirements of a 

State Implementation Plan (SIP) call under the previous SO2 standards (40 CFR 50.4(3)). A SIP call is a U.S. Environmental 

Protection Agency action requiring a state to resubmit all or part of its SIP to demonstrate attainment of the required 

NAAQS. 
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Table 10-2. Current Air Quality Attainment Status 


PARTICULATE MATTER PARTICULATE MATTER 


STATE COUNTY CARBON MONOXIDE OZONE (PM2.5) (PM1o) SULFUR DIOXIDE 


Attainment Attainment 


Dutchess Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Kings — Maintenance — * Nonattainment * — Maintenance — Attainment Attainment 
Nassau |= —Maintenance— | * Nonattainment* | = —Maintenance— Attainment Attainment 
* Nonattainment' * Attainment 
or Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Essex | ~— —Maintenance— | * Nonattainment* | += —Maintenance— Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
seaienses Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment Attainment 
Attainment * Nonattainment * 


Connecticut |Taitfield Attainment Attainment Attainment 
Attainment * Nonattainment * — Maintenance — Attainment 


Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Green Book 
Note: As per 40 CFR Part 81.333, this PMio designation applied only to the annual form of the PMio NAAQS. The annual PMio NAAQS was revoked on October 17, 2006. 
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10.1.5 Mobile Source Air Toxics 


In addition to the criteria pollutants for which there are NAAQS, USEPA regulates air toxics, also known as 
hazardous air pollutants. Hazardous air pollutants are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer 
or other serious health effects. Most hazardous air pollutants originate from human-made sources, 
including on-road mobile sources (e.g., vehicles), non-road mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources 
(e.g., landfills), point sources (e.g., dry cleaners), line sources (e.g., roadways), and stationary sources (e.g., 
factories or refineries). 


Controlling hazardous air pollutant emissions became a national priority with the passage of the CAA 
Amendments of 1990, which mandate that USEPA regulate 188 air toxics. USEPA has assessed this 
expansive list in its latest rule—Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile Sources (72 Federal 
Register 8427, February 26, 2007)—and identified a group of 93 compounds emitted from mobile sources 
that are listed in its Integrated Risk Information System.’ In addition, in its 2011 National Air Toxics 
Assessment, USEPA identified nine compounds, referred to as priority mobile source air toxics (MSAT), 
which account for substantial contributions from mobile sources and are among the national- and regional- 
scale cancer risk drivers or contributors and non-cancer hazard contributors.2 These compounds are 
1,3-butadiene, acetaldehyde, acrolein, benzene, diesel particulate matter (diesel PM), ethylbenzene, 
formaldehyde, naphthalene, and polycyclic organic matter. FHWA considers these the priority MSAT. 


The 2007 USEPA rule mentioned above requires controls that will dramatically decrease MSAT emissions 
through cleaner fuels and cleaner engines. FHWA, using USEPA’s Motor Vehicle Emission Simulator 
(MOVES) model, estimates a combined nationwide reduction of 91 percent in the total annual emissions 
for the priority MSATs even as forecast VMT increases by 45 percent from 2010 to 2050 (Figure 10-1).* 
Furthermore, USEPA’s Final Rule for Control! of Air Pollution from Motor Vehicles: Tier 3 Motor Vehicle 
Emission and Fuel Standards, which took effect in 2017, set new vehicle emissions standards and lowered 
the sulfur content of gasoline, considering the vehicle and its fuel as an integrated system. The Tier 3 vehicle 
standards have further reduced both tailpipe and evaporative emissions, including MSATs, from passenger 
cars, light-duty trucks, medium-duty passenger vehicles, and some heavy-duty vehicles.? As a result of 
these controls, overall reductions in MSAT are expected regardless of Project scenario. 


2 EPA’s Integrated Risk Information System; http://www.epa.gov/iris/. 

2 EPA’s 2011 National Air Toxics Assessment; https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment/2011-national-air-toxics- 
assessment. 

- Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents; 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air quality/air_toxics/policy and guidance/msat/. 

2 https://www.epa.gov/regulations-emissions-vehicles-and-engines/final-rule-control-air-pollution-motor-vehicles-tier-3. 
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Figure 10-1. FHWA Projected National MSAT Emission Trends (2010 to 2050) using EPA’s 
MOVES2014a Model for Vehicles Operating on Roadways 
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Source: FHWA 


Because of the unique properties of the Project (affecting a widespread area, located in proximity to 
populated areas), the Project has been analyzed as a Tier 3 project with higher potential MSAT effects, as 
defined by FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents. 
Thus, a quantitative MSAT emissions analysis was conducted for the Project. The MSAT analysis was 
conducted on a subregional basis to capture the overall changes in MSAT emissions in each county. Because 
of the Project’s unique scope and the extent of its impact on roadways of all types throughout the region, 
the MSAT emissions analysis was conducted for the 12-county region (see Table 10-3 and Section 10.1.7.1). 
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As stated in FHWA’s Frequently Asked Questions (FAQ) Conducting Quantitative MSAT Analysis for FHWA 
NEPA Documents, °® Project-specific knowledge and consideration of local circumstances were considered 
in the overall MSAT analysis approach. In order to potentially focus on only those segments with the 
greatest benefits and effects, changes in annual average daily traffic (AADT) were screened (plus or minus 
5 percent) across the 12-county region where the largest benefits and effects would be expected (Appendix 
10D, “Changes in Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)”). Few roadway segments met these criteria, despite 
the extensive network and multiple types of roadways within the region. Thus, the quantitative MSAT 
emissions analysis included the entire traffic network of the 12-county study area. This approach is 
consistent with the regional pollutant burden and GHG analysis and provides a common basis for 
comparison across all analyses. In this chapter, maps and changes display VMT, which is the sum of the 
AADT multiplied by the individual link length. 


10.1.5.1 Incomplete or Unavailable Information for Project-Specific Mobile Source Air Toxics 
Health Impacts Analysis 

In FHWA’s view, information is incomplete or unavailable to credibly predict a project-specific health 

impact due to changes in MSAT emissions associated with a proposed set of alternatives. The outcome of 

such an assessment, adverse or not, would be influenced more by the uncertainty introduced into the 

process through assumption and speculation rather than any genuine insight into the actual health impacts 

directly attributable to MSAT exposure associated with a proposed action. 


USEPA is responsible for protecting the public health and welfare from any known or anticipated effect of 
an air pollutant. They are the lead authority for administering the CAA and its amendments and have 
specific statutory obligations with respect to hazardous air pollutants and MSAT. USEPA is in the continual 
process of assessing human health effects, exposures, and risks posed by air pollutants. They maintain the 
Integrated Risk Information System, which is “a compilation of electronic reports on specific substances 
found in the environment and their potential to cause human health effects.”’ Each report contains 
assessments of non-cancerous and cancerous effects for individual compounds and quantitative estimates 
of risk levels from lifetime oral and inhalation exposures with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of 
magnitude. 


Other organizations are also active in the research and analyses of the human health effects of MSAT, 
including the Health Effects Institute (HEI). A number of HEI studies are summarized in Appendix D of 
FHWA’s Updated Interim Guidance on Mobile Source Air Toxic Analysis in NEPA Documents.® Among the 
adverse health effects linked to MSAT compounds at high exposures are cancer in humans in occupational 
settings; cancer in animals; and irritation to the respiratory tract, including the exacerbation of asthma. 
Less obvious is the adverse human health effects of MSAT compounds at current environmental 
concentrations? or in the future as vehicle emissions substantially decrease. 


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air toxics/policy and guidance/moves msat_fag.cfm. 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, https://www.epa.gov/iris. 


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/air_quality/air toxics/policy and guidance/msat/page04.cfm. 
HEI Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature- 
exposure-and-health-effects. 
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The methodologies for forecasting health impacts include emissions modeling; dispersion modeling; 
exposure modeling; and then final determination of health impacts—each step in the process building on 
the model predictions obtained in the previous step. All are encumbered by technical shortcomings or 
uncertain science that prevents a more complete differentiation of the MSAT health impacts among a set 
of alternatives. These difficulties are magnified for lifetime (i.e., 70 year) assessments, particularly because 
unsupportable assumptions would have to be made regarding changes in travel patterns and vehicle 
technology (which affects emissions rates) over that time frame, since such information is unavailable. 


It is particularly difficult to reliably forecast 70-year lifetime MSAT concentrations and exposure near 
roadways; to determine the portion of time that people are actually exposed at a specific location; and to 
establish the extent attributable to a proposed action, especially given that some of the information needed 
is unavailable. 


There are considerable uncertainties associated with the existing estimates of toxicity of the various MSAT, 
because of factors such as low-dose extrapolation and translation of occupational exposure data to the 
general population, a concern expressed by HEI.?° As a result, there is no national consensus on air dose- 
response values assumed to protect the public health and welfare for MSAT compounds, and in particular 
for diesel PM. USEPA states that with respect to diesel engine exhaust, “[t]he absence of adequate data to 
develop a sufficiently confident dose-response relationship from the epidemiologic studies has prevented 
the estimation of inhalation carcinogenic risk.” “ 

There is also the lack of a national consensus on an acceptable level of risk. The current context is the 
process used by USEPA as provided by the CAA to determine whether more stringent controls are required 
to provide an ample margin of safety to protect public health or to prevent an adverse environmental effect 
for industrial sources subject to the maximum achievable control technology standards, such as benzene 


iE 


emissions from refineries. The decision framework is a two-step process. The first step requires USEPA to 
determine an “acceptable” level of risk due to emissions from a source, which is generally no greater than 
approximately 100 in a million. Additional factors are considered in the second step, the goal of which is to 
maximize the number of people with risks less than 1 in a million due to emissions from a source. The 
results of this statutory two-step process do not guarantee that cancer risks from exposure to air toxics are 
less than 1 in a million; in some cases, the residual risk determination could result in maximum individual 
cancer risks that are as high as approximately 100 in a million. In a June 2008 decision, the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit upheld USEPA’s approach to addressing risk in its two-step 
decision framework. Information is incomplete or unavailable to establish that even the largest of highway 


projects would result in levels of risk greater than deemed acceptable. ** 


Because of the limitations in the methodologies for forecasting health impacts described, any predicted 
difference in health impacts between alternatives is likely to be much smaller than the uncertainties 


10 HEI Special Report 16, https://www.healtheffects.org/publication/mobile-source-air-toxics-critical-review-literature- 
exposure-and-health-effects. 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. IRIS database, Diesel Engine Exhaust, Section II.C. 
https://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris/iris_ documents/documents/subst/0642.htm#quainhal. 

2 https://www.cadc.uscourts.gov/internet/opinions.nsf/284E23FFEO79CD598525 78000050C9DA/Sfile/O7-1053-1120274.pdf. 
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associated with predicting the impacts. Consequently, the results of such assessments would not be useful 
to decision makers, who would need to weigh this information against a project’s benefits—such as 
reducing traffic congestion, accident rates, and fatalities plus improved access for emergency response— 
that are better suited for quantitative analysis. 


10.1.6 Climate Change and Greenhouse Gases 


Although no national standards, criteria, or thresholds are in effect for GHGs, their role in climate change 
is of important national and global concern. While Earth has gone through many natural changes in climate 
in its history, there is general agreement that Earth’s climate is currently changing at an accelerated rate 
and will continue to do so for the foreseeable future. Anthropogenic (human-caused) GHG emissions 
contribute to this process. ** Carbon dioxide (CO2) makes up the largest component of these GHG emissions. 
Other prominent transportation GHGs include methane (CH,) and nitrous oxide (N20). 


There are many types of GHGs, and each GHG affects global warming differently. As a result, the Global 
Warming Potential (GWP) metric was developed to allow comparisons of the global warming impacts of 
different GHGs. Specifically, it is a measure of how much energy the emissions of 1 ton of a gas will absorb 
over a given period, relative to the emissions of 1 ton of CO. The larger the GWP, the more that a given 
gas warms Earth compared to CO2 over that period. The time period used for GWPs is typically 100 years. 
GWPs provide the following common units of measure, allowing analysts to sum emission estimates of 
different gases (e.g., to compile a national GHG inventory) for comparison and to identify reduction 
opportunities: 


e CQ:, by definition, has a GWP of 1 regardless of the period used. CO2 remains in the atmosphere for a 
long time. CO2 emissions cause increases in atmospheric CO2 concentrations that will last thousands of 
years. 


e CH, has a GWP 25 times that of CO2 for a 100-year period. CH4 emitted today lasts about a decade, 
which is a shorter period than CO2. However, CH, absorbs much more energy than CO. The net effect 
of the shorter lifetime and higher energy absorption is reflected in the GWP. The CH, GWP also 
accounts for indirect effects, such as the fact that CH, is a precursor to O3, and O3 is itself a GHG. 


e NO has a GWP 298 times that of CO2 for a 100-year period. N20 emitted today remains in the 
atmosphere for more than 100 years. 


GHGs are reported in CO2 Equivalents (CO2e), which is a combined measure of GHG emissions weighted 
according to the GWP of each gas, relative to CO2. COze is calculated within USEPA’s Motor Vehicle Emission 
Simulator (MOVES2014b) model from CO2, N2O, and CH4 mass emissions according to the following 
equation: 


CO2e = CO2X GWPco2 + CHa X GWPcHa + N20 xX GWPy20 


13 |ntergovernmental Panel on Climate Change. 2007. Climate Change 2007: The Physical Science Basis. Contribution of 
Working Group | to the Fourth Assessment Report of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change [Solomon, S., D. Qin, 
M. Manning, Z. Chen, M. Marquis, K.B. Avery, M. Tignor and H.L. Miller (eds.)]. Cambridge University Press, Cambridge, 
United Kingdom and New York, NY, USA, 996 pp. https://www.ipcc.ch/report/ar4/we1/. 
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10.1.7. Methodology 


Air quality mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses were conducted to determine how the Project would affect 
total mobile source emissions. Air quality was also analyzed on a local (microscale) level to evaluate 
potential CO and PM impacts. The mesoscale analysis was conducted to show the differences between the 
No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative, whereas the local analysis demonstrated that the 
hot-spot requirements are satisfied for Project-level conformity per the CAA as well as for NEPA. 


Analyses were conducted for the estimated time of completion (2023) and future analysis year (2045). It 
should be noted that the year 2023 No Action Alternative is also representative of existing conditions, as 
the Project will be implemented in a relatively short time period. 


10.1.7.1 Mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG Analysis 

USEPA’s emission model, MOVES2014b, was used to estimate the mobile source emission factors for the 
mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses. MOVES2014b provides great flexibility to capture the influence of 
time of day, car and bus/truck activity, vehicle speeds, and seasonal weather effects on emission rates from 
vehicles. MOVES2014b calculates emission-related parameters, such as total mass emissions and vehicle 
activity (hours operated and miles traveled). From this output, emission rates (e.g., grams/vehicle-miles for 
moving vehicles or grams/vehicle-hours for idling vehicles) can be determined for a variety of vehicle 
activities. 


MOVES2014b requires site-specific input data for traffic volumes, vehicle types, fuel parameters, age 
distribution, and other inputs. By using site-specific data, the emission results reflect the traffic 
characteristics of the roadways affected by the Project. Appendix 10A, “Air Quality: Description of 
Pollutants and MOVES Modeling Files,” provides electronic versions of all the MOVES modeling conducted 
for the Project. 


The regional study area for the Project includes 28 counties in the New York City region (for more 
information on the 28-county regional study area, see Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework”). 
These 28 counties represent the main catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD and 
therefore the area where VMT would change as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Based on the methodology used to identify the most concentrated areas of change, the following 12 New 
York and New Jersey counties were used for the air quality mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses for the 
Project: 


e New York City: 
— Bronx 
— Kings (Brooklyn) 
— New York (Manhattan) / Manhattan CBD 
— Queens 
— Richmond (Staten Island) 
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e Long Island: 
— Nassau 
— Suffolk 


e North of New York City: 
— Putnam 
— Rockland 
— Westchester 


e §=6—New Jersey: 
— Hudson 


— Bergen 


As shown in Table 10-3, the 12 counties analyzed include those in New York that are projected to have the 
largest increase in VMT (Richmond County [Staten Island]) and the largest decrease in VMT (New York 
County [Manhattan]) as a result of the Project, as well as those counties in New Jersey that are predicted 
to have the largest increase in VMT (Bergen County) and the largest decrease in VMT (Hudson County) as 
a result of the Project, in both 2023 and 2045. VMT in Connecticut is predicted to decrease in both 2023 
and 2045 between the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative; as such, Connecticut counties 
were not included in the mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses. 


MOVES2014b was used to estimate emissions of criteria pollutants, MSATs, GHG, and energy from the 
mesoscale roadway network in the 12-county region. The NYSDEC has developed county-specific MOVES 
input data, and Project travel-demand analysts provided the traffic forecasts for each tolling scenario 
considered in the transportation analysis. 


Table 10-4 and Table 10-5 describe the specific MOVES2014b inputs. County-specific data and Project- 
specific traffic data were used to develop Project-specific input files to demonstrate the effects of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. The mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses evaluated the No Action Alternative and the 
CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) for the estimated time of completion (2023) and future analysis 
year (2045). Tolling Scenario A was used for the mesoscale, MSAT, and GHG analyses because it is the tolling 
scenario that would result in the smallest reduction of VMT compared to the No Action Alternative. 
Therefore, Tolling Scenario A would have the lowest beneficial effect on regional air quality because 
changes in regional air quality emissions burden are directly related to changes in VMT. As discussed in 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” traffic data from 2019 
were considered to be representative for 2023. These data were used in the emissions model to estimate 
2023 emissions. Final Project-specific traffic data were received in October 2021. All other input parameters 
were received in July 2019, provided by the agencies highlighted in Table 10-5, and represent the latest 
and best planning assumptions at the time the analysis was initiated, which was 2019. 
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Table 10-3. Comparison of County-Level Vehicle-Miles Traveled in the Regional Study Area, No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative 
(Tolling Scenario A, Years 2023 and 2045) 


2023 DAILY VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED 2045 DAILY VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED 
CBD Tolling CBD Tolling 
No Action Alternative No Action Alternative 
COUNTY Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference 

New York City 
Bronx, NY 0.01% 
Kings (Brooklyn), NY 0.50% 
New York (Manhattan), NY “4.36% 
Queens, NY 0.71% 
Richmond (Staten Island), NY 1.86% 
Long Island 
Nassau, NY 0.20% 
Suffolk, NY 0.07% 
New York Counties North of New York City 
Dutchess, NY 5.114.706 5.114.150 0.01% 5,803,106 5,298,708 0.08% 
Orange, NY 0.30% 
Putnam, NY 0.61% 
Rockland, NY 0.32% 
Westchester, NY 0.45% 


NEW YORK STATE TOTAL | 122,186,496 121,752,302 -0.36% 134,186,364 | 133,549,103 © = -0.47% 
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2023 DAILY VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED 2045 DAILY VEHICLE-MILES TRAVELED 
CBD Tolling CBD Tolling 
No Action Alternative No Action Alternative 
COUNTY Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference 

New Jersey Counties 
Bergen, NU 0.84% 
Essex, NJ 9.979337 | 9,935,201 0.44% 11,961,522 11,817,184 0.39% 
Hudson, Nu “1.79% 
Hunterdon, NJ 0.00% 
Mercer, NJ 0.13% 
Middlesex, NJ 13,089,664 13,114,154 0.19% 14,098,322 14,749,616 0.35% 
Monmouth, NJ 0.31% 
Morris, NJ 0.14% 
Ocean, NJ 0.01% 
Passaic, NJ 5,588,180 5,602.20 0.25% 6,213,768 6.213,808_ 0.00% 
Somerset, NJ 0.14% 
Sussex, NJ 0.09% 
Union, NJ 0.20% 
Warren, NJ 0.11% 

NEW JERSEY TOTAL 0.01% 
Connecticut Counties 
Fairfield, CT 0.05% 
New Haven, CT 0.06% 


CONNECTICUT TOTAL | —_ 34,909,870 34,878,673 -0.09% 35,063,469 | 35,045,234 —-0.05% 
Source: WSP 


Note: State totals may differ slightly from VMT reported in other chapters due to rounding and summing by different geographies. 
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Table 10-4. MOVES2014b Input Parameters 


MOVES TAB MODEL SELECTIONS 
= County scale 


Scale 
= — Inventory calculation type 
Time Span Hourly time aggregation, including all months, days, and hours 
Geographic Bounds Each of the 12 individual counties analyzed 
; All on-road vehicle and fuel type combinations were selected for criteria pollutant and mobile 
Vehicles/Equipment cae ; ; 
source air toxics runs; only diesel was selected for diesel particulate matter runs. 
All road types were selected (off-network, rural restricted, rural unrestricted, urban restricted, 
Road Type 


and urban unrestricted) 

= — Selected pollutants included criteria pollutants, mobile source air toxics, CO2 equivalent, 
and their precursors. 

Pollutants and Processes = — Processes included running exhaust, evaporative permeation, evaporative fuel leaks, 

and crankcase running exhaust. Brake-wear and tire-wear emissions are included in the 

particulate matter results. 


New York counties: Selected New York State Low Emission Vehicle program input database 


Manage Input Data Sets provided by New York State Department of Environmental Conservation. 
New Jersey counties: Selected EPA default Lowe Emission Vehicle program input database. 
Output Output was total annual emission by county. 
Source: | WSP 


Table 10-5. MOVES2014b County Data Manager Inputs 


COUNTY DATA MANAGER TAB DATA SOURCE 

Age Distribution New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) and 
North Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) 

Inspection/Maintenance Programs NYSDEC and NUTPA 

Ramp Fraction NYSDEC and NJTPA 

Source Type Population NYSDEC data scaled using New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 
growth factors and NJTPA 

Fuel NYSDEC and NUTPA 

Meteorology Data NYSDEC and NJTPA 

Hoteling NYSDEC and NJTPA 

Average Speed Distribution Created from Project traffic data received in November of 2021 

Annual Vehicle-Miles Traveled (VMT) Created from Project traffic data received in November of 2021 

Monthly VMT Fraction Created from New York Metropolitan Transportation Council monthly 


adjustment factors and NJTPA 
Daily VMT Fraction, Hourly VMT Fraction | NYSDEC and NJTPA 


Road Type Distribution NYSDEC and NJTPA 
Source: | WSP 


10.1.7.2. Microscale Analysis 


The microscale analysis was performed in accordance with FHWA’s NEPA implementing regulations and 
procedures and USEPA’s regulatory guidance and procedures. 


An initial review of all the tolling scenarios was conducted to determine the tolling scenario that 
demonstrates the highest traffic volume increases on the local streets. As a result of this initial review, a 
screening analysis was conducted primarily based on Tolling Scenario D. This is the tolling scenario that 
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would have the highest traffic volume increases on the local streets, based on the results of the traffic 
modeling conducted for this Project (and is representative of the similar levels of traffic changes projected 
for Tolling Scenarios E and F). The only exception to this is the midday period in Downtown Brooklyn, which 
has the highest traffic volume increases on the local streets under Tolling Scenario C. The screening 
procedures were conducted for those pollutants that are of concern on a localized (or microscale) level: 
CO, PMio, and PM2s. The screening was performed to determine whether detailed microscale modeling for 
CO, PMio, or PM2.5 would be required to assess the potential air quality effects of the Project. The screening 
was conducted using the criteria from the NYSDOT The Environmental Manual (TEM), Chapter 1.1.4 


10.1.7.3. Carbon Monoxide Screening 

Following NYSDOT’s TEM, Chapter 1.1, a CO microscale/hot-spot screening procedure was used to screen 
the intersections predicted to be affected by the Project. As per the referenced guidance, if an intersection 
is predicted to have a build LOS C or better, the intersection is deemed to pass the screening, and no CO 
analysis is warranted. 


If the intersection is predicted to have LOS D or below in a build alternative, the intersection is further 
screened by the following criteria: 


e A10 percent or more reduction in the source-receptor distance” 

e A10 percent or more increase in traffic volume on affected roadways 
e A10 percent or more increase in vehicle emissions 

e Any increase in the number of queued lanes 


e A 20 percent reduction in speed, when predicted average speed is at 30 miles per hour or less 


If any of the intersections affected by a project meet or exceed any of these criteria, volume threshold 
screening (vehicle threshold tables that tie the volume threshold with emission factors, as detailed in 
NYSDOT’s TEM, Chapter 1.1, Section I-3) is applied. The emission factors applied within this screening would 
come from USEPA’s MOVES2014b emission factor program and represent the 2023 analysis year. If any 
intersection exceeds the traffic volume thresholds in NYSDOT’s TEM, then a CO hot-spot analysis is 
conducted following the procedures in NYSDOT’s TEM, Chapter 1.1. 


10.1.7.4 Particulate Matter Screening (Determining Project of Air Quality Concern) 

Following NYSDOT’s TEM, Chapter 1.1 (Section 8), and in accordance with USEPA’s October 2021 guidance, 
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PMzs5and PM19 Nonattainment 
and Maintenance Areas, a project requires a quantitative particulate matter analysis if it is deemed to be a 
“Project of Air Quality Concern,” based on the screening analysis presented in Section 10.3.2.2. 


4 https://www.dot.ny.gov/divisions/engineering/environmental-analysis/manuals-and-guidance/epm. 


In this case, source-receptor distance is the distance between a roadway and a sensitive receptor such as a house, school, 
etc. Because the Project is not widening any roadways or creating additional travel lanes, distances between sources and 
receptors would not change due to the Project. 
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Projects that require a quantitative PM25 and PM hot-spot analysis, as defined in Section 93.123(b)(1) of 
the conformity rule, include the following: 


e =New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles and expanded highway projects 
that have a significant increase in the number of diesel vehicles — not applicable to this Project. 


e Projects affecting intersections that are at LOS D, E, or F with a significant number of diesel vehicles, or 
those that will change to LOS D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes from a significant number 
of diesel vehicles related to a project — potentially applicable to this Project; screening analysis was 
conducted. 


e New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant number of diesel vehicles 
congregating at a single location — not applicable to this Project. 


e Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly increase the number of diesel 
vehicles congregating at a single location — not applicable to this Project. 


e Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are identified in the PM25 or PMio 
applicable implementation plan or implementation plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation 
or possible violation — not applicable to this Project. 


For this Project, the screening analysis included all 102 intersections evaluated in the traffic analysis 
(Chapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections”). 


Federal USEPA guidance for hot-spot PM2s5 and PMio analyses does not define a “significant increase in 
diesel trucks”; as such, a screening was performed to compare the maximum hourly changes in heavy-duty 
diesel vehicles for the intersections that would demonstrate a LOS of D or worse under the CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D and Tolling Scenario C where applicable) compared to the No Action 
Alternative. For this analysis, heavy-duty diesel vehicles included medium-duty trucks, heavy-duty trucks, 
and buses. 


10.1.7.5 Highway Link Analyses 

In response to concerns raised during public engagement for the Project, the effects of the link-level 
highway segments on localized communities—particularly on the Cross Bronx Expressway in the vicinity of 
Macombs Road and on the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive near 10th Street—were analyzed. 


Microscale CO screening was conducted at the FDR Drive location following NYSDOT’s TEM Volume 
Threshold Screening. Because the FDR Drive does not allow trucks, a microscale particulate matter 
screening or analysis was not warranted at that location. 


Microscale particulate matter analyses were conducted following USEPA’s October 2021 guidance, 
Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-Spot Analyses in PM2s5 and PM 9 Nonattainment 
and Maintenance Areas. These analyses were conducted at the Cross Bronx Expressway in the vicinity of 
Macombs Road and at two other locations representing those areas with the highest increases in truck 
traffic due to the Project and the highest AADT with the Project under all tolling scenarios and for all links 
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analyzed in the mesoscale analysis (see Table 10B-27 and Table 10B-28 in Appendix 10B, “Air Quality: 
Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure”). 


Details of the PM methodology, interagency consultation, and site selection are contained within 
Appendix 10C, “Air Quality: Highway Link PM Hot-Spot Detailed Assessment (Methodology, Interagency 
Consultation & Results).” 


10.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The regional study area for the traffic analyses includes a total of 28 counties in New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut. To provide background on existing air quality conditions in the study area, monitored air 
quality data collected by USEPA, per the CAA, around New York City and New Jersey was compiled and is 
presented in Table 10-6. Figure 10-2 shows the USEPA monitoring locations closest to the regional study 
area. As shown in Table 10-6, when compared to the NAAQS presented in Table 10-1, there were several 
exceedances of the O3 standard of 0.070 ppm, but no exceedances of any of the other criteria pollutants. 


In addition to the USEPA monitoring used to assess compliance with the NAAQS, the New York City 
Department of Health and Mental Hygiene and Queens College of the City University of New York are 
conducting the NYCCAS, a program to monitor air quality across New York City. During public outreach, 
participants expressed interest in utilizing this information to characterize the air quality conditions in each 
neighborhood. 


The purpose of NYCCAS is to better understand air pollution levels and patterns by revealing how pollution 
from traffic, buildings, and other sources varies among the city’s neighborhoods. This helps identify which 
neighborhoods have the highest pollutant levels and where changes can be made to improve air quality. 
The difference in monitored values between the USEPA information and the NYCCAS information is due to 
different collection methods and averaging periods reported. NYCCAS data does not meet the regulatory 
requirements of a USEPA monitor and cannot be used to determine compliance with the NAAQS, or as a 
background value for regulatory modeling. It does, however, indicate the general air quality trend. 


There are about 100 NYCCAS air pollution monitors’ installed throughout the five boroughs, with at least 
one in each Community District. Many are in neighborhoods with high traffic volumes and high building 
density. Others are in quieter locations with fewer buildings. Some monitors are placed near unique 
facilities, like bus depots and ferry terminals. 


16 More information on the monitors can be found at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/doh/data/data-sets/air-quality-nyc- 
community-air-survey.page. 
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Table 10-6. Ambient Air Quality Monitored Data 


MANHATTAN & BRONX BROOKLYN & QUEENS NEW JERSEY 
PS 124 JHS 126 JCFD Engine 5/Ladder 6 
40 Division St., Manhattan 424 Leonard St., Brooklyn 355 Newark Ave., Jersey 
_ _ City 
160 Convent Ave., Queens College 


Manhattan 65-30 Kissena Blvd., Queens | 2828 JFK Blvd., Jersey City 


IS 52 Overpeck Park 
681 Kelly St., Bronx 40 Fort Lee Rd., Leonia 
MONITORING LOCATION 2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 2017 2018 2019 


| Maximum | 1.6" | 29" 488 | A | 19 | 158 | 20 | 5. | 3.2 
2) 2nd Maximum | 14* | 28F | 6 8 | TA | 1a) | 482.1 


ae Hof Excsedances_| o_| oj} oj # | # | wf | gr 
(CO) [ppm] foe 
ae 
3 Fibeetnes [OTe ee o* 
2 Maximum 24hours | 35 | 40 | 43 | 30% | 36 | 28 | 36 | 44 
Particulate satis [oa 
Hy _#ofExceedances | 0 | 0 
et SESE EES 
a = nelsoni 


Mean Annual Annual 10.3 | 


Ozone (Os) 3 
Ss 


[ppm] 4th Highest 0.070" | 070 0.077 | ae 066 | 0.079" | 0.073" | 0. 0071" _0.074+ | 0.079+ | 0.071+ 


# of days standard 
exceeded 


83" 


Nai {chour second Maximum 73" 
(NOs) [ppb] 28th Percentile S| See | see |e | | | et 56" 
is ‘Ama ean ara gna | 14.48 | 14.28 | 20.2" | 19.2% | 21.2" 
Sui -hourMaxmum 12.2 | faa | 72% | se [ar | eet | a | am 6.3" 
Su 2éehour Maximum 2am 2a | aa 3.58 
# of days standard 
(SOz) [ppb] 
exceeded 


Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency AirData 

Notes: 

e =§=2020 and 2021 data not included due to potential impacts of COVID-19 pandemic on traffic and pollutant levels 
° Manhattan & Bronx data from PS 124 unless noted as follows: *160 Convent Avenue; **681 Kelly Street 

e ~— Brooklyn & Queens data from JHS 126 unless noted as follows: “Queens College 

e New Jersey data from JCFD Engine 5/Ladder 6 unless noted as follows: **2828 JFK Blvd; +Overpeck Park 
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Figure 10-2. U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Ambient Air Quality Monitoring Locations 
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The following key findings are the result of the NYCCAS monitoring over the past decade: 


e Annual average levels of four key pollutants have decreased citywide between the first year of 
monitoring (2009) and the most recent year of data (2019): 


— PMps (fine particulate matter): -38 percent (Figure 10-3) 
— NOQbz: -33 percent 

— Nitric Oxide: -52 percent 

— Black Carbon: -38 percent 


e Air quality improved substantially after the City of New York required building owners to convert to 
cleaner heating oils by 2015; since the first winter of monitoring, average levels of SOz have declined 
by 95 percent. 


Figure 10-3. PM25 Trends in the Study Area (2009 to 2019) 
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Source: https://nyccas.cityofnewyork.us/nyccas2021v9/report/2. 


10.3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


10.3.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative assumes no vehicular tolling program or associated tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment. Any changes in traffic would be a result of projected background growth and 
other reasonably foreseeable factors not related to the Project. Table 10-7 shows projected emission 
burdens for the No Action Alternative in the 12-county area for the mesoscale analysis would decrease for 
most pollutants in 2045, as compared to 2023, thereby continuing the trends presented in Figure 10-3. 
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10.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


10.3.2.1 Mesoscale, MSAT and GHG Analyses 

Table 10-7 presents the predicted VMT and emission burdens of volatile organic compounds, nitrogen 
oxides, CO, PMio, and PM2.5 under the No Action Alternative and Tolling Scenario A (the tolling scenario 
predicted to result in the smallest change in VMT compared to the No Action Alternative). This table also 
presents the emission burdens of GHGs in terms of COze under the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative. In all analysis years, the overall regional VMT and emission burdens would be lower under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative than the No Action Alternative. Thus, the CBD Tolling Alternative would benefit 
regional air quality by reducing criteria pollutants in the 12-county study area. Table 10-8 and Table 10-9 
provide the changes by county, which are depicted in Figure 10-4 through Figure 10-13. 


As shown in Table 10-8: 
e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Rockland, and 


Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all pollutants with the Project in 2023. 


e Suffolk, Westchester, and Putnam Counties estimate mixed results, with some pollutants increasing 
slightly and some pollutant burdens decreasing with the Project in 2023. 


e The Bronx, Richmond (Staten Island), Nassau, and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all pollutants 
with the Project in 2023. 

As shown in Table 10-9: 

e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Suffolk, and Hudson 
Counties estimate decreases in all pollutants with the Project in 2045. 


e The Bronx, Nassau, Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties estimate mixed results with some 
pollutants increasing slightly and some pollutants decreasing with the Project in 2045. 


e Richmond (Staten Island) and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all pollutants with the Project in 
2045. 


The regional emissions estimates are based on changes in VMT, speed, and vehicle mix. The interaction of 
these factors affects the relative decreases and increases in each county. While some counties are 
predicted to show increases in pollutant emissions, a local level analysis (detailed in Section 10.3.2.2) 
resulted in no intersections requiring a detailed analysis because they all passed the screening criteria. 
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Table 10-7. Mesoscale Emission Burdens, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, tons/year) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2023 ANALYSIS YEAR 2045 
CBD Tolling 
Alternative CBD Tolling Alternative 


POLLUTANT No Action Alternative | (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference No Action Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference 


Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled (miles/day) 182,736,632 182,143,856 201,294,782 200,421,921 -0.4% 
Volatile Organic Compounds (VOC) 17,698 17,667 10,692 10,676 -0.2% 
Nitrogen Oxides (NO;) | 23,956 23,864 | 04% | 11,195 | 11,169 | 0.2% 


Carbon Monoxide (CO) 227,726 227,074 117,510 117,399 -0.1% 
Particulate Matter (PMio) 5,884 5,828 6,095 6,016 1.3% 
Particulate Matter (PMz.5) 1,452 1,441 1,050 1,038 “1.1% 


Carbon Dioxide Equivalents (COze) 0.8% 

Source: WSP, 2022 

Note: Vehicle-miles traveled presented in this table are greater than the NYMTC Best Practice Model output as presented in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” due to a series of seasonal adjustments that were made to the travel-demand forecasts, consistent with NYMTC’s procedures to 
generate maximum potential worst-case conditions for conformity analyses and are not applicable to evaluate general changes in travel patterns as is the purpose of 
Subchapter 4A. The NYMTC Post Processor software was used to apply Highway Performance Monitoring System reconciliation and travel-time adjustments for 
intersections. NYMTC’s Transportation Conformity Determination includes details on these adjustments: https://www.nymtc.org/Required-Planning- 
Products/Transportation-Conformity/Transportation-Conformity-Determination-Documents-adopted 
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Table 10-8. Mesoscale Emission Burden Percentage Changes by County, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 2023) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2023 COMPARISON — PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE FROM NO ACTION ke 


New York 
CBD Entire 
POLLUTANT Only County | Queens Bronx Kings Richmond Nassau Suffolk Westchester Sind Putnam | Hudson | Bergen 


Daily Vehicle- 
Miles Traveled -11.56% | -5.88% | -0.36% | +0.15% | -0.74% | +1.73% +0.03% |  -0.03% 0.22% -0.17% | +0.28% | -2.24% 
(miles/day) 


Volatile Organic 
Compounds 4.96% | -3.29% | -0.32% | +0.03% | -0.32% +0.44% | +0.05% | +0.02% | +0.21% 
(VOC) 
hoe Oxides 850% 596% 596% 056% 056% 000% 000% 0.68% | +1.26% 000% 000% 000% 000% 025% 025% 
-7.58% | -4.58% | -0.37% | +0.02% | -0.51% | +0.89% | +0.03% | -0.03% | -0.13% 
12.16% | -9.75% | -1.23% | +0.30% | -1.00% | +2.12% | +0.19% | +0.11% | 0.32% 
4 113% 85% 85% 099% 099% 020% 020% 0.90% | +1.80% 30.18% 30.18% 006% 006% 020% 020% 


+0.88% 


-0.03% | -0.66% | +0.20% 


+0.63% 


Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 


Particulate 
Matter (PM1o) 
Particulate 
Matter (PM25) 


+0.49% 


+0.74% 


+0.69% 


Carbon Dioxide 
Equivalents -11.48% | -7.92% | -0.84% | +0.15% | -0.88% +1.76% +0.15% | +0.03% -0.40% +0.17% | -3.03% | +0.80% 
(COze) 


Source: WSP, 2022 
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Table 10-9. Mesoscale Emission Burden Percentage Changes by County, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 2045) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2045 COMPARISON - PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE FROM NO ACTION Sak 


New York 
CBD Entire 
POLLUTANT Only County Queens Bronx Kings Richmond Nassau Suffolk | Westchester eal Putnam | Hudson | Bergen 


Daily Vehicle- 
Miles Traveled -11.32% | -5.71% | -0.46% | -0.05% | -1.14% | +1.83% 0.26% | -0.04% | -0.38% -0.41% | -0.43% | -1.59% 
(miles/day) 


Volatile Organic 
Compounds 3.24% | -3.59% | -0.65% | +0.02% | -1.50% | 41.48% | +1.01% | -0.09% | +0.56% 
(VOC) 
hoe Oxides 580% 580% 568% 568% 083% 083% 001% 001% +8.69% 3049% 3049% 011% 011% +4, 440% 43.79% | -1.31% 
6.55% | -3.61% | -0.42% | -0.06% | -1.00% | +1.12% | +1.37% | -0.07% | 0.00% -0.07% | -0.64% 
11.55% | -10.24% | -1.55% | +0.21% | 1.72% | +240% | -0.51% | -0.37% | -0.75% 45.14% | -0.25% | -3.06% 
4 108% 842% 842% 141 41% 1010% 1010% 1.85% | +2.51% 046% 046% 031% 31 031% 038% 038% 42.44% | -0.02% | -2.48% 


+0.69% 


+0.51% | -0.61% | +0.14% 


+0.36% 


Carbon 
Monoxide (CO) 


Particulate 
Matter (PM1o) 
Particulate 
Matter (PM25) 


+0.40% 


+0.67% 


+0.63% 


Carbon Dioxide 
Equivalents -10.72% -7.80% | -0.90% | +0.05% | -1.57% | +2.04% -0.31% | -0.23% -0.38% -0.30% | -2.34% | +0.64% 
(COze) 


Source: WSP, 2022 
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Figure 10-4. Changes in Volatile Organic Compounds, Tolling Scenario A (Analysis Year 2023) 
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Figure 10-5. Changes in Nitrogen Oxides, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 
2023) 
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Figure 10-6. Changes in Carbon Monoxide, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 
2023) 
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Figure 10-7. Changes in Particulate Matter 10 (PM1o), CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2023) 
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Figure 10-8. | Changes in Particulate Matter 2.5 (PMz25), CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2023) 
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Figure 10-9. Changes in Volatile Organic Compounds, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2045) 
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Figure 10-10. Changes in Nitrogen Oxides, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 
2045) 
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Figure 10-11. Changes in Carbon Monoxide, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis Year 
2045) 
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Figure 10-12. Changes in Particulate Matter 10 (PM1o), CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2045) 
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Figure 10-13. Changes in Particulate Matter 2.5 (PMz25), CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2045) 
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Table 10-10 presents the emission burdens of MSATs under the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative. In all analysis years, when looking at the entire 12-county study area, all MSATs would be lower 
under the CBD Tolling Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative. Table 10-11 and Table 10-12 
provide the estimated changes by county, which are graphically depicted in Figure 10-14 and Figure 10-15. 


As shown in Table 10-11: 


e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Westchester, 
Rockland, and Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all MSATs with the Project in 2023. 


e =The Bronx, Richmond (Staten Island), Nassau, Suffolk, Putnam, and Bergen Counties estimate increases 
in all MSATs with the Project in 2023. 


As shown in Table 10-12: 


e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Suffolk, Putnam, and 
Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all MSATs with the Project in 2045. 


e The Bronx, Nassau, Westchester, and Rockland Counties estimate mixed results with some MSATs 
increasing slightly and some pollutants decreasing with the Project in 2045. 


e Richmond (Staten Island) and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all MSATs with the Project in 2045. 


When comparing the CBD Tolling Alternative to the No Action Alternative, some localized areas may 
experience increases in MSATs, while other areas may experience decreases. It should be noted, however, 
that MSAT emissions will likely be lower in the future years than present levels, regardless of whether the 
CBD Tolling Alternative is implemented, as a result of USEPA’s national control programs that are projected 
to reduce annual MSAT emissions by more than 90 percent between 2010 and 2050 (Figure 10-1). 


Changes in MSATs are expected to occur near the roadways that experience changes in VMT. Figure 10-16 
highlights the roadways with the VMT increases due to the Project. Furthermore, these VMT changes were 
tabulated for environmental justice and non-environmental justice communities and are presented in 
Table 4A-23 and Table 4A-24 (Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling”) for the various subareas of the region. 
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Table 10-10. | Mobile Source Air Toxics Emission Burdens, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, tons/year) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2023 ANALYSIS YEAR 2045 
CBD Tolling CBD Tolling 


Alternative Alternative 
POLLUTANT No Action Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference No Action Alternative (Tolling Scenario A) % Difference 


Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled (miles/day) 0.4% 
1,3-Butadiene “1.5% 
Acetaldehyde 5028 | 976 09% 849 HA 
Acrolein 1.4% 
Benzene 0.8% 
Diesel Particulate Matter 0.9% 
Ethylbenzene 0.6% 
Formaldehyde 1.5% 
Naphthalene ee 09% 008 
Polycyclic Organic Matter 1.0% 


Source: WSP, 2022 

Note: Vehicle-miles traveled presented in this table are greater than the NYMTC Best Practice Model output as presented in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” due to a series of seasonal adjustments that were made to the travel-demand forecasts, consistent with NYMTC’s procedures to 
generate maximum potential worst-case conditions for conformity analyses and are not applicable to evaluate general changes in travel patterns as is the purpose of 
Subchapter 4A. The NYMTC Post Processor software was used to apply Highway Performance Monitoring System reconciliation and travel-time adjustments for 
intersections. NYMTC’s Transportation Conformity Determination includes details on these adjustments: https://www.nymtc.org/Required-Planning- 
Products/Transportation-Conformity/Transportation-Conformity-Determination-Documents-adopted. 
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Table 10-11. | Mobile Source Air Toxics Emission Burden Percentage Changes by County, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis 
Year 2023) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2023 COMPARISON — PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE FROM NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


New York 


Beast) CBD Entire | Queens | Bronx Kings | Richmond | Nassau Suffolk Westchester Rockland | Putnam | Hudson | Bergen 


Only County 


fea 11.56% | -5.88% | -0.36% | +0.15% | -0.74% | +4.73% | +0.03% | -0.03% | -0.22% OAT% | 40.28% | -2.24% | +0.88% 


1,3-Butadiene +0.30% +0.81% 
2 
El 


Acetaldehyde +0.30% +0.79% 
Acrolein +0.20% +0.77% 
Benzene +0.27% +0.70% 
Diesel PM | -11.79% | -8.64% | 0.94% | +0.20% | 0.94% | +4.99% | +0.23% | +0.10% | -0.28% 0.00% | +0.28% | 3.44% | +0.74% 
Ethylbenzene +0.16% +0.40% 
Formaldehyde +0.20% 10.77% 


Naphthalene +0.20% +0.78% 


Polycyclic 
Organic Matter 


-11.59% | -8.46% | -0.99% | +0.09% | -0.96% | +1.84% +0.20% | +0.04% | -0.24% -0.25% | +0.30% | -3.62% | +0.82% 


Source: WSP, 2022 
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Table 10-12. | Mobile Source Air Toxics Emission Burden Percentage Changes by County, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, Analysis 
Year 2045) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2045 COMPARISON — PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE FROM NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE 


New York 
CBD Entire Queens | Bronx Kings Richmond | Nassau Suffolk Westchester | Rockland | Putnam | Hudson | Bergen 
Only County 


“11.32% | -5.71% | -0.46% | -0.05% | -1.14% | +1.83% | -0.26% | -0.04% -0.38% 0.43% | -0.41% | -1.59% 


POLLUTANT 


Daily VMT +0.69% 


+0.28% 
+0.69% 
+0.69% 


Ethylbenzene 
Formaldehyde 
Naphthalene 


(miles/day) 

1,3-Butadiene +0.68% 
Acetaldehyde +0.69% 
Acrolein | 11.13% | -9.75% | 1.47% | +0.13% | -1.72% | +2.18% | -0.23% | -0.41% | 0.69% | -0.33% | 3.22% | +0.60% 
Benzene +0.54% 
Diesel PM +0.60% 


Polycyclic 
Organic -11.04% -8.44% | -1.04% | 0.00% -1.56% | +1.95% | +0.17% -0.26% -0.53% -0.42% -2.41% | +0.75% 
Matter 


Source: WSP, 2022 
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Figure 10-14. Changes in Total Mobile Source Air Toxics: CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2023) 


New York 
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Figure 10-15. Changes in Total Mobile Source Air Toxics, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling Scenario A, 
Analysis Year 2045) 


New York 


(Manhattan) 
-8.4% 


Hudson, NJ 
2.4% 


Richmond 
(Staten Island) 
+3.0% 
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Figure 10-16.  Vehicle-Miles Traveled Increase (Tolling Scenario A) and Environmental Justice Census Tracts 
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As shown in Figure 10-16, the Project would result in traffic diversions around Manhattan, into the Bronx 
and northern New Jersey and Staten Island. These circumferential diversions are due to implementation of 
the tolling in the Manhattan CBD, as drivers and trucks traveling to and from Long Island and Pennsylvania 
would divert around Manhattan to avoid the tolling in the Manhattan CBD. These diversions would be most 
pronounced at the approach to the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge in Queens, across the south Bronx and the 
George Washington Bridge, and into northern New Jersey. Diversions to the south would occur across the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and through Staten Island. 


The environmental justice communities experiencing the largest traffic volumes and truck increases from 
these circumferential diversions are along I-95 in northern New Jersey and in Queens at the approach to 
the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge. Furthermore, during public engagement for the Project, members of the 
public expressed concerns regarding increased traffic volumes in environmental justice communities in the 
south Bronx, which would also be impacted by these circumferential diversions. To address these concerns, 
the Project team conducted detailed microscale PM analyses at these locations. Section 10.3.2.3 provides 
more information on these analyses. 


There are also environmental justice communities that would experience decreases in traffic volumes due 
to these circumferential diversions. These decreases would be mainly due to the traffic no longer traveling 
from Long Island through the Midtown Tunnel, across the Manhattan CBD, and through the Lincoln Tunnel 
into New Jersey. As such, the decreases in traffic volumes would be most pronounced along the Long Island 
Expressway in Queens, through the Midtown and Lincoln Tunnels, and into New Jersey. Those 
environmental justice communities that would experience the largest traffic volumes and truck decreases 
from the circumferential diversions are in central Queens, Hell’s Kitchen in Manhattan, and in those 
portions of New Jersey to the south of the Lincoln Tunnel. 


10.3.2.2 Microscale Screening Analysis 

A screening analysis was conducted to determine whether detailed microscale analyses of CO and 
PMas/PMio impacts are required for the CBD Tolling Alternative, or if the traffic would be below the 
screening thresholds and thus require no further analysis. Based on the predicted traffic volumes for Tolling 
Scenario D and Tolling Scenario C, as applicable, all 102 intersections in the regional study area were 
screened using NYSDOT CO screening parameters. These 102 intersections, shown in Subchapter 4B, 
“Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” Figure 4B-13, were analyzed because they are the 
locations expected to demonstrate the largest changes in traffic due to the Project. Of these 102 
intersections, approximately half are in environmental justice communities. 


An intersection passed the CO screening analysis by either having a LOS of C or better with the Project, or, 
if the LOS was D or worse, demonstrating less than a 10 percent increase in volume between the No Action 
Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. Appendix 10B, “Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening 
Procedure,” details the LOS and overall volumes for each peak hour in the AM, midday, PM, and overnight 
time periods, for the 102 intersections used for this screening. 


The NYSDOT screening procedure was applied for PM25/PM1o. As per NYSDOT guidance, this procedure was 
based on the maximum hourly changes in heavy-duty diesel vehicles under Project conditions, compared 
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to conditions without the Project, for intersections that demonstrated a LOS of D or worse under the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. A maximum hourly change in heavy-duty diesel vehicles over 10 vehicles at those 
intersections predicted to operate at LOS D or below was determined to be the threshold for a significant 
increase, thereby warranting more detailed analysis. Appendix 10B, “Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot 
Screening Procedure,” details the LOS and overall volumes and volume changes used for this screening for 
each of the 102 intersections analyzed. 


As detailed in Appendix 10B, “Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure,” intersections 
predicted to experience an incremental increase of 10 or more diesel vehicles in the peak period are all 
predicted to operate at LOS C or better. Furthermore, the largest increase at those intersections predicted 
to operate at LOS D or worse and experience an increased volume of diesel vehicles is five additional diesel 
vehicles per hour. 


Intersections operating at LOS C or better do not warrant hot-spot analysis according to NYSDOT guidance 
and 40 CFR Part 93.123. 


As shown in Table 10-13, all 102 analysis locations passed the NYSDOT CO and PM25/PMio screening 
analysis; therefore, no further analysis for CO or PM2s/PMio is warranted. In addition, over 80 percent of 
the intersections show a decrease or no change in heavy-duty diesel vehicle volumes with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative compared to the No Action Alternative. For the 20 percent of intersections that show an 
increase, the change was less than the screening threshold of 10 or more diesel vehicles in the peak period. 
During early public outreach, concern was raised specifically around potential increases in heavy-duty 
vehicles in environmental justice communities given that heavy-duty diesel vehicles are closely linked to 
particulate matter emissions and associated health effects including cardiovascular and respiratory 
disease.’’ Of the 43 intersections that are located in environmental justice communities (see Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” Figure 17-7), 74 percent would experience a decrease of heavy-duty diesel 
vehicles. For those that are predicted to experience an increase, the change was less than the screening 
threshold of 10 or more diesel vehicles in the peak period. 


7 See, for example, Hime, Neil J.; Guy B. Marks; and Christine T. Cowie, “A comparison of the health effects of ambient 
particulate matter air pollution from five emission sources,” International Journal of Environmental Research and Public 
Health 15(6), 2018, https://www.mdpi.com/1660-4601/15/6/1206; and Aryal, Aryal; Ashlyn C. Harmon; and Tammy R. 
Dugas, “Particulate matter air pollutants and cardiovascular disease: Strategies for intervention,” Pharmacology & 
Therapeutics 223, July 2021, https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/abs/pii/SO163725821000929. 
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Table 10-13. |§ CO and PM25/PMio Microscale Screening Results, CBD Tolling Alternative (Tolling 
Scenario C and Tolling Scenario D) 


co PM2.5/PM1o 
LOCATION INTERSECTION SCREENING SCREENING 
ae Passed 
Passed 
Brooklyn 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
| Passed 
rare Passed 
(Manhattan) er Avenue an es 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
innate Passed 
mos Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Lower Manhattan 
a Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Newdersey 14th Street (E-W) and Jersey Avenue (N-S) Passed 


12th Street (E-W) and Jersey Avenue (N-S) Passed 
12th Street/Holland Tunnel (E-W) and Marin Boulevard (N-S) Passed 
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co PM2.5/PM1o 

LOCATION INTERSECTION SCREENING SCREENING 

Passed 

, Passed 

ee Passed 

ene Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Red Hook Passed 

(Brooklyn) Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

sla Passed 

9 Passed 

ibehdar Passed 
Bronx, Queens) 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

ise oe Passed 

Reid Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 

Passed 
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co PM2.5/PM1o 
LOCATION INTERSECTION SCREENING SCREENING 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
| Passed 
nies lee Passed 
(Manhattan) 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
Passed 
West Side 
Highway/ Route West 24th Street and Twelfth Avenue Passed 
9A (Manhattan) 
Little Dominican 
Republic West 179th Street and Broadway Passed 
(Manhattan) 
| Passed 
ee oe Passed 
(Manhattan) a = 
Passed 


Appendix 108, “Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure,” provides details of the CO and 
PM>5/PMio screening analysis. 


10.3.2.3, Highway Link Analysis 

During early outreach, concerns were raised related to a specific location at FDR Drive and 10th Street, as 
it is near low-income housing locations. A volume threshold screening was conducted and results were 
compared to the thresholds in Table 3B of Section I-3 of the NYSDOT TEM Chapter 1.1. The emission factors 
applied within this screening are from USEPA’s MOVES model. CO emission factors were generated for 
various speeds along FDR Drive (from 10 to 40 miles per hour) for opening-year conditions and ranged from 
1.9 to 2.9 grams per mile. Upon comparison to Table 3B in the TEM, when applying the above emission 
factors, the peak-hour volumes in the Project would not result in an adverse effect if they have approach 
volumes of less than 8,000 vehicles. According to the traffic analysis, approach volumes on FDR Drive at 
10th Street are under the 8,000-vehicle threshold with the Project. As such, the travel lanes in this area do 
not meet the criteria that would warrant a microscale analysis, and the Project would not increase traffic 
volumes or change other existing conditions to such a degree as to jeopardize attainment of the NAAQS for 
CO. 
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Similar to concerns expressed regarding truck volumes on local intersections, concerns were also raised 
during early public outreach regarding changes in truck volumes on nearby highways, the resulting impact 
on particulate matter at a localized level. Specifically, there was concern that in communities that already 
are overburdened by pollution, even a single additional truck is of concern. Though all sites analyzed passed 
the particulate matter screening parameters established for the Project, in recognition of the association 
of particulate matter and health effects, it was decided to conduct hot-spot analyses on highway links 
throughout the study area to quantify the Project’s impact on localized air quality levels. A highway link 
screening analysis was conducted to determine which locations should be analyzed. Since the tolling 
scenarios affect individual highway links differently, this screening analysis evaluated every highway link 
under every scenario and selected those sites that demonstrated the highest AADT and the highest increase 
in heavy-duty diesel trucks (see Table 10B-27 and Table 10B-28). Furthermore, due to specific community 
concerns in the South Bronx, an additional analysis location was selected on the Cross Bronx Expressway at 
Macombs Road. This location was also screened under every scenario. 


The sites chosen for analysis are the following: 


e 1-95 west of the George Washington Bridge, Tolling Scenario C 
— Highest AADT in all scenarios 
— New Jersey location 
— Environmental justice community 


e Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Road, Tolling Scenario B 
— Community concern 
— Scenario with highest truck increase at that location 
— Bronx location 
— Environmental justice community 


e Robert F. Kennedy (Triborough) Queens Approach, Tolling Scenario E 
— Highest truck increase across all scenarios 
— Queens location 
— Environmental justice community 


According to the results of the PM microscale analyses, all levels were below the applicable NAAQS. Details 
of the analysis results, as well as electronic versions of the MOVES and AERMOD files, are contained within 
Appendix 10C, “Air Quality: Highway Link PM Hot-Spot Detailed Assessment (Methodology, Interagency 
Consultation, & Results).” 


As an independent action, MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to zero-emission buses. MTA is committed 
to prioritizing traditionally underserved communities and those impacted by poor air quality and climate 
change and has developed an approach that actively incorporates these priorities in the deployment 
phasing process of the transition. Based on feedback received during the outreach conducted for the 
Project and concerns raised by members of environmental justice communities, MTA will prioritize the 
Kingsbridge Depot and Gun Hill Depot, both located in and serving primarily environmental justice 
communities in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx, when electric buses are received in MTA’s next major 
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procurement of battery electric buses, which will begin later in 2022. This independent effort by MTA is 
anticipated to provide air quality benefits to the environmental justice communities in the Bronx. 


Furthermore, the Project Sponsors will monitor air quality for the life of the Project through the NYCCAS, a 
citywide network of roughly 100 sensors (see Section 10.2). NYCDOT will coordinate to expand the existing 
network of sensors to monitor priority locations and supplement a smaller number of real-time PM2>5 
monitors to provide insight into time-of-day patterns to determine whether the changes in air pollution 
can be attributed to changes in traffic occurring after implementation of the Project. The Project Sponsors 
will monitor air quality prior to implementation (setting a baseline), and two years following 
implementation. Following the initial two-year post-implementation analysis period, the Project Sponsors 


will assess the magnitude and variability of changes in air quality to determine whether more monitoring 
is necessary. 


10.4 TRANSPORTATION CONFORMITY DETERMINATION 


The Project was included in the regional emissions analysis for NYMTC’s most recent Transportation 
Conformity Determination. FHWA and FTA determined that NYMTC’s 2022-2050 Plan and 2020-2024 
Transportation Improvement Program (TIP) conform to the New York State Implementation Plan (SIP) for 
Air Quality on September 30, 2021. 


Using screening criteria established by NYSDOT’s TEM, traffic volume changes resulting from the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not be substantial enough to warrant detailed analysis of CO and PM at the 102 
intersections analyzed. Furthermore, the analyzed highway links passed NYSDOT’s screening criteria for CO 
and did not exceed the NAAQS for particulate matter. As such, the Project satisfied the hot-spot analysis 
requirements for CO and PM in 40 CFR 93.116 and 123. 


10.5 CONCLUSION 


The Project was included in the regional emissions analysis for NYMTC’s most recent Transportation 
Conformity Determination. FHWA and FTA determined that NYMTC’s 2022-2050 Plan and 2020-2024 TIP 
conform to the New York SIP. 


Air quality analyses were completed on both a regional (mesoscale) and a local (microscale) level. The 
mesoscale, MSAT and GHG analyses focused on 12 counties in New York and New Jersey.*® Those New 
Jersey counties included in the analysis demonstrate both the biggest increase and decrease in VMT 
(Bergen and Hudson Counties, respectively). VMT in Connecticut is predicted to decrease between the No 
Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative; as such, Connecticut counties were not included in the 


mesoscale analysis. 


18 New York City: the Bronx, Kings (Brooklyn), New York (Manhattan), Queens, and Richmond (Staten Island) Counties; Long 
Island: Nassau and Suffolk Counties; North of New York City: Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester Counties; New Jersey: 
Hudson and Bergen Counties. 
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At the county level, for criteria pollutants in 2023: 
e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Rockland, and 
Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all pollutants with the Project. 


e Suffolk, Westchester, and Putnam Counties estimate mixed results, with some pollutants increasing 
slightly and some pollutant burdens decreasing with the Project. 


e The Bronx, Richmond (Staten Island), Nassau, and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all pollutants 
with the Project. 

At the county level, for criteria pollutants in 2045: 

e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Suffolk, and Hudson 
Counties estimate decreases in all pollutants with the Project. 


e The Bronx, Nassau, Westchester, Rockland, and Putnam Counties estimate mixed results with some 
pollutants increasing slightly and some pollutants decreasing with the Project. 


e Richmond (Staten Island) and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all pollutants with the Project. 

At the county level, for MSATs in 2023: 

e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Westchester, 
Rockland, and Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all MSATs with the Project. 

e The Bronx, Richmond (Staten Island), Nassau, Suffolk, Putnam, and Bergen Counties estimate increases 
in all MSATs with the Project. 

At the county level, for MSATs in 2045: 

e The Manhattan CBD along with New York (Manhattan), Queens, Kings (Brooklyn), Suffolk, Putnam, and 
Hudson Counties estimate decreases in all MSATs with the Project. 


e The Bronx, Nassau, Westchester, and Rockland, Counties estimate mixed results with some MSATs 
increasing slightly and some pollutants decreasing with the Project. 


e Richmond (Staten Island) and Bergen Counties estimate increases in all MSATs with the Project. 
The microscale analysis focused on 102 intersections in the following areas: 


e = Long Island City 

e Lower Manhattan 

e Queens-Midtown Tunnel 
e Red Hook Brooklyn 

e Upper East Side 


e Lincoln Tunnel 
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e West Side Highway/Route 9A 
e Downtown Brooklyn 

e Robert F. Kennedy Bridge 

e Upper West Side 

e Washington Heights 

e Lower East Side 


e §6—New Jersey 


Through interagency consultation and follow-up discussions, screening analyses were conducted following 
NYSDOT criteria for both CO and particulate matter (PM25/PMio). All 102 intersections passed the NYSDOT 
CO and PM25/PMio screening analysis. For intersections that are located within the CO maintenance areas, 
CO hot-spot analysis requirements in 40 CFR 93.123(a) are met. Based on the screening analyses, it was 
determined that the Project is not a project of air quality concern as defined in 40 CFR 93.123(b)(1); 
therefore, no hot-spot analysis for PMas/PMio is required. The Project meets the project-level conformity 
requirements and would not create any new or worsen any existing violation of the NAAQS or delay timely 
attainment of any NAAQS or any required interim emission reductions or other milestones. 


In response to public comments received, a highway segment CO screening was conducted on FDR Drive 
near 10th Street using NYSDOT’s volume threshold screening. The analyzed location passed the screening, 
and no further CO analysis is warranted. 


Furthermore, through interagency consultation and to address community concerns, particulate matter 
hot-spot analyses were conducted on highway segments at three locations representing worst-case 
conditions (largest increases in truck traffic and highest AADT under the Project) and community concerns. 
According to the analyses, there were no violations of the NAAQS with the Project, and no further analysis 
is warranted. 


Table 10-14 summarizes the air quality-related effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
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Table 10-14. | Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Air Quality 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Cross Bronx Expressway at 
Macombs Road, Bronx, NY 


1-95, Bergen County, NJ 


Increases or decreases in 
emissions related to truck 
traffic diversions 


Robert F. Kennedy Bridge, NY 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
DATA SHOWN IN TABLE A B C ) E F G EFFECT MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


Increase or decrease in Annual Average 3,901 3,996 2,056 1,766 3,757 2,188 3,255 No mitigation needed. No adverse effects 
Daily Trips (AADT) 


Increase or decrease in daily number of Enhancements 

si i m att a ee 1. Refer to the overall Project enhancement on monitoring at the 
Potential adverse air quality effects from end of this table. 
truck diversions 


Increase or decrease in AADT 9,843 11,459 7,980 5,003 7,078 5,842 12,506 2. NYCDOT will coordinate to expand the existing network of 
lncraaseuor desmuse in daly numeral sensors to monitor priority locations, and supplement a smaller 
801 955 129 631 637 -236 number of real-time PMz.s monitors to provide insight into time-of- 
: : ; day patterns to determine whether the changes in air pollution can 
Potential adverse air quality effects from NN be attributed to changes in traffic occurring after implementation 
truck diversions of the Project. The Project Sponsors will monitor air quality prior to 
Increase or decrease in AADT 18,742 19,440 19,860 19,932 20,465 20,391 21,006 implementation (setting a baseline), and two years following 


Increase or decrease in daily number of implementation. Following the initial two-year post-implementation 
2,257 2,423 2,820 3,479 4,116 3,045 432 analysis period, the Project Sponsors will assess the magnitude 
and variability of changes in air quality to determine whether more 
monitoring is necessary. 


3. MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to zero-emission buses, 
which will reduce air pollutants and improve air quality near bus 
depots and along bus routes. MTA is committed to prioritizing 
traditionally underserved communities and those impacted by 
poor air quality and climate change and has developed an 
approach that actively incorporates these priorities in the 
Potential adverse air quality effects from deployment phasing process of the transition. Based on feedback 
truck diversions received during the outreach conducted for the Project and 
concerns raised by members of environmental justice 
communities, TBTA coordinated with MTA NYCT, which is 
committed to prioritizing the Kingsbridge Depot and Gun Hill 
Depot, both located in and serving primarily environmental justice 
communities in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx, when electric 
buses are received in MTA’s next major procurement of battery 
electric buses, which will begin later in 2022. This independent 
effort by MTA NYCT is anticipated to provide air quality benefits to 
the environmental justice communities in the Bronx. 


OVERALL PROJECT ENHANCEMENT. The Project Sponsors commit to ongoing monitoring and reporting of potential effects on the Project, including for example, traffic entering the Manhattan CBD, taxi/FHV vehicle-miles traveled in the Manhattan CBD; transit ridership from providers across the 
region; bus speeds within the CBD; air quality and emissions trends; parking; and Project revenue. Data will be collected in advance and after implementation of the Project. A formal report on the effects of the Project will be issued one year after implementation and then every two years. In addition, 
a reporting website will make data, analysis, and visualizations available in open data format to the greatest extent possible. Updates will be provided on at least a bi-annual basis as data becomes available and analysis is completed. 
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11.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter assesses the potential effect of the CBD Tolling Alternative on transportation energy usage. 
Transportation energy use also affects air quality and greenhouse gases, both of which are evaluated in 
Chapter 10, “Air Quality.” 


Transportation energy use comprises operational (direct) and construction (indirect) energy consumption. 
Direct transportation energy is a function of traffic volumes and vehicle types that affect fuel consumption 
(i.e., volume, speed, distance traveled, vehicle mix, and the thermal value of the fuel being used for 
roadway vehicles), as well as the energy required for the tolling equipment. Indirect energy consumption 
consists of nonrecoverable, one-time energy expenditures associated with construction of physical 
infrastructure associated with a project. Energy is commonly measured in terms of British thermal units 
(Btu), which is defined as the amount of heat required to raise the temperature of a pound of water by 
1 degree Fahrenheit. As discussed in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” the frequency of transit 
service is expected to accommodate any projected increase in transit ridership due to the Project; 
therefore, no incremental energy would be required for increased transit service. 


41.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Transportation accounts for a major portion of the energy consumed in New York State. According to the 
U.S. Energy Information Administration’s State Energy Data System,’ the transportation sector (including 
losses) was New York State’s largest consumer of energy in 2019, accounting for 31.1 percent of all energy 
consumption in the state. Transportation energy includes the following:” 


e Gasoline, diesel fuel, natural gas, propane, and biofuels used in cars, motorcycles, light trucks, and 
boats (879 trillion Btu in 2019) 

e = Aviation fuel (307 trillion Btu in 2019) 

e = Electricity used by public mass transit systems and electric vehicles (10 trillion Btu in 2019) 


The residential sector consumed 29.7 percent of total energy consumption, the commercial sector 
29.2 percent, and the industrial sector 10.0 percent. 


1 https://www.eia.gov/state/?sid=NY. 
: https://www.eia.gov/state/seds/data.php?incfile=/state/seds/sep use/tra/use tra NY.html&sid=NY. 
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Across all sectors, petroleum was the largest of the energy sources used, which can be attributed to the 
transportation sector being the largest consumer of energy in New York State. Petroleum accounted for 
36.2 percent of energy consumption in New York State in 2019. Natural gas followed at 34.7 percent, 
renewable energy at 12.9 percent, nuclear energy at 12.2 percent, out-of-state electricity imports at 
3.7 percent, and coal at 0.4 percent. 


11.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s MOVES2014b emissions model was used to estimate the 
mobile source energy use from the mesoscale roadway network in a 12-county region, consistent with the 
study area used for the mesoscale air quality and greenhouse gas analyses (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality”). 
As discussed in Chapter 10, “Air Quality’ (Section 10.1.7.1 and shown in Table 10-3), this study area 
captures the most concentrated area of change resulting from the Project and the vast majority of the 
modeled VMT change. The 12 counties analyzed include those in New York that are projected to have the 
largest increase in VMT (Richmond County [Staten Island]) and the largest decrease in VMT (New York 
County [Manhattan]) as a result of the Project, as well as those counties in New Jersey that are predicted 
to have the largest increase in VMT (Bergen County) and the largest decrease in VMT (Hudson County) as 
a result of the Project. VMT in Connecticut is predicted to decrease in both 2023 and 2045 between the No 
Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative; as such, Connecticut counties were not included in the 


energy analysis. 


As with the mesoscale air quality analysis, the energy analysis evaluated the No Action Alternative and the 
CBD Tolling Alternative, Tolling Scenario A, for the estimated time of completion (2023) and design year 
(2045). Tolling Scenario A was used for the energy analysis because it is the tolling scenario that would 
result in the smallest reduction of VMT compared to the No Action Alternative and therefore would provide 
the smallest potential regional energy benefit. 


Based on the methodology used to identify the most concentrated areas of change, the following 10 New 
York counties and 2 New Jersey counties were used to analyze the CBD Tolling Alternative’s energy impacts: 


e New York City: e = North of New York City: 
— Bronx — Putnam 
— Kings (Brooklyn) — Rockland 
— New York (Manhattan) — Westchester 
— Queens 
— Richmond (Staten Island) e New Jersey 
e Long Island: =P foeeat 
se ENB — Hudson 
— Suffolk 
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MOVES2014b was used for the energy analysis. MOVES2014b provides great flexibility to capture the 
influence of time of day, vehicle activity (including VMT and speeds for autos, buses, and trucks), and 
seasonal weather effects on energy use from vehicles. MOVES2014b calculates energy usage parameters, 
such as total energy use and vehicle activity (hours operated and miles traveled). From this output, energy 
rates (e.g., Btu/vehicle miles for moving vehicles or Btu/vehicle hours for idling vehicles) can be determined 
for a variety of vehicle activities. County-specific MOVES2014b input data from the New York State 
Department of Environmental Conservation were used in combination with link-by-link traffic data and 
VMT data from the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council Best Practice Model for the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 


11.3.1 No Action Alternative 


As Table 11-1 shows, the No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program and 
therefore would not reduce energy consumption through reductions in VMT. 


11.3.2. CBD Tolling Alternative 


Because Tolling Scenario A was used for the energy analysis, it is expected that the other tolling scenarios 
with larger VMT reductions would show greater regional energy benefits. 


As Table 11-1 shows, Tolling Scenario A would result in lower energy use in the region compared to the No 
Action Alternative for both completion year (2023) and design year (2045) because VMT would be reduced. 
In addition to the change in energy usage due to changes in roadway VMT, the Project would require energy 
to power monitoring and tolling equipment, including network detection systems and servers that process 
the data collected by the network detection systems. Table 11-1 details the energy use for these systems. 


Table 11-1. Total Energy Consumption: No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative, Tolling 
Scenario A (2023 and 2045) 


ANALYSIS YEAR 2023 ANALYSIS YEAR 2045 
PARAMETER (Completion Year) (Design Year) _ 


(Million Btu) No Action CBD Tolling No Action CBD Tolling 
Alternative Alternative Difference Alternative Alternative Difference 


Roadway Energy 384,117,220 | 381,663,310 -2,453,910 | 329,538,610 | 326,649,830 -2,888,780 
945 


5552) 


Server Energy | 
a 


Systems 


TOTAL 
OPERATIONAL ENERGY 384,117,220 | 381,669,807 -2,447,413 | 329,538,610 | 326,656,327 -2,882,283 


Source: WSP 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an overall benefit for the region in terms of reduced energy 
usage. 
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11.3.3. Construction Effects 


The CBD Tolling Alternative is anticipated to have a construction duration of up to 310 days. Construction 
would begin with the deployment of various monitoring devices throughout the street networks. The 
estimated construction cost of the Project is $108,687,261.00,? which includes the following: 


e Supporting System Tolling Infrastructure Installation ($94,919,283) includes the cost of work, labor, 
tolling system equipment, and materials required for the tolling infrastructure construction (except for 
signage and pavement markings) that would be required to achieve tolling infrastructure readiness in 
accordance with the contract documents. Design services are excluded in this value. 


e Signage and Pavement Marking Installation ($13,767,978) includes the cost of work, labor, equipment, 
and materials required for the signage and pavement markings within NYCDOT, NYSDOT, and 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority controlling jurisdictions that would be required to achieve 
infrastructure readiness in accordance with the contract documents. Design services are excluded in 
this value. 


Based on this cost and using the NYSDOT construction cost calculation procedures to quantify energy use, 
the construction of the Project would require 268,000 million Btu of energy. This energy usage is expected 
to be paid back through the operational energy savings (detailed in Table 11-1) in less than one year. 


11.4 CONCLUSION 


An energy analysis was completed for the Project’s operational and construction phases. The operational 
analysis shows that the Project would reduce energy use in the region in both 2023 and 2045. The 
construction of the Project would require 268,000 million Btu of energy, which is expected to be paid back 
through the operational energy savings in less than one year. Table 11-2 summarizes the energy-related 
effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Table 11-2. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Energy 


EFFECT FOR POTENTIAL MITIGATION AND 
ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS ADVERSE EFFECT | ENHANCEMENTS 


Reductions in regional VMT would No No mitigation needed. 
reduce energy consumption. 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Reductions in regional energy 
consumption 


Beneficial effects 


7 Data provided by HDR on March 28, 2022, and April 6, 2022. 
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12.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter evaluates the potential changes in traffic noise exposure that would result from the 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative as a result of projected changes in traffic volumes. The 
Project would not change the horizontal or vertical alignment of roadways, nor would it add travel-lane 
capacity beyond current conditions; therefore, the Project does not meet the definition of a FHWA Type | 
noise project. However, it does meet the definition of a Type Ill noise project as defined under 23 Code of 
Federal Regulations 772.5, “Procedures for Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise and Construction Noise: 
Definitions.” In this case, FHWA does not require a noise analysis or consideration of abatement measures. 
Nevertheless, due to the nature of the Project and its potential effects to result in changes in traffic 
patterns, the screening methodology outlined in Chapter 19 of the City of New York’s CEQR Technical 
Manual was used to quantify and assess potential changes in noise exposure from the Project. 


12.1.1 Context 


Sound is energy generated by the vibration of air molecules, and almost any activity will generate varying 
degrees of sound energy. Noise is considered unwanted sound, and with Manhattan having the highest 
population density in the nation, noise generating activities occur in close proximity to where people live 
and work. The combination of various activities amplifies total noise exposure, resulting in a nearly constant 
elevated background noise level that city dwellers are exposed to. A 1974 U.S. Environmental Protection 
Agency research effort? showed a strong correlation between population density and ambient noise 
exposure. Typical frequent and dominant noise sources—ranging between 70 A-weighted decibels (dB(A)) 
and 90 dB(A)—include those generated by traffic and transit movements, aircraft flyovers, emergency 
vehicle sirens, construction activities, and building heat and air conditioning systems. 


In general, the traffic noise exposure generated by the Project is not anticipated to raise future noise 
exposure levels appreciably above ambient noise levels experienced today and if implemented, the Project 
would result in a net decrease in traffic noise exposure along most local roadways evaluated. 


12.1.2 Methodology 


Noise can be quantified in different ways, depending on its duration (time), tonal (frequency), or magnitude 
(loudness). Sound is typically measured in units of decibels (dB). The human hearing range is more sensitive 
to midrange frequencies compared to either low or very high frequencies. This characteristic of the human 
ear is accounted for by adjusting or weighting the spectrum of the measured sound level for the sensitivity 


7 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency. June 1974. Population Distribution of the United States as a Function of Outdoor 
Noise Level, Report No. 550/9-74-009. 
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of the human hearing range, referred to as the A-weighted scale, and is denoted by the dB(A) notation. The 
definitions for the standardized environmental noise criteria metrics follow: 


e Leg is called the equivalent noise level, a single-value metric derived from the sum of actual time of 
varying and fluctuating sound over a fixed period of time (typically a one-hour period) that is denoted 
aS Leg (1-hr). The Leg is the noise descriptor most commonly used in noise impact assessment criteria 
because it provides a measure of the average sound energy over a fixed period of time and correlates 
with human perception and annoyance. 


e = Lmax and Lmin are metrics for the highest and lowest measured sound levels, respectively, that occur 
during a measurement period. The Lmax is commonly used in establishing construction noise exposure 
limits. 

e Ly is a statistical representation of changing noise levels indicating that the fluctuating noise level is 
equal to, or greater than, the stated level for “n” percent of the time. For example, Lio, Lso, and Loo 
represent noise levels exceeding 10, 50, and 90 percent of the time, respectively. The Lio metric is 
widely used under the CEQR criteria to define and categorize the exterior noise environment and to 


establish noise attenuation requirements for maintaining an acceptable interior noise environment. 


Table 12-1 provides a summary of an average human’s ability to perceive changes in noise levels. Generally, 
the average human is unable to perceive noise-level changes until the changes measure in the 2-3 dB(A) 
range, but these increases are barely perceptible to most listeners, and it is not until the noise level change 
reaches 5 dB(A) or more that most humans can readily perceive changes in noise levels. Table 12-2 provides 
asummary of noise levels generated and experienced in everyday life, ranging from 130 dB(A) (disruptive 
noise generated by a military jet) to 30 dB(A) (a soft whisper that would be unnoticeable to most listeners). 
Highway and urban traffic noise is typically in the 70 dB(A) to 80 dB(A) range. Section 12.1.2 provides a 
discussion of noise exposure guidelines. 


Table 12-1. Average Human Ability to Perceive Changes in Noise Levels 


NOISE-LEVEL CHANGE (dB(A)) HUMAN PERCEPTION 
0 to2 Not perceptible to most listeners 
2to3 Barely perceptible 
5 Readily perceptible 


10 Clearly perceptible 
Source: Bolt Beranek and Newman, Inc. June 1973. Fundamentals and Abatement of Highway Traffic Noise, Report No. PB-222- 
703. Prepared for FHWA. 
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Table 12-2. Range of Recognizable Noise Levels 


SOUND SOURCE TYPICAL NOISE LEVEL dB(A) 


Military jet, air raid siren 130 
Amplified rock music 110 
Jet takeoff at 500 meters 100 
Train horn at 30 meters 90 
Busy city street, loud shout 80 
Highway traffic at 15 meters, train 70 
Predominantly industrial area 60 
Background noise in an office 50 
Public library 40 
Soft whisper at 5 meters 30 


Source: Cowan, James P. 1994. Handbook of Environmental Acoustics, Van Nostrand Reinhold, New York 
Egan, M. David. 1988. Architectural Acoustics. McGraw-Hill Book Company. 


12.1.2.1 Summary Effects of All Tolling Scenarios and Determination of Worst-Case Tolling 
Scenario 

This evaluation considered the effects of noise that would result from changes in traffic patterns as a result 
of implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Potential increases in noise levels would be the result of 
changes in traffic characteristics that would produce higher noise levels than the No Action Alternative. 
These characteristics include changes in vehicle types, volumes, and travel speeds. Because the CEQR 
screening methodology is a high-level screening analysis technique, it considers only traffic volumes and 
vehicle classification, and does not account for the potential noise effects from changes in traffic speeds. 
CEQR exceedances occur, when the screening analysis shows a 3 dB(A) or greater increase in noise 
exposure with the Project versus the No Action Alternative. When this occurs, more detailed traffic noise 
modeling using the FHWA Traffic Noise Model (TNM version 2.5) would be performed; these detailed 
analyses, if required, would consider changes in traffic soeeds. An adverse effect is defined to occur if the 
TNM analysis shows 3 dB(A) or greater increase in noise levels with the Project at the affected receptor 
Site. 


Because potential increases in noise levels are partly tied to instances where there would be increases in 
vehicular traffic, the potential worst-case noise exposure across the tolling scenarios should be consistent 
with the worst-case, highest incremental increase in traffic volumes. Those findings described in 
Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections” found Tolling Scenario D to be the 
representative worst-case tolling scenario based on the modeled level of traffic diversions; Tolling Scenario 
D is similar to Tolling Scenarios E and F, with comparable levels of traffic diversion. Tolling scenarios without 
extensive crossing credits (Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G) would have little or no incremental increases in 
traffic; therefore, there would be little or no increases in traffic noise exposure. The Tolling Scenario D 
traffic volumes were used for the 24-hour bridge and tunnel Passenger Car Equivalent (PCE) noise analysis 
in Section 12.3.2.1 and for the local street peak-hour PCE analysis in Section 12.3.2.2. However, an 
exception would occur for the Downtown Brooklyn local street intersections, where Tolling Scenario C was 
used as the more representative worst-case tolling scenario. 
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12.1.2.2_ CEQR Noise Criteria 

The CEQR Technical Manual contains exterior noise exposure guidelines as well as required attenuation 
values to maintain an acceptable interior noise environment inside buildings. Table 12-3 shows these 
values. Noise exposure is classified into four principal categories: “Clearly Acceptable,” “Marginally 
Acceptable,” “Marginally Unacceptable,” and “Clearly Unacceptable.” The CEQR guidelines are based on 
maintaining an acceptable interior noise level, defined as an Lio value of 45 dB(A) or less for residential 
properties and hotels. 


In addition to providing guidelines for acceptable interior noise environment, CEQR defines an adverse 
effect? as occurring when a project “build condition” exterior Leah) Noise level—estimated at a sensitive 
receptor, such as a residence, play area, park, school, library or house of worship—exceeds a future “no 
action scenario” by more than 3 dB(A). The 3 dB(A) threshold is used because it represents a doubling of 
the Project traffic PCE volume over the No Action Alternative 


12.1.2.3, CEQR Guidance for Estimating Projected Noise-Level Changes 

The CEQR Technical Manual sets forth guidelines and procedures for determining potential changes to 
traffic noise generated as a result of a project and the effects those changes would have on the affected 
communities. Pursuant to these guidelines, the assessment requires converting the traffic volume into the 
various vehicle types (i.e., cars, trucks, and buses) traveling on each evaluated roadway to PCE values. For 
example, the PCE value for an automobile is 1 unit, 16 units for one medium truck, 18 units for one bus and 
47 units for one heavy truck (Figure 12-1). In coordination with the traffic studies, hourly volumes were 
converted to PCEs based on the different vehicle types on each evaluated roadway. For each traffic 
movement, a logarithmic ratio of the hourly CBD Tolling Alternative PCEs divided by the hourly No Action 
Alternative PCEs was computed. A ratio increasing by 100 percent (doubling) or more would represent an 
increase of 3 dB(A) or higher in future Leg values under the CBD Tolling Alternative, which would trigger a 
more detailed noise analysis using the FHWA TNM to verify the increase is accurate. On the other hand, a 
change of less than 3 dB(A) would indicate no adverse effect and would warrant no further action. 


Figure 12-1. Traffic Noise Comparison in Passenger Car Equivalents (PCEs) 


50 
40 
i 30 
O 
o 20 
10 
Automobile, | Medium Bus Heavy 
Light Truck Truck Truck 


Source: City of New York’s City Environmental Quality Review Technical Manual 


2 CEQR terminology refers to an adverse effect as a “significant adverse impact.” 
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Table 12-3. New York City Environmental Quality Review External Noise Exposure Guidelines 


CLEARLY 
UNACCEPTABLE 


MARGINALLY 
ACCEPTABLE 


MARGINALLY 
UNACCEPTABLE 
GENERAL GENERAL GENERAL 
EXTERNAL EXTERNAL EXTERNAL 
EXPOSURE EXPOSURE EXPOSURE 


ACCEPTABLE 

GENERAL 

TIME | EXTERNAL 

RECEPTORTYPE' |PERIOD| EXPOSURE 


. Outdoor area requiring — Lio < 55 dB(A | | 


serenity and quiet? 
| Las Ln $55 dB(A) 55 dB( Ln $55 dB(A) 


. Hospital, Nursing 
Home 
7 AM- 
40 PM Lio $ 65 dB(A) 
10 PM- 
Lio $ 55 dB(A) 


AIRPORT EXPOSURE? 
AIRPORT EXPOSURE? 
)AIRPORT EXPOSURE? 
AIRPORT EXPOSURE? 


65<L1o < 80 dB(A) L1o > 80 dB(A) 


55<Li0 S$ 65 
dB(A) 


65< Lio < 70 
dB(A) 


70< Lio $ 80 
dB(A) 


Lio > 80 dB(A) 


3. Residence, residential 
hotel or motel 


55< Lio $ 70 70< Lito < 80 


Lio > 80 dB(A) 


< dB(A) z dB(A) eZ 

a a fal 

ne] ne] ol 

fon) Xo} wo 

4. School, museum, a i i 
library, court, house of = = Ss 
worship or transient Same as 7 Same as ay Same as Same as 5 

hotel or motel, public Residential Day | { | ResidentialDay | | Residential Day Residential Day H 

meeting room, (7AM-10PM) | } | (7AM-10PM) ) } | (7AM-10 PM) (7AM-10PM) |} 


auditorium, out-patient 
public health facility 


ee ee 2: |) 


Same as Same as Same as Same as 
5. Commercial or office Residential Day Residential Day Residential Day Residential Day 
(7 AM-10 PM) (7 AM-10 PM) (7 AM-10 PM) (7 AM-10 PM) 
6. Industrial, public areas 


cg | at ww 


Source: New York Department of Environmental Protection (adopted policy 1983). 

(i) In addition, any new activity shall not increase the ambient noise level by 3 dB(A) or more. 

Measurements and projections of noise exposures are to be made at appropriate heights above site boundaries as given by 
American National Standards Institute Standards; all values are for the worst hour in the time period. 

2 Tracts of land where serenity and quiet are extraordinarily important and serve an important public need and where the 
preservation of these qualities is essential for the area to serve its intended purpose. Such areas could include 
amphitheaters, parks or portions of parks or open spaces dedicated or recognized by appropriate local officials for activities 
requiring special qualities of serenity and quiet. Examples are grounds for ambulatory hospital patients and patients and 
residents of sanitariums and old-age homes. 

3 One may use the Federal Aviation Administration-approved Lg, contours supplied by the Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey, or the noise contours may be computed from the Federally approved Integrated Noise Model using data 
supplied by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey. 

4 External Noise Exposure standards for industrial areas of sounds produced by industrial operations other than operating 
motor vehicles or other transportation facilities are spelled out in the New York City Zoning Resolution, Sections 42-20 and 
42-21. The referenced standards apply to M1, M2, and M3 manufacturing districts and to adjoining residence districts. 
(Performance standards are octave band standards.) 
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The PCE methodology does not account for traffic travel speed, but the traffic studies showed that the 
Project would result in a reduction in traffic volumes on many of the streets, particularly near and within 
the Manhattan CBD. Given the low posted speed limits for city streets (25 miles per hour) and limited- 
access highways (50 miles per hour or less), as well as the general lack of free-flow conditions, any potential 
increases in travel speed resulting from lower traffic volumes are not anticipated to result in perceptible 
noise increases. 


12.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


As described in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” the traffic study areas 
chosen to assess potential changes in traffic volumes as a result of the Project include 102 intersections 
primarily grouped around key approaches to the Manhattan CBD (i.e., tunnels and bridges) and the local 
streets that enter the Manhattan CBD from north of 60th Street. The traffic assessment also includes 
highway segments leading to these approaches, as well as highways that may see an increase from 
circumferential diversions around the Manhattan CBD (to avoid the Manhattan CBD toll). The traffic noise 
assessment took the traffic data information and utilizing a conservative screening assessment determined 
the resultant noise level changes of the No Action Alternative versus the CBD Tolling Alternative at each of 
the tunnel and bridge crossings and all 102 intersections. 


12.3. ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


12.3.1 No Action Alternative 


As set forth in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling” as well as 
Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” the baseline travel demand model and 
traffic conditions were developed with pre-COVID-19 pandemic peak volumes and are used to approximate 
2023 No Action Alternative conditions, along with known changes to the road network. 


12.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


Based on the methodology presented in Section 12.1.2, the noise assessment was undertaken by first using 
the traffic assignment data from Subchapter 4B to calculate a PCE volume change for the 13 local street 
study area locations. The PCE volume changes were evaluated compared to the No Action Alternative 
condition to calculate an estimate of Project-generated incremental changes in noise levels. Table 12-4 
presents the projected noise-level changes derived from PCE calculations under the representative worst- 
case tolling scenarios (Tolling Scenario D overall and Tolling Scenario C for Downtown Brooklyn 
intersections) versus the No Action Alternative estimated PCE volumes. 


12.3.2.1 Bridge and Tunnel Crossing Noise Assessment 

The PCE analysis was completed at the crossings into and out of the Manhattan CBD and at highway 
crossings north of the Manhattan CBD (e.g., George Washington Bridge, Robert F. Kennedy Bridge). This 
noise assessment was completed to measure the bulk sound energy that is projected to be generated by 
vehicles moving into and out of Manhattan across these major entry points, without focusing on a specific 
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sensitive receptor. Once the traffic leaves these crossings, the volume flow would be absorbed into the 
local street network, where the local street PCE analysis was performed to determine maximum noise-level 
changes within each community. 


As indicated on Table 12-4, for the majority of the bridge and tunnel crossings, the 24-hour PCE-based 
traffic noise screening analysis projected little, or no noise-level increases between the No Action 
Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative. Moreover, those locations with a negative value are projected to 
see a slight decrease in overall noise exposure. The maximum noise-level increases would remain below 
the CEQR 3 dB(A) PCE doubling threshold level and is considered barely perceptible to most listeners. 


According to the modeling, the highest increases in noise exposure would occur adjacent to the Queens- 
Midtown and Hugh L. Carey Tunnels. In the former, a 2.7 dB(A) to 2.9 dB(A) increase in noise levels would 
occur from 11:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m.; in the latter, a 1.8 dB(A) to 1.9 dB(A) increase would occur from 9:00 
p.m. to 6:00 a.m. When using the PCE methodology, small increases in a projected future build condition 
PCE volume can result in larger projected magnitude increases in noise level changes than may actually 
occur. (Because the model uses a logarithmic formula, small increases in traffic can seem magnified.) 
Importantly, the increases predicted at the tunnel portals remain below the threshold (3.0 dB(A)) that 
would require further analysis to determine whether these increases are adverse. Further, the projected 
increases also remain below the level of increase that would be perceived by the human ear. Finally, 
as vehicles disperse from the portals into the local street network, these imperceptible noise increases 
would be diminished at properties farther away from the immediate portals. The local street analysis, 
discussed in the next section, supports this conclusion 


12.3.2.2. Local Street Noise Assessment 

To assess the potential noise exposure of the traffic moving across the major bridge and tunnel crossings 
into and out of Manhattan on local streets, a localized PCE-based noise screening assessment was 
completed. The assessment was performed for those communities identified by the Project traffic studies 
as areas where changes in traffic would likely contribute to changes in noise exposure. 


The local street PCE-based assessment was completed for the Project’s peak traffic travel-time periods for 
Tolling Scenario D, except in Downtown Brooklyn where Tolling Scenario C was used because it would result 
in greater trip generation at that location. These evaluated peak periods consisted of AM, midday, PM, and, 
in some cases, a late-night assessment period. The traffic analysis determined the addition of the late-night 
assessment hour. 
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Table 12-4. | Projected Noise-Level Changes (in dB(A)) for CBD Tolling Alternative (Worst-Case Tolling Scenarios D and C) 


QUEENS- GEORGE 
ED KOCH MIDTOWN HUGH L. CAREY WASHINGTON + VERRAZZANO- GEORGE 


QUEENSBORO TUNNEL TUNNEL HOLLAND LINCOLN RFK BRIDGE - | RFK BRIDGE- | RFK BRIDGE- | WILLIAMSBURG | MANHATTAN BROOKLYN |HENRY HUDSON|HENRY HUDSON); NARROWS 60TH STREET | WASHINGTON 
TIME BRIDGE (SITE R1) (SITE R2) TUNNEL TUNNEL BRONX MANHATTAN QUEENS BRIDGE BRIDGE BRIDGE BRIDGES BRIDGE BRIDGE CROSSINGS BRIDGE 
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1PM 0.7 17 0.1 
2 PM 0.7 14 0.1 
3 PM 0.7 07 0.1 
4PM 0.2 0.0 
5 PM 10 | O06 | oO7 -0.2 0.0 
6 PM o7 | 06 | -0.2 0.0 
7 PM . 0.2 0.0 
8 PM 15 14 0.1 
9 PM 1.6 1.8 0.1 
10 PM 15 1.8 0.1 
11 PM 1.8 1.8 0.1 


Source: WSP, 2022. 
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The local street noise assessment shows that traffic movements disperse fairly quickly from major crossings 
into the Manhattan CBD, with lower incremental changes in dB(A) than at the major crossings. The peak- 
hour, local street intersection-based PCE assessment was completed for the 13 local street traffic analysis 
areas shown below. Appendix 12, “Noise,” contains the details of those findings in the appendix tables 
noted below: 


e Long Island City Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-1) 

e Lower Manhattan Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-2) 

e Queens-Midtown Tunnel Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-3) 

e Red Hook Brooklyn Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-4) 

e Upper East Side Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-5) 

e Lincoln Tunnel Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-6) 

e West Side Highway/Route 9A Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-7) 
e Downtown Brooklyn Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-8) 

e Robert F. Kennedy Bridge Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-9) 

e Upper West Side Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-10) 

e Little Dominican Republic (Washington Heights) Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-11) 
e Lower East Side Traffic Analysis Area (Table 12-12) 

e Jersey City, New Jersey (Table 12-13) 


The local street PCE-based analysis identified the maximum noise exposure level changes that potentially 
would occur during peak travel periods. The analysis findings indicate that no roadways would experience 
a 3 dB(A) or more noise-level increase. Noise-level changes at approximately 90 percent of the roadways 
analyzed would range from -1 dB(A) to +1 dB(A), and less than 1 percent would show an increase between 
1 dB(A) and 2 dB(A). There are a few isolated turning movements, as described below, that result in noise 
level increases in the range of 2 to 2.5 dB(A). However, these maximum noise level increases were 
determined using the PCE ratio values for a single sub-movement, and the PCE sum of all the sub- 
movements (for example right turn, through and left turn) on a given roadway segment would result in 
lower overall noise level increases than the values shown below. 


The PCE-based analysis found that noise levels would remain below the 3 dB(A) CEQR threshold for the 
evaluated travel-time periods within all Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) 13 traffic analysis areas and therefore 
no TNM analysis was found warranted to verify if a 3 dB(A) or greater increase in noise exposure would 
occur. The highest projected noise-level increase would occur during the midday time period in the Lower 
Manhattan Traffic Analysis Area (Appendix 12, “Noise,” Table 12-2) adjacent to Trinity Place and Edgar 
Street (Intersection #1), where a 2.5 dB(A) increase is projected to occur along the eastbound left-turn 
movement. Other locations yielding a noise-level increase between 2 dB(A) and 2.5 dB(A) would occur in 
the peak PM time period on the following roadway segments: 


e = The Long Island City Traffic Analysis Area (Appendix 12, “Noise,” Table 12-1) at Intersection #1a (Pulaski 
Bridge/11th Street and Jackson Avenue), at both the eastbound left-turn and through approaches, 
where 2.4 dB(A) and 2.1 dB(A) increases are projected, respectively. 
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e The Long Island City Traffic Analysis Area (Appendix 12, “Noise,” Table 12-1) at Intersection #7 (11th 
Street and Borden Avenue), at the southbound right-turn, though, and left-turn approaches, where 
2.3 dB(A), 2.2 dB(A), and 2.3 dB(A) increases are projected, respectively. 


e The Robert F. Kennedy Bridge Traffic Analysis Area (Appendix 12, “Noise,” Table 12-9) at Intersection 
#2 (East 125th Street and Second Avenue), at the southwest-bound left- and right-turn approaches, 
where 2.1 dB(A) increases are projected at each approach. 


The maximum approach noise-level changes in a given direction would be lower than the approach sub- 
movement values shown above, as these values would include the PCE values for all the movements in a 
given direction; therefore, these maximum noise-level increase estimates represent an overstatement of 
overall noise-level changes on a given roadway segment direction. 


In conclusion, local street PCE analysis findings indicate that the projected noise-level increases would be 
below the CEQR 3 dB(A) screening threshold necessary to warrant a more detailed analysis using the FHWA 
TNM and noise exposure levels with the Project would remain within their current CEQR exterior noise 
exposure categories. As a result, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in no noise effects within any of 
the communities evaluated. 


12.4 CONCLUSION 


A traffic noise assessment was completed in those communities identified by the Project traffic studies 
(Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections”) as areas where changes in traffic 
would likely contribute to changes in noise exposure. Potential noise-level changes resulting from the 
variations in traffic patterns due to the Project were determined using the passenger car equivalent (PCE) 
screening methodology outlined in Chapter 19 of the CEQR Technical Manual. CEQR defines a noise level 
increase of more than 3 dB(A) over comparable future no build (i.e., no action) conditions to result in an 
adverse impact. 


The PCE-based assessment was completed for Project peak AM, midday, PM, and late-night time periods 
at the following 13 traffic analysis areas: 


e = Long Island City 

e Lower Manhattan 

e Queens-Midtown Tunnel 

e Red Hook Brooklyn 

e Upper East Side 

e = Lincoln Tunnel 

e West Side Highway/Route 9A 
e Downtown Brooklyn 

e Robert F. Kennedy Bridge 

e Upper West Side 


e Little Dominican Republic 
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e Lower East Side 
e §=6Jersey City, New Jersey 


The PCE analysis found that projected noise-level changes on all roadways in the Project area would be 
below the 3 dB(A) CEQR impact threshold. Furthermore, because changes in noise levels of less than 
3 dB(A) are barely perceptible to the human ear, ambient noise levels with the Project would not be 
perceptibly different from those without the Project. 


Noise-level changes at approximately 90 percent of the evaluated roadways would range from -1 dB(A) to 
+1 dB(A), and less than 1 percent of the roadways evaluated would show an increase between 1 dB(A) and 
2 dB(A). Based on the conservative PCE analysis, the highest reported increase is projected to occur 
adjacent to the Queens Midtown Tunnel portal area with a 2.9 dB(A) increase during the late night hours 
with the nearest sensitive property located more than 100 feet away. The overall Project study area would 
result in a net decrease in traffic noise exposure along most local roadways evaluated. 


As aresult, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in no noise impacts within the evaluated traffic analysis 
areas (Table 12-5). 


Table 12-5. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Noise 


POTENTIAL 


SUMMARY OF ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND 
EFFECTS LOCATION EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 
The maximum noise level increases (2.9 dB(A)), 


Bridge:and which were predicted adjacent to the Queens- 
tunnel ; ; ; 
,; Midtown Tunnel in Tolling Scenario D, would not rreaere 
crossings ; = No mitigation 
Imperceptible be perceptible. needed. No 
increases or Tolling Scenario C was used to assess noise level ‘ 
fe ; adverse effects 
decreases in noise changes in Downtown Brooklyn, Tolling a “Beeroverall 
levels resulting Scenario D was used at all other locations 
; ; Project 
from changes in ioe ateeals assessed. The maximum predicted noise level enhancement 
traffic volumes increases (2.5 dB(A)), which were at Trinity Place clu 


and Edgar Street, would not be perceptible. There 
was no predicted increase in noise levels in the 
Downtown Brooklyn locations. 
Overall Project Enhancement. The Project Sponsors commit to ongoing monitoring and reporting of potential effects on the 
Project, including, for example, traffic entering the Manhattan CBD; taxi/FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD; transit ridership from 
providers across the region; bus speeds within the Manhattan CBD; air quality and emissions trends; parking; and Project 
revenue. Data will be collected in advance and after implementation of the Project. A formal report on the effects of the Project 
will be issued one year after implementation and then every two years. In addition, a reporting website will make data, analysis, 
and visualizations available in open data format to the greatest extent possible. Updates will be provided on at least a bi- 
annual basis as data becomes available and analysis is completed. 
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13.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes the effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Alternative on general ecology, wildlife 
resources, and water resources (collectively, natural resources), consistent with NYSDOT The 
Environmental Manual.* 


13.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Natural resources were evaluated within the local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment (local study area) as shown in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework,” Figure 3-2a 
through Figure 3-2g. Figures 13-1 through 13-3 show terrestrial natural resources and wetlands, 
floodplains, and the designated New York State Coastal Area within and near the local study area. The 
Project would be located within a highly urbanized environment that consists of buildings, paved surfaces, 
and transportation infrastructure with limited natural resources. 


13.2.1 Wetlands 


13.2.1.1 New York State Jurisdiction Wetlands 

The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) Environmental Resource 
Mapper,’ Freshwater Wetland maps for Manhattan do not show any freshwater wetlands or freshwater 
wetland adjacent areas (100-foot buffer) regulated by NYSDEC under Article 24 of the New York State 
Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) within the local study area. 


NYSDEC regulates portions of the shoreline of the Hudson River and East River under ECL Article 25 as 
littoral zone tidal wetlands® (Figure 13-1). NYSDEC also regulates activities within an adjacent area, 
potentially consisting of the area within 150 feet of a tidal wetland or up to the 10-foot above mean sea 
level elevation contour. The adjacent area does not extend landward past a stabilized shoreline structure 
present as of 1977. Because the shoreline in the local study area was stabilized before 1977, none of the 
local study area is regulated tidal wetlands adjacent area.* 


: NYSDOT. 2010. The Environmental Manual. https://www.dot.ny.gov/divisions/engineering/environmental-analysis/manuals- 
and-guidance/epm. 


7 https://gisservices.dec.ny.gov/gis/erm/. 


3 Lands under tidal waters extending seaward from shore to a depth of 6 feet at mean low water (and that are not identified 
in any other NYSDEC tidal wetland category). NYSDEC tidal wetland maps accessed from http://opdgig.dos.ny.gov/. 


4 Per 6 NYCRR Part 661.4, the regulated adjacent area ends at “the seaward edge of the closest lawfully and presently existing 
(i.e., as of August 20, 1977), functional and substantial fabricated structure (including, but not limited to, paved streets and 
highways, railroads, bulkheads and sea walls, and rip-rap walls) which lies generally parallel to said most tidal wetland 
landward boundary and which is a minimum of 100 feet in length as measured generally parallel to such most landward 
boundary, but not including individual buildings.” 
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Figure 13-1. National Wetlands Inventory and NYSDEC Mapped Wetlands and Existing Parkland 


CBD Tolling Zone (Excluding West Side New York State Department of Environmental 
al Highway/Route 9A and FDR Drive) Conservation Tidal Wetlands 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure YU’ Littoral Zone 
SS and Tolling System Equipment Z : ZA 
National Wetlands Inventory Wetlands 


(as Parsianig =a] Estuarine and Marine Deepwater (E1, M1) 
[| Freshwater Pond (PUB, PAB) 


| Riverine (R) 


Source: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, May 2021; NYSDEC, 2016. 
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13.2.1.2_ Federal Jurisdiction Wetlands 

The U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) National Wetlands Inventory (NWI) has mapped the Hudson 
River and East River adjacent to the local study area as subtidal estuarine wetlands with unconsolidated 
bottoms (E1UBL) (see Figure 13-1). Immediately north of the local study area, the Pond in Central Park is 
an NWI-mapped palustrine® wetland with an unconsolidated bottom that is diked and permanently 
flooded. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not involve any activities in the Hudson River, the East River, or 
the Pond in Central Park. 


13.2.2 Surface Waters and Navigable Waters 


The Hudson and East Rivers are Waters of the United States and navigable waters regulated by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), and are protected under Article 15 of the New York State ECL. The Pond 
in Central Park is protected under NYSDEC regulations (6 NYCRR Part 608). 


13.2.3. Wild, Scenic, and Recreational Rivers 


NYSDEC has no designated Study or Inventory State Wild, Scenic, or Recreational Rivers within or adjacent 
to the local study area. The local study area also does not include any rivers listed on the Nationwide Rivers 
Inventory List of National Wild and Scenic Rivers. 


13.2.4 Floodplains 


Figure 13-2 shows that portions of the local study area are within the 100-year floodplain (the area with a 
1 percent chance of flooding in any given year) and 500-year floodplain (0.2 percent chance of flooding in 
any given year) of the East River and Hudson River. 


13.2.5 Coastal Resources 


Portions of the local study area are within the designated New York State Coastal Area (Figure 13-3), and 
therefore, the Project is subject to a coastal zone policies consistency review. The local study area is not in 
or near any coastal erosion hazard areas regulated by the State of New York pursuant to 6 NYCRR Part 505 
and ECL Article 34. The local study area also does not include any areas regulated by the Coastal Barrier 
Resources Act or the Coastal Barrier Improvement Act. 


5 Palustrine wetlands are nontidal wetlands characterized by the presence of trees, shrubs, and emergent vegetation. 
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Source: Federal Emergency Management Agency, January 2015/New York State GIS Program Office. New York City 
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Figure 13-3. New York City Coastal Zone Boundary 
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Source: New York City Coastal Zone Boundary; New York City Department of City Planning, November 2018. 


August 2022 13-5 


Chapter 13, Natural Resources 


13.2.6 Groundwater Resources, Aquifers, and Reservoirs 


In the Manhattan CBD, groundwater is generally at least 10 feet below the surface. NYSDEC aquifer data 
files show that the local study area is not in an identified Primary Water Supply or Principal Aquifer Area. 
No Sole Source Aquifers regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency are present in the local 
study area. New York City receives its drinking water from a system of aqueducts and reservoirs north of 
the city boundaries. No municipal drinking water wells, wellhead influence zones, or drinking water 
reservoirs are in or near the local study area.® ” 


13.2.7. Stormwater Management 


In the Manhattan CBD, stormwater runoff generally flows into catch basins, and then into the city’s 
combined sewer system. The discharge of stormwater and sanitary waste differ during dry weather and 
storm events. The City of New York’s State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permits govern these 
discharges. The New York City Department of Environmental Protection regulates stormwater discharges 
from development lots to the city sewer system under Chapter 31 of Title 15 of the Rules of the City of New 
York. 


13.2.8 | General Ecology and Wildlife Resources 


The terrestrial ecological communities of the local study area are highly urbanized and can be considered 
“terrestrial cultural communities.”® ° These vegetated ecological communities provide limited ecological 
value. Adjacent to the local study area, terrestrial ecological communities and related natural resources are 
largely limited to parks (e.g., Central Park and East River Park). Given the limited habitat areas in the local 
study area, wildlife diversity and bird populations, in general, are low and limited to common native and 
nonnative species adapted to urban conditions. This may include migratory birds protected by the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act.?° 


NYSDEC. Area Hydrography mapping. http://gis.ny.gov/gisdata/metadata/alis.hydrography.areahydrography.xml#Top. 


https://www1.nyc.gov/site/dep/water/drinking-water.page. 

7 Edinger, G.J., D.J. Evans, S. Gebauer, T.G. Howard, D.M. Hunt, and A.M. Olivero (editors). 2014. Ecological Communities of 
New York State. Second Edition. A revised and expanded edition of Carol Reschke’s Ecological Communities of New York 
State. 1990. New York Natural Heritage Program, NYSDEC, Albany, NY. 

9° These communities are “created and maintained by human activities, or are modified by human influence to such a degree 

that the physical conformation of the substrate, or the biological composition of the resident community is substantially 

different from the character of the substrate or community as it existed prior to human influence.” Examples include 
flower/herb gardens, mowed lawn and mowed lawn with trees, mowed roadside/pathway, paved road/pathway, and urban 
vacant lot. 


10 The Migratory Bird Treaty Act makes it unlawful to pursue, hunt, take, capture, kill, or sell birds listed therein. The statute 
applies equally to both live and dead birds, and grants full protection to any bird parts, including feathers, eggs, and nests. 
The USFWS implements the Migratory Bird Treaty Act. 
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13.2.9 Endangered and Threatened Species 


According to USFWS’s Information, Planning, and Consultation database (reviewed on May 24, 2022; see 
Appendix 13A, “Natural Resources: Natural Resource Correspondence”), one species has the potential to 
occur within the local study area, the monarch butterfly. The monarch butterfly is listed as a candidate 
species, and it currently does not have any protection under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act (ESA). 


Based on a review of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration ESA Section 7 Mapper for the 
Greater Atlantic Region, ** several Federally listed marine species could occur in the East River and Hudson 
River adjacent to the local study area (see Appendix 13A). Additionally, the Hudson River has been identified 
as critical habitat for the New York Bight Distinct Population Segment of Atlantic sturgeon. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not involve any activities in the Hudson River or East River. 


Based on a review of the New York Natural Heritage Program database on May 24, 2022, four species listed 
by the State of New York as endangered or threatened could be present in the local study area: the 
peregrine falcon (New York State endangered); coastal plain blue-eyed grass (New York State endangered); 
little ladies’ tresses (New York State threatened); and red pigweed (New York State threatened), which was 
present in or near the local study area in the 1890s and could still be present today. 


e Peregrine falcons nest on rocky cliffs near river gorges but can also nest on man-made structures such 
as bridges and skyscrapers. Peregrine falcons generally mate for life and return to the same nest year 
after year. In New York, nesting season begins in late winter and ends when the birds migrate south in 
early autumn. In New York City, nest sites are located high above the ground on buildings and other 
structures such as bridges. With nests in urban areas with high levels of noise and human activity, 
peregrine falcons demonstrate a high tolerance of and exposure to disturbance and an ability to exploit 


resources in human-dominated landscapes.” # 


e Coastal plain blue-eyed grass is a perennial wildflower that grows in grasslands, meadows and fields, 
sandplains, and barrens.“ The only potential habitat within the local study area for this species is 


Central Park. 


e Little ladies’ tresses is a perennial wildflower that typically grows in dry fields and open woods.” The 
only potential habitat within the local study area for little ladies’ tresses is within Central Park. 


4 https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/new-england-mid-atlantic/consultations/section-7-species-critical-habitat-information- 


maps-greater. 

2 Cade, T.J, M. Martell, P. Redig, G. Septon, and H. Tordoff. 1996. Peregrine falcons in urban North America. In: D.M. Bird, D. 
Varland, and J. Negro (eds.) Raptors in human landscapes: adaptations to built and cultivated environments. Academic 
Press, San Diego, CA. 


13 White, Clayton M., Nancy J. Clum, Tom J. Cade and W. Grainger Hunt. 2002. Peregrine Falcon (Falco peregrinus), The Birds of 


North America Online (A. Poole, Ed.). Ithaca: Cornell Lab of Ornithology; 
http://bna.birds.cornell.edu/bna/species/660d0i:10.2173/bna.660. 

Massachusetts Division of Fisheries and Wildlife. 2015. Sandplain Blue-eyed Grass (Sisyrinchium fuscatum). Natural Heritage 
& Endangered Species Program. https://www.mass.gov/doc/sandplain-blue-eyed-grass/download. 


14 


15 Newcomb, L., Morrison, G., & Clement, R. C. 1977. Newcomb’s wildflower guide: An ingenious new key system for quick, 


positive field identification of the wildflowers, flowering shrubs and vines of Northeastern and North Central North America. 
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e Red pigweed occurs in coastal areas including interdunal swales, stony beaches, shorelines of coastal 
ponds and rivers, salt marshes, brackish soils, and waste places, which is a broadly encompassing term 
that includes, but is not limited to, abandoned lots, areas containing construction and demolition debris 
and other refuse, and areas containing contaminated soils. It has also been found in ship ballasts. The 
natural habitats in which red pigweed is expected to occur do not occur within the local study area. 
However, areas described as waste places (e.g., abandoned lots, dumping areas, contaminated sites) 
are present within the local study area. Therefore, red pigweed has the potential to occur within the 
local study area. 


13.2.10 Essential Fish Habitat 


The National Marine Fisheries Service Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) Mapper’® lists EFH for several species 
potentially present in the Hudson River and East River adjacent to the local study area. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not involve any activities in the Hudson River or East River. 


13.2.11 Critical Environmental Areas, Habitat Areas, Wildlife Refuges, and Wildfowl Refuges 


According to NYSDEC, the local study area does not have any Critical Environmental Areas or state forest 
preserve lands.*” *® The local study area also is not in or adjacent to any wildlife or waterfowl refuges. 


13.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


13.3.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not result in a vehicular tolling program and any associated tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment; therefore, it would not affect natural resources. 


13.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


For the most part, the CBD Tolling Alternative would have new tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment within the transportation right-of-way in developed areas of Manhattan where there are limited 
natural features. The new tolling system equipment would be on new or existing infrastructure or would 
consist of infrastructure comparable in form to existing streetlight poles, sign poles, and overhead sign 
structures on and adjacent to existing transportation infrastructure (e.g., roads, bridges, and sidewalks). 


16 National Marine Fisheries Service Essential Fish Habitat Mapper. https://www.fisheries.noaa.gov/resource/map/essential- 
fish-habitat-mapper. 


VW NYSDEC. Critical Environmental Areas. https://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6184.html. 

18 NYSDEC provides the following definition for state forest preserves: Protected by Article XIV of the New York State 
Constitution, the Forest Preserve is defined as public lands in the Adirondack and Catskill Parks within “forest preserve 
counties” as defined by the New York State Legislature. These lands are identified as [ECL 9-0101] “...lands owned or 
hereafter acquired by the state within the county of Clinton, except the towns of Altona and Dannemora, and the counties 
of Delaware, Essex, Franklin Fulton, Hamilton, Herkimer, Lewis, Oneida, Saratoga, Saint Lawrence, Warren, Washington, 
Greene, Ulster and Sullivan,...” https://www.dec.ny.gov/lands/7811.html. 
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Limited soil disturbance would occur during construction for excavation of foundations for new poles and 
associated utility connections. 


Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment is proposed at three locations just inside Central Park 
near Central Park South (59th Street) where streetlight poles currently exist along the existing park roadway 
system. Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed on the landside portions of 
bridges over the East River, but no in-water or over-water activities would occur. 


13.3.2.1 Wetlands 


New York State Jurisdiction Wetlands 


No NYSDEC-regulated freshwater wetlands or regulated freshwater wetland adjacent areas are within the 
local study area. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative is not subject to the requirements of ECL Article 24. 


Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed on the landside portions of bridges 
that cross the East River. No in-water or over-water activities would occur. Erosion and sediment control 
measures will be used during construction to protect catch basins, drainage channels, waterways, etc. No 
construction activities would occur within tidal wetlands or their regulated adjacent areas, and ground 
disturbance during construction would not affect regulated tidal wetlands. Therefore, New York State ECL 
Article 25 does not apply to the Project. 


Federal Jurisdiction Wetlands 


No tolling infrastructure or tolling system equipment would be installed in or over water, and no 
construction would occur in any Federally regulated wetlands. Erosion and sediment control measures 
implemented during construction will protect nearby water bodies from adverse effects related to debris 
and other materials. 


13.3.2.2 Surface Waters and Navigable Waters 

No in-water or over-water activities would occur as part of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment would be installed on the landside portions of bridges that cross the East 
River and on highways adjacent to the East and Hudson Rivers. The installation of tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment would not change the navigable channels of the East or Hudson Rivers, the 
navigable clearance of bridges for marine traffic, alter the volume or course of marine traffic, or affect the 
navigability of the East and Hudson Rivers in any other way. There would be no excavation in, or discharge 
of dredged or fill material into, surface waters. During construction, TBTA will provide erosion and sediment 
control measures to protect catch basins, drainage channels, waterways, etc. Therefore, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not affect the Hudson River or East River. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on replacement 
streetlight poles in Central Park. The closest such poles would be more than 125 feet away from the Pond 
in Central Park and would have no effect on the Pond in Central Park. 
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13.3.2.3 Floodplains 

Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on new or replacement poles, existing 
overhead sign structures, and existing pedestrian bridges that are within mapped floodplains of the Hudson 
River and East River. The floodplains within the local study area are affected by coastal rather than riverine 
flooding, and therefore, controlled by tidal conditions, occupation of the floodplain by larger or new poles 
for the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in increased flooding within or adjacent to the local study 
area. The new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be within and adjacent to the 
transportation right-of-way and would not impede emergency access or limit the efficacy of natural 
floodplains. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not affect floodplains. 


Because the sources of floodwaters in the local study area are tidal, there would be no loss of storage 
capacity or increase because of permanent structures associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative. The 
larger or new poles for the CBD Tolling Alternative would not constitute an encroachment, because it would 
not endanger citizens or workers, cause likely future damage, or notably affect natural or beneficial 
floodplain values. Therefore, with respect to the findings required by Executive Order 11988, “Floodplains 
Management”: 


e = =6Asignificant encroachment would not occur. 


e There would be no significant potential for interruption or termination of a transportation facility that 
is needed for emergency vehicles. 


e There would be no significant effects on natural beneficial floodplain values. 
The CBD Tolling Alternative would comply with Executive Order 11988. 


13.3.2.4 Coastal Resources 

Some of the new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be within the boundaries of the 
State of New York’s designated Coastal Area (see Figure 13-3). The Project Sponsors completed the New 
York State Coastal Assessment Form and the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency 
Assessment Form (see Appendix 13B, “Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments”). The 
forms certify that the CBD Tolling Alternative would be implemented consistent with applicable coastal 
policies. The Project Sponsors will seek concurrence on their coastal zone consistency finding from the New 
York State Department of State and the New York City Department of City Planning. 


13.3.2.5 Groundwater Resources, Aquifers, and Reservoirs 

The local study area is not in an identified Primary Water Supply or Principal Aquifer Area and does not 
have any Sole Source Aquifers. Depending on the type of pole or mounting structure and its configuration, 
the depth of excavation would range from approximately 2 to 12 feet. This excavation is unlikely to 
encounter groundwater, which is generally more than 10 feet below grade in the Manhattan CBD. 
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13.3.2.6 Stormwater Management 

Most of the construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative would occur on existing impervious surfaces and 
would not result in a disturbance of more than one contiguous acre of soil. If applicable, TBTA would require 
the contractor to obtain coverage under State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit (GP- 
0-20-001 or current version, if applicable) for construction. In accordance with the general permit, TBTA 
would require the contractor to develop a Stormwater Pollution Prevention Plan, which would describe the 
erosion and sediment control measures that would be implemented during construction. The CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in any permanent changes to the quantity of impervious surfaces in the local 


study area. 


13.3.2.7_ General Ecology and Wildlife Resources 

The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment for the CBD Tolling Alternative would be within and 
adjacent to existing transportation right-of-way that is highly disturbed and generally unlikely to provide 
habitat for wildlife. 


Trees 


Trees regulated by NYC Parks, which include trees in New York City parks and street trees in the public right- 
of-way, are present in the local study area. TBTA will undertake required tree protection measures. Tree 
work permits will be obtained as required.’ If trees must be removed or are damaged during construction, 
TBTA will follow NYC Parks specifications for all replacement trees, including the planting of new trees or 
restitution in the form of a monetary payment to the NYC Parks Tree Fund. 


Fish, Wildlife, and Waterfowl 


Wildlife in the local study area is accustomed to high levels of urban noise. As described in Chapter 12, 


“Noise,” the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in substantial changes to noise levels, and the effects 
on wildlife from noise increases would be negligible. 


To avoid adverse effects on migratory bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act, construction 
activities that require tree removal will be scheduled outside the early May through July primary bird 
breeding season to the extent practicable. Should construction activities require tree removal during April 
or August (i.e., the beginning and end of the breeding period), preconstruction activities will include 
coordination with FHWA with respect to conducting surveys of active nests. These surveys will be focused 
on the presence of active nests, eggs, or young in trees targeted for removal. FHWA will be informed of the 
results before any tree removal begins, and if active nests, eggs, or young are present, the tree will not be 
removed until after the nest is no longer in active use.° These surveys will be undertaken if habitat were 


19 NYC Parks: https://www.nycgovparks.org/trees/street-tree-planting/best-practices. 


20 The primary breeding period for most land bird species in New York State and those that breed in New York City specifically 
spans from approximately the beginning of April through the end of July. 
Sommers, L.A. 2008. “Appendix 2: Breeding season table,” pp. 635 to 641. The Second Atlas of Breeding Birds of New York 
State (K. McGowan and K. Corwin, eds.). Cornell University Press, Ithaca, NY. 
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likely to be disturbed. If active nests, eggs, or young are not present, TBTA will inform FHWA of the results 
before commencing any tree cutting. 


Fish and waterfowl would not be affected because the CBD Tolling Alternative would not involve in-water 
or over-water activities, and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would generally be 
constructed on and adjacent to transportation right-of-way at heights similar to other infrastructure in the 
right-of-way and below the heights that would impede migratory patterns.7? 


Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect fish, wildlife, and waterfowl. 


13.3.28 Endangered and Threatened Species 

The ESA does not apply to the CBD Tolling Alternative due to the absence of listed terrestrial species within 
New York County where the local study area is located; the absence of any in-water activities within the 
East River and Hudson River or any potential to affect Federally protected species within those waters; and 
the nature of the activity, which includes construction in disturbed, currently maintained transportation 
right-of-way and would not involve the removal of any pollinator habitat. The monarch butterfly is listed as 
a candidate species. Therefore, consultation or conference (formal or informal) with USFWS is not required. 
No effects to the monarch butterfly are anticipated. The CBD Tolling Alternative would meet the 
requirements of item 13 “Traffic Management Systems Maintenance (communications cable, hardware for 
intelligent transportation system, road weather information system, etc.)” on FHWA New York Division’s 
“Activity-Based No Effect List,” and no further review or consultation under Section 7 of the ESA is 


required.?2 


One New York State protected species, the peregrine falcon (listed as endangered in New York State), could 
be present in the local study area. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not disturb peregrine falcon nesting 
habitat, forage areas, or nests on bridges and buildings. No tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be mounted directly on the portions of buildings or bridges where peregrine falcons 
would have a greater potential to nest. At the start of construction, should it be determined that peregrine 
falcon nesting activities are observed on the signs and/or structural elements, NYSDEC will be consulted to 
confirm any measures necessary to avoid a take of peregrine falcon nests at that time. 


Because habitat for the New York State endangered coastal plain blue-eyed grass and little ladies’ tresses 
may be present in Central Park, a preconstruction survey will be conducted to determine their presence 
within specific areas of the park where construction would take place. Similarly, surveys for red pigweed 


21 |n the Northeast, birds migrate in the greatest volume between altitudes of 500 and 2,000 meters above sea level (La Sorte 
et al. 2015), and at a minimum altitude of approximately 150 meters above sea level (Horton et al. 2016). 
Horton, K.G., Van Doren, B.M., Stepanian, P.M., Farnsworth, A. and Kelly, J.F. 2016. “Where in the air? Aerial habitat use of 
nocturnally migrating birds.” Biology Letters 12(11):20160591. 
La Sorte, F.A., Hochachka, W.M., Farnsworth, A., Sheldon, D., Van Doren, B.M., Fink, D. and Kelling, S. 2015. “Seasonal 
changes in the altitudinal distribution of nocturnally migrating birds during autumn migration.” Royal Society Open Science 
2(12):150347. 

22 FHWA New York Division. Endangered Species Act, Section 7, Essential Fish Habitat, and Marine Mammal Protection Act: 
Process for Compliance and Consultation. June 2020. https://www.dot.ny.gov/divisions/engineering/environmental- 
analysis/manuals-and-guidance/epm/repository/4.4.9.3_ AppG_ FHWA ESA Section_7.pdf. 
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will occur in the local study area should habitat for this plant be present in the construction locations and 
if the habitat were likely to be disturbed. If any of these species are found during the surveys, then a 
protection plan will be developed in consultation with NYC Parks and NYSDEC. 


13.3.2.9 Essential Fish Habitat 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would not involve any activities in or over the waters of the East or Hudson 
Rivers nor any discharges to those rivers during construction. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
result in no effects on EFH. 


13.3.2.10 Invasive Species 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be constructed within and adjacent to transportation right-of-way in 
areas that are predominantly paved. Any soil disturbance would be limited to the removal of existing 
structures (e.g., foundations and poles) and replacement with new poles and limited construction for utility 
connections. Any fill used during construction would be clean. The CBD Tolling Alternative would involve 
limited disturbance to existing vegetation and would not introduce invasive plants. Therefore, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would comply with Executive Order 13112, “Invasive Species.” 


13.4 CONCLUSION 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would not involve the installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment within or over surface waters and wetlands; therefore, it would not affect these resources, 
including the navigability of the Hudson River and East River and coastal zone polices for the area. There 
would be tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within the designated floodplains, but the 
installation of this equipment would not alter flood conditions. 


Construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would unlikely encounter groundwater, as most of the 
construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative would occur on existing impervious surfaces and would not 
result in a disturbance of more than one contiguous acre of soil. If applicable, TBTA will require the 
contractor to obtain coverage under State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General Permit (GP-O- 
20-001 or current version, if applicable) for construction. 


Protected species have the potential to occur within the local study area. The CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not disturb peregrine falcon nesting habitat, forage areas, or nests on bridges and buildings. A 
preconstruction survey will be conducted to determine the presence of coastal plain blue-eyed grass, little 
ladies’ tresses, and red pigweed in specific areas where construction would occur; if habitat is identified, 
then a protection plan (e.g., relocation, propagation) will be developed in consultation with NYC Parks and 
NYSDEC. TBTA will undertake tree protection measures consistent with the requirements of and in 
consultation with NYC Parks. 


Table 13-1 summarizes the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on natural resources. Overall, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would be within and adjacent to existing transportation rights-of-way that are highly 
disturbed. With the implementation of measures to protect certain resources during construction, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect natural resources. 
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Table 13-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on Natural Resources 


POTENTIAL 


SUMMARY OF EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING ADVERSE 
EFFECTS SCENARIOS EFFECT MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 

Implement sediment and erosion control 
measures and any conditions contained in 
an approved Stormwater Pollution 
Discharge Elimination System Permit, If 
necessary 

= Consult with NYSDEC on any measures 
necessary to avoid a potential take of 
peregrine falcon nests. 

= Schedule construction activities that would 
require tree removal, if applicable, outside 
the primary bird breeding season 

= Undertake a preconstruction survey to 
determine if coastal plain blue-eyed grass, 
little ladies’ tresses, and red pigweed are 
present at construction locations and 
develop a protection plan if found 

= Undertake tree protection measures 

consistent with the requirements of and in 

consultation with NYC Parks 


No effects on surface 
waters, wetlands, or 
floodplains. Potential effects 
on stormwater and 
ecological resources during 
construction will be 
managed through 
construction commitments. 
The Project is consistent 
with coastal zone policies. 


Construction 
activities to install 
tolling infrastructure 
near natural 
resources 
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14. Asbestos-Containing Materials, Lead-Based Paint, 
Hazardous Wastes, and Contaminated Materials 


14.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter discusses the potential for construction activities associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative 
to encounter contaminants—such as suspect asbestos-containing materials (ACM), lead-based paint, 
subsurface (i.e., soil and groundwater) contamination, and other hazardous waste and contaminated 
materials—and describes the measures that would be implemented to address these materials during 
construction and avoid exposure to humans. 


14.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The potential to expose ACM, lead-based paint, hazardous wastes, and contaminated materials would 
occur during construction at locations where the Project Sponsors would install tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment. This tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed at 
approximately 120 locations in Manhattan, generally in the area south of 61st Street. A variety of 
infrastructure and equipment types would be used, depending on the location. Figures 32a through 32g in 
Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework,” illustrate the proposed locations for the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. In general, tolling infrastructure would involve replacing 
existing streetlight poles with new poles in the same location, adding new poles within the transportation 
right-of-way where none are present today, or modifying existing transportation infrastructure (including 
sign poles, overhead sign structures, and bridge superstructures) to accommodate new tolling system 
equipment. The locations of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment comprise the local 
study area for this assessment of ACM, lead-based paint, hazardous wastes, and contaminated materials. 


TBTA would require that the contractor test and dispose of all soils according to applicable Federal, state, 
and local waste management regulations, including Title 6 of the New York Codes, Rules, and Regulations 
(NYCRR). To date, the contractor has tested 35 anticipated tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment locations. This section describes the results of the testing to date. 


Soil waste classification testing was conducted between May 2020 and August 2021 by GTA Engineering 
Services, Inc. at locations where soil is to be disturbed/excavated as part of the Project’s construction. The 
analyses conducted were consistent with those required by the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) to evaluate soil quality for the management of environmental 
conditions during construction, including laboratory analysis for volatile organic compounds, semi-volatile 
organic compounds, pesticides, herbicides, polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs), and metals. Soil encountered 
during the testing comprised fill materials—which are the byproduct of the reworking of soil during 
construction or the filling of shoreline to increase Manhattan’s land mass—was often imported to the area 
to raise the grade. Such materials can include wastes and byproducts (such as coal ash), which can contain 
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contaminants (such as lead and arsenic) at higher concentrations than found naturally, and organic 
compounds (such as polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons [PAHs]), which are byproducts of combustion. 


Results of the analysis generally showed levels of organic compounds and metals well below NYSDEC Part 
375 Unrestricted Use Soil Cleanup Objectives or laboratory minimum detection limits. Samples from 
approximately 30 percent of the locations detected marginally more elevated levels of organic compounds 
and metals; however, the specific compounds (PAHs and metals) were detected at levels consistent with 
the presence of urban fill and within applicable NYSDEC Part 375 Restricted Residential Use Soil Cleanup 
Objectives. Concentrations of mercury detected at two locations were more elevated but were nonetheless 
at levels typically found in urban fill throughout New York City. Analysis of the samples via the Resource 
Conservation and Recovery Act Toxicity Characteristic Leaching Procedure did not detect hazardous levels 
of contaminants, including at locations with identified elevated mercury concentrations. Based on the 
history of the area, the known history of filling, and the levels and distribution of contaminants detected 
by the waste classification testing, identified conditions demonstrate the presence of the urban fill and not 
a release or spill. 


It is also possible for soil and groundwater to become contaminated by migration of contaminants from 
nearby activities, such as a current or previous gasoline service station. Such contamination, which is 
generally highly localized and typically found at or below the water table (which is generally deeper than 
10 feet below surface grade in Manhattan), would not likely be encountered during the shallow disturbance 
associated with construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Nor was such contamination identified by any 
of the waste classification testing conducted by GTA Engineering, Inc. 


14.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


14.3.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program. The No Action Alternative 
would not involve any ground disturbance, removal, or alteration of existing structures, or change in the 
production or transport of hazardous wastes or contaminated materials. Therefore, the No Action 
Alternative would not result in any effects from exposure to or removal of hazardous wastes or the 
production or removal of contaminated materials. 


14.3.2. CBD Tolling Alternative 


Construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in soil disturbance and the potential alteration, 
removal, or disturbance of existing roadway infrastructure and utilities that could contain ACM, lead-based 
paint, or PCBs. Therefore, its construction could encounter and disturb ACM, lead-based paint, PCBs, 
hazardous wastes, or contaminated materials. Construction will also require the management of the urban 
fill identified by the waste classification testing. 
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Tolling system equipment would be mounted on existing infrastructure, which could require minor 
alterations to support the new equipment, or tolling system equipment would be on new or replacement 
infrastructure, such as new streetlight poles. The installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would require subsurface utility connections. Depending on the pole type and configuration, 
excavation areas would range from approximately 11 to approximately 80 square feet, and the depth of 
excavation would range from approximately 2 to approximately 12 feet below grade. Although not 
anticipated, if excavation below the water table is necessary, it would be done in accordance with New 
York City Department of Environmental Protection and NYSDEC requirements. The volume of excavated 
material at any location would be up to approximately 15 cubic yards. Additional trenching (approximately 
2 feet below grade) could be required for utility connections. 


Construction would involve subsurface disturbance of soil and fill that could contain heavy metals (e.g., 
lead and arsenic) and/or organic contaminants (e.g., PAHs) at concentrations higher than natural 
background levels. It is possible that other types of contamination from historic releases could be present 
at some locations; however, no such conditions were identified by GTA Engineering, Inc.’s soil testing. 


Construction activities associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative are common and routinely occur in the 
local study area. Established regulatory programs mandate specific control measures for disturbance of 
these types of materials. Through its contract documents, TBTA will require the contractor to implement 
the following plans and adhere to specific protocols developed to be consistent with Federal, State of New 
York, and City of New York regulations and requirements: + 


e Prepare and implement a Waste Handling Plan describing procedures to comply with regulations and 
best management practices for identifying, collecting, handling, storing, and disposing of solid waste 


generated during construction. 


e Prepare and implement a Construction Health and Safety Plan that would identify potential hazards 
that could be encountered during construction and specify measures to ensure that subsurface 
disturbance is performed in a manner that protects workers, the community, and the environment. 


e Employ best management practices and comply with Federal and state requirements if petroleum 
storage tanks or contamination be encountered, including for release reporting to NYSDEC (17 NYCRR 
Parts 32.3 and 32.4). 


e For disturbed areas and stockpiled materials (e.g., excavated soil, construction fill, building debris) that 
have not been restored and would not be disturbed for a period of 21 days, stabilize these areas within 
14 days of initial disturbance by use of mulching, seeding, geotextile fabric, or other approved methods; 
securely cover stockpiles at the end of each workday. 


1 TBTA would require its contractor to comply with all applicable Federal, State of New York, and local laws, codes, rules, and 
regulations, including, but not limited to, the regulations of the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Occupational Safety 
and Health Administration, NYSDEC, New York State Department of Health, New York State Department of Labor, and the 
New York City Department of Environmental Protection. 
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e Dispose of waste and demolition and excavation material at an approved site in accordance with 
Federal, state, and local laws and regulations. 


e Upon completion of construction, restore the ground surface to its preconstruction condition; if 
uncapped soils would remain exposed, conduct testing to ensure soils are clean and there is no risk of 
human exposure to hazardous wastes or contaminated materials. 


e If necessary, the importation of certified clean fill would be conducted to replace surficial urban fill 
where a solid cap (i.e., asphalt, concrete, etc.) is not currently present or would not be restored. 


e Employ the following measures to minimize fugitive dust emissions from construction activities: cover 
disturbed soil and stockpiled materials or treat these materials with dust suppressors; use dust-tight 
protective shields; use vacuuming, wet mopping, wet sweeping, or wet power brooming in lieu of dry 
power brooming or air blowing; use only wet cutting of stone, concrete, and/or asphalt; inspect 
vehicles for dirt prior to their leaving the work site and remove dirt, soils, or rubble likely to be dislodged 
during transit; comply with local requirements for covering trucks and other equipment used to 
transport soils and other construction materials. 


e Prepare an Emergency Response Plan and Contingency Plan detailing procedures to follow in the event 
of an accident, emergency situation, or release or spill of hazardous wastes during construction. 


e Sample any paint that would be removed for lead and other heavy metals or presume that the paint is 
lead-based paint; remove lead-based paint in accordance with the Occupational Safety and Health 
Administration Standard 1926.62 (Lead) and perform lead abatement and disposal in accordance with 
safety and health codes and Federal and state regulations. 


e Perform an asbestos survey of any suspect ACM that may be disturbed by construction, and if such 
materials are present and would be disturbed, perform asbestos abatement and disposal in accordance 
with state and Federal regulations. 


With these measures in place, construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse 
effects associated with hazardous waste and contaminated materials. Once operational, there would be no 
human exposure pathways to any residual hazardous materials, so operation of the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would also not result in effects related to contaminated or hazardous materials. 


14.4 CONCLUSION 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would involve replacing existing or installing new infrastructure to support 
tolling system equipment, including the excavation of subsurface soil. GTA Engineering Services, Inc. 
conducted soil testing to identify the potential contamination in subsurface soil based on the known history 
of development of the Project area (including manufacturing and industrial facilities), which also involved 
extensive landfilling and regrading resulting in the formation of non-native urban fill with a wide range of 
potential contaminants. Soil testing found that contaminated soils could be disturbed by the Project’s 
construction, although the soil characteristics were typical of urban fill in the Manhattan CBD. 
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The Project Sponsors have developed measures to anticipate and address potential contaminants that are 
typical in urban settings. TBTA will ensure that these measures are implemented during construction of the 
CBD Tolling Alternative, which would avoid or minimize any potential adverse effects resulting from 
potential exposure. Table 14-1 summarizes the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative and 
commitments to mitigate the effects. 


Table 14-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative Related to Asbestos-Containing 
Materials, Lead-Based Paint, Hazardous Waste, and Contaminated Materials 


POTENTIAL 
SUMMARY OF ADVERSE MITIGATION AND 
EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 


Refer to Section 14.3.2 for a 


Potential for Soil disturbance during construction and the potential : 

: : : - list of commitments that the 
disturbance of alteration, removal, or disturbance of existing roadway 

nee ap Project Sponsors will 
existing contaminated | infrastructure and utilities that could contain ACM, lead- 
; undertake to address ACM, 
or hazardous based paint, or other hazardous substances. Potential ; 
: : ; : lead-based paint, hazardous 

materials during effects will be managed through construction 


waste, and contaminated 


construction commitments. : 
materials. 
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15.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter describes the potential construction effects related to implementing the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 


15.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


The locations where construction of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would occur are 
predominantly transportation rights-of-way, including roads, bridges, tunnel entrances and exits, and 
sidewalks. Limited work would also be required at sites along roadways in and along the edges of Central 
Park and on the structure of the High Line. 


15.3 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


15.3.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program and would not involve any 
construction activities. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would have no construction-related effects. 


15.3.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


Construction activities for the CBD Tolling Alternative would involve reusing or replacing existing traffic and 
tolling infrastructure to install tolling system equipment along transportation rights-of-way within and near 
the Manhattan CBD. The overall duration of construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative is expected to be 
less than one year. At each location, the total construction duration would generally be approximately one 
to two weeks, although inclement weather or other unforeseen conditions could extend the duration of 
construction at individual locations. Concurrent construction at multiple sites would likely occur to allow 


efficient construction management. 


Construction activities would be typical of those required for the installation of streetlight poles and tolling 
infrastructure throughout the city. At most locations, the CBD Tolling Alternative would require the 
replacement of existing poles or installation of new poles. Construction activities would include excavating 
and constructing the foundation(s), placing the new support poles or structures, attaching the tolling 
system equipment, and restoring the roadway, sidewalk, or ground surface. Depending on the type of pole 
or mounting structure and its configuration, excavation areas would range from 11 square feet to 
approximately 80 square feet, and the depth of excavation would range from 2 feet to approximately 12 
feet below grade. The volume of excavated material at any location would be up to approximately 15 cubic 
yards. At locations where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment are installed, additional 
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trenching, approximately 2 feet below grade, could be required for utility and communications 
connections. At those locations where new connections are needed, trenches would be dug from each pole 
to the nearest utility access point and conduits would be laid in the trenches. Once the new connections 
are installed, trenches would be covered and returned to their original condition. 


Although not anticipated, if excavation below the water table is necessary, it would be done in accordance 
with New York City Department of Environmental Protection (NYCDEP) and New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) requirements. 


Construction activities would include the use of mini excavators, skid steer loaders, small foundation drilling 
equipment, pavement saws, bucket trucks, boom trucks, truck-mounted equipment for placing new 
infrastructure, concrete deliveries, dump trucks for the removal and delivery of soil and materials, and 
flatbed trucks to deliver equipment and materials. Hand-held equipment would be used to excavate and 
construct the foundations and to repair the roadway and/or sidewalk surface at the conclusion of 
construction. Approximately four to six construction workers and two to three trucks would be present for 
the entirety of the workday at each construction site, and additional individuals would be present 


throughout the workday to deliver materials or supervise and inspect work. 


Temporary lane closures would be needed to accommodate construction work at most locations. Most 
construction work would occur during the weekday, during daytime hours, unless the localized short-term 
lane closures required would result in substantial disruptions to traffic. For operations that require access 
across a larger portion of the roadway, and/or where daytime lane closures are not practical because of 
traffic concerns, construction would occur at night (10 p.m. to 5 a.m.). The contractor would coordinate 
construction work with the NYCDOT Office of Construction Management Coordination for work on city 
streets and the Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridges and in accordance 
with a Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plan. The Project Soonsors would coordinate with the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey for work near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels, as necessary. 
Coordination with NYSDOT and NYC Parks would occur for any work within or near their facilities. 


Construction activities for the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in the following temporary effects on 
the built and natural environment: 


e Regional Traffic: There would be approximately one to two weeks of traffic disruption at any individual 
location over the less than one year duration of construction. Any temporary changes in traffic 
operations would not have the potential to change regional travel patterns. 


e Highways, Local Traffic, and Parking: The duration of lane closures at any individual location would be 
approximately one to two weeks. Individual lane closures could last from several hours up to several 
days. No streets would be fully closed to traffic, except when staging or lifting operations may require 
a short-period closure (up to several hours) for the safety of construction workers and the traveling 
public. TBTA, acting on behalf of the Project Sponsors, and the contractor would coordinate on the 
scheduling of construction activities to minimize neighborhood disruptions to the extent practicable. 
As specified in the contract, the contractor would support communication strategies by TBTA that seek 
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to inform the affected public about roadway closures, commuter alternatives, and any potential effects 
on traffic during construction. 


e Transit: Construction would occur on streets and sidewalks with bus routes and bus stops, within a 
block of the Roosevelt Island Tramway station at Second Avenue and East 60th Street, and near some 
subway station entrances. If a bus stop must be temporarily relocated to install tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment, TBTA would coordinate with NYCDOT and New York City Transit (NYCT) 
to temporarily relocate the stop to a nearby location. TBTA would ensure that construction of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not affect access to the Roosevelt Island Tramway station or subway station 
entrances. 


e Pedestrians and Bicycles: Individual sidewalk and bicycle lane closures could last from several hours up 
to multiple days during the approximately one- to two-week construction period. Sidewalks would only 
be closed for pedestrians potentially to accommodate staging or lifting operations for a short period 
(up to several hours) for the safety of construction workers and the traveling public. TBTA would 
implement temporary pedestrian and bicycle detours if necessary for public safety, to protected 
sections of the adjacent travel lane or to the opposite side of the street. To the extent practical, TBTA 
and the contractor would avoid restricting access to bicycle docking stations. Construction activities 
within and adjacent to transportation rights-of-way would be subject to approval by the applicable 
transportation agency. 


e Social and Economic Conditions: Construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in limited and 
temporary disturbances and inconveniences, of short duration, to residents, workers, visitors, and 
businesses in areas where construction work is taking place, and would not result in any lasting adverse 
effects to social and economic conditions. TBTA will ensure that the contractor maintains access to 
businesses and residences along affected roadways during construction. 


e Parks and Recreational Resources: Construction would take place adjacent to some New York City 
parks, but would not affect access to those parks. It would also occur within Central Park where park 
roadways approach Central Park South (59th Street) and along the sidewalks abutting the park on Fifth 
Avenue and Central Park West. In Central Park, trenches would be dug for utility connections, and the 
surface would be restored to its original condition. The CBD Tolling Alternative would attach tolling 
equipment to the underside of the High Line. Park users would be able to use these parks throughout 
construction, and construction would not result in any lasting impairment of the enjoyment of these 
publicly accessible open spaces. Construction may be required within 50 feet of NYC Parks-regulated 
trees, which include street trees and trees in city parks. TBTA will avoid effects to regulated trees to 
the extent feasible. If construction activities could affect a regulated tree, the work would comply with 
the measures set on the following pages. 


e Historic and Cultural Resources: Construction would occur in streets and sidewalks adjacent to historic 
properties (see Appendix 8, Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation, for a 
list of historic properties that would be close to construction sites. There would be no adverse effects 
on historic properties. As described in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” the proposed areas 
for excavation have already been heavily disturbed, and it is unlikely that any archaeological resources 
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would be encountered. See the preceding bullet for construction activities within and adjacent to 
Central Park and the High Line, which are listed or eligible for listing on the State and National Registers 
of Historic Places. 


e Visual Resources: Construction vehicles and equipment would install tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment, and signage, cones, and Jersey barriers would direct vehicle and pedestrian traffic 
around construction zones. While the equipment and detours could temporarily impair views for some 
viewer groups, construction would be of short duration and would not have any lasting adverse effects 
on visual resources. 


e Air Quality: Use of diesel-fuel-powered construction equipment and generators would produce 
pollutant emissions. Excavation to install new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would 
also expose soils beneath streets and sidewalks, which could result in airborne dust. The brief duration 
and limited nature of construction at each construction site would limit emissions. TBTA will ensure the 
contractor employs measures to limit and avoid adverse effects on air quality. 


e Noise: Jackhammers, pavement breakers, backhoes, compressors, generators, trucks, and other 
equipment would generate noise. The use of this equipment would last from a few minutes on one day 
up to a few hours on multiple days during the approximately one- to two-week construction period at 
each location. Jackhammers and pavement breakers generate the highest noise levels of the 
anticipated construction equipment, with a sound level of 85 to 89 decibels at 50 feet from the source. 
The changes in noise associated with certain construction equipment would be perceptible to people 
near the construction zones. TBTA will ensure that the contractor complies with the New York City 
Noise Code and other measures to minimize the effects of construction noise.* 


e Natural Resources: As described in Chapter 13, “Natural Resources,” there are limited natural features 
where new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed. The endangered 
coastal plain blue-eyed grass and New York State’s threatened red pigweed and little ladies’ tresses 


may be present in areas where construction would occur, and their presence will be confirmed prior 
to construction. Peregrine falcons nest on bridges within New York City, but construction activities 
associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative are unlikely to affect them. Use of sediment control 
measures and tree protection measures will limit potential adverse effects on natural resources. 
Overall, the potential to disturb natural resources during construction would be minimal. 


e Asbestos-Containing Materials, Lead-Based Paint, Hazardous Wastes, and Contaminated Materials: 
Construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in soil disturbance and the potential alteration 
or removal of existing structures (e.g., streetlight poles) that may contain asbestos or lead-based paint. 
TBTA will ensure that the contractor manages hazardous wastes and contaminated materials according 
to established practices, described in Chapter 14, “Asbestos-Containing Materials, Lead-Based Paint, 
Hazardous Wastes, and Contaminated Materials.” 


t Local Laws of the City of New York, Local Law 113 of 2005. 
https://www11.nyc.gov/assets/dep/downloads/pdf/air/noise/noise-code-full-version.pdf. 
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TBTA, acting on behalf of the Project Sponsors, will ensure that the contractor complies with measures to 
avoid and minimize construction effects set forth below and in Chapter 14, “Asbestos-Containing Materials, 
Lead-Based Paint, Hazardous Wastes, and Contaminated Materials.” 


e Develop a Maintenance and Protection of Traffic Plan for all work in public streets and sidewalks; 
coordinate with NYCDOT’s Office of Construction Management Coordination for any proposed detours 
and coordinate with NYCDOT’s Bike Unit and Pedestrian Unit for any bicycle lane detours, effects on 
bicycle docking stations, and/or pedestrian detours; and coordinate with NYCT for any potential 
temporary changes in bus stops. 


e Avoid interference with existing utilities to the extent practicable. Where the Project’s construction 
could conflict with existing utilities, coordinate with the utility owner and protect in place or relocate 
existing utilities per utility owner requirements. 


e Comply with the Diesel Emissions Reduction Act of 2006, including best available retrofit technology or 
ultra-low sulfur diesel fuel for construction vehicles. 


e Comply with the New York City Noise Code and apply best practices such as using manufacturer's noise 
reduction devices on construction equipment, operating construction devices at lower engine speeds, 
wrapping loud equipment in noise-insulating material, using quieter backup alarms, and training 
construction workers in quieter work methods; prepare and implement a Construction Noise 
Mitigation Plan, which would include a Construction Noise Monitoring Plan, noise control measures 
used to reduce or eliminate noise effects, and mitigation techniques to be used during construction. 


e Acquire tree work permits whenever construction would occur within 50 feet of a NYC Parks-regulated 
tree, including street trees and trees in city parks; should trees be damaged during construction, plant 
new trees or provide restitution in the form of a monetary payment to the NYC Parks Tree Fund; follow 
NYC Parks specifications for new trees. 


e Schedule construction activities that could require tree removal outside the primary bird breeding 
season of early May through July, to the extent practicable; should construction activities require tree 
removal during April or August (i.e., the beginning and end of the bird breeding season), the Project 
Sponsors would coordination with FHWA with respect to surveys of active nests. 


e Undertake a survey to determine if coastal plain blue-eyed grass, little ladies’ tresses, and red pigweed 
are present at construction locations within the Manhattan CBD. If species are found, then develop a 
protection plan in consultation with NYC Parks and NYSDEC. 


e If applicable, obtain coverage under the New York State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System General 
Permit for Stormwater Discharges from Construction Activities (GP-O-20-001 or current version, if 
applicable). In accordance with the general permit, develop and implement a Stormwater Pollution 
Prevention Plan. 


e Provide erosion and sediment control measures to protect catch basins, drainage channels, and 


waterways; prevent debris or other materials from entering drainage systems, per site-specific soil 


erosion and sediment control countermeasures. 
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e Implement communications strategies to inform the public about lane closures, commuter 
alternatives, and any potential temporary impacts on traffic during construction; develop a 
communications plan with strategies for outreach during construction. 


15.4 CONCLUSION 


Construction associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would be typical of street construction that occurs 
regularly within the Manhattan CBD. Construction would result in temporary disruptions to traffic and 
pedestrian patterns and temporary noise disruption at nearby land uses such as residences and businesses. 
The Project Sponsors will require the contractor to develop and comply with plans and procedures to 
minimize construction effects. With these measures and because of the brief timeframe, low intensity, and 
limited scope of construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative, adverse construction effects would not occur. 


Table 15-1 summarizes the construction effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative and commitments to 
minimize or mitigate the effects. 


Table 15-1. Summary of Construction Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative 


POTENTIAL 


SUMMARY OF ADVERSE MITIGATION AND 
EFFECTS EFFECT FOR ALL TOLLING SCENARIOS EFFECT ENHANCEMENTS 

Temporary disruptions to traffic and pedestrian patterns, Refer to Section 15.3.2 for 

and noise from construction activities, with a duration of a listing of construction 

less than one year overall, and approximately two weeks commitments to avoid, 

at any given location. These effects will be managed minimize, or mitigate 

through construction commitments. potential negative effects. 


Potential disruption 
related to construction 
for installation of 
tolling infrastructure 


No 
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16.1 INTRODUCTION 


The Council on Environmental Quality’s regulations implementing NEPA require Federal agencies to 
consider the reasonably foreseeable effects of a proposed action before a project can be approved. This 
chapter summarizes the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative as discussed 
in the previous chapters of this Environmental Assessment (EA). It also summarizes the effects of the tolling 
scenarios and additional sensitivity analyses for the CBD Tolling Alternative, and it describes the results for 
a scenario that incorporates the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) East Side Access Project into the background 
condition and presents the cumulative effects of East Side Access and the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


16.2 SUMMARY OF DIRECT AND REASONABLY FORESEEABLE EFFECTS IDENTIFIED IN THIS EA 


Chapters 4 through 15 of this EA present the direct, indirect, and cumulative effects of the Project. 
Table 16-1 summarizes these effects and measures to avoid or minimize potential adverse effects. 


16.2.1 Direct Effects 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would change travel patterns in the regional study area and the Manhattan 
CBD, resulting in an overall reduction in trips in the regional study area and the Manhattan CBD. The CBD 
Tolling Alternative could cause localized increases in traffic on highway segments and at local intersections 
because some drivers would alter their trip or divert around the Manhattan CBD to avoid the toll. The 
Project Sponsors will conduct a monitoring program and implement mitigation measures to alleviate 
adverse effects on traffic operations. Changes in travel patterns associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not result in any potential adverse effects on air quality or noise. 


As described in other chapters of this EA, the new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would 
be similar in form to streetlight poles and signs already present, and in many locations would replace 
existing infrastructure in the same location. As such, the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect nearby parks, historic properties, 
natural resources, visual character, or neighborhood character where they are installed. Construction 
activities for the CBD Tolling Alternative would involve installing tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment along transportation rights-of-way within and near the Manhattan CBD. This would be similar 
to typical construction activities for the installation of new traffic lights or streetlights typically used 
throughout the city. 


Where the CBD Tolling Alternative would require new poles or mounting structures, construction activities 


would include the following: 
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e Excavating and constructing the foundation(s) 
e Placing the new support poles or structures 
e Attaching the tolling system equipment and making utility connections 


e Restoring the roadway and/or sidewalk surface 


The overall duration of construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative would be approximately one year or 
less, and at each location, the total construction duration would be approximately two weeks. While 
construction activities could result in temporary effects in the neighborhoods where construction would 
occur due to sidewalk or traffic-lane closures and noise generated by construction equipment, TBTA would 
require the contractor to implement protocols and plans to minimize construction disruptions to the extent 
feasible and practical. Overall, based on the short duration and limited magnitude of work, construction 
activities would not have adverse effects in the neighborhoods where construction would occur. 


16.2.2 Indirect Effects 


Chapters 4 through 15 of this EA describe the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on the New 
York City metropolitan region, using a regional study area consisting of 28 counties. This EA examines 
effects of the Project in 2023, when the CBD Tolling Alternative would become operational, and in 2045, to 
identify any lasting effects of the Project. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would not create or extend the transportation network in a manner that would 
lead to long term induced growth in the region. As shown in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” the Project would result in congestion relief within the Manhattan 
CBD through the reduction of vehicle trips and overall VMT. In the 2045 analysis year, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would reduce vehicle trips entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD by a range of 13 percent 
(Tolling Scenario A) to 18 percent (Tolling Scenario E). This would result in a reduction in the regional VMT 
ranging from 0.2 percent (Tolling Scenario A) to 0.5 percent (Tolling Scenario E). These reductions in VMT 
would occur throughout the region, with the greatest percentage change in the Manhattan CBD and less 
change in the counties on Long Island, north of New York City, New Jersey, and Connecticut. 


These changes would support the regional economy by enhancing regional mobility but would not be of a 
magnitude that would induce growth or larger changes. Generally, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
decrease volumes on area highways and roadways to, from, and within the Manhattan CBD, resulting in 
less congestion and improved travel speeds and travel times for motorists who continue to use these roads, 
except for a limited number of locations where traffic volumes would increase as drivers adjust their routes 
to avoid the Manhattan CBD. In tolling scenarios with crossing credits that make the tolls similar among 
currently tolled bridges and tunnels and untolled bridges, people may alter their current routes to shorter 
or more direct routes since they would no longer take certain routes to avoid a toll. In local neighborhoods 
where traffic increases would occur, the changes in traffic volumes and patterns would not change 
community character or land uses in the nearby area (refer to Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: 
Neighborhood Character”). 
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Table 16-1. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative with Tolling Scenarios Detail 


EA CHAPTER / TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION spt SL ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY - , = = z EFFECT 
- 
~ 
12571-12883 -17,408 | -24017 | «--27,471.—«-24,433«-14,578 


. as fe ee) cere a rk aos er No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 
55%) | (59%) | (-63%) | (-68%) | (-79%) | (81%) | (-21%) : 


% Increase or decrease 
in daily vehicles entering 
the Manhattan CBD 
relative to No Action 
Alternative 


% Increase or decrease 
in worker auto journeys 
to Manhattan CBD 
relative to No Action 
Auto Journeys to Manhattan CBD elemalve 
Manhattan CBD he hte peated Absolute increase or 
Decreases in daily vehicle trips to Manhattan decrease in daily worker 
CBD overall auto trips to Manhattan 
Some diversions to different crossings to CBD relative to No Action 
Manhattan CBD or around the Manhattan CBD Alternative 


Crossing locations to 
Manhattan CBD 


Vehicle Volumes No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


EXENERES : 


altogether, depending on tolling scenario. As Increase or decrease in 
4A - traffic, including truck trips, increase on some daily truck trips through 
Transportation: Truck Trips Through | circumferential highways, simultaneously there is Manhattan CBD Manhattan CBD (without 
Regional Manhattan CBD a reduction in traffic on other highway segments origin or destination in 
Transportation to the CBD. the CBD) relative to No 
Effects and Diversions would increase or decrease traffic Action Alternative 
Modeling volumes at local intersections near the Manhattan 


CBD crossings. No mitigation needed. No adverse 


Transit Journeys effects 


Overall decrease in vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) 
in the Manhattan CBD and region overall in all 
tolling scenarios and some shift from vehicle to 
transit mode. 


% Increase or decrease 
in daily Manhattan CBD- 
Manhattan CBD related transit journeys +1 to +3% 
relative to No Action 
Alternative 


Manhattan CBD 
NYC (non-Manhattan CBD) 
New York north of NYC % Increase or decrease -1% to 0% 
Traffic Results in daily VMT relative to 
Long Island No Action Alternative Less than (+) 0.2% change 


-9% to -7% 


-1 to 0% 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 
in Manhattan CBD, New York City (non- 
CBD), north of New York City, and 
Connecticut; although there would be VMT 
increases in Long Island and New Jersey, 
the effects would not be adverse. 


Less than (+) 0.2% change 


Less than (+) 0.2% change 
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EA CHAPTER / DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 
will implement a monitoring plan prior to 
implementation with post-implementation 
data collected approximately three months 
after the start of operations and including 
thresholds for effects; if the thresholds are 
reached or crossed, the Project Sponsors 
Highway segments with will implement Transportation Demand 
increased delays and 9 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D), as Management (TDM) measures, such as 
queues in peak hours well as Tolling Scenarios E and F Yes ramp metering, motorist information, 

that would result in signage at all identified highway locations 
adverse effects with adverse effects upon implementation 
of the Project. 


The introduction of the CBD Tolling Program may 
produce increased congestion on highway 
segments approaching on circumferential 
roadways used to avoid Manhattan CBD tolls, 
resulting in increased delays and queues in 
midday and PM peak hours on certain segments 
in some tolling scenarios: 

Westbound Long Island Expressway (1-495) 

near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel (midday) ea ay segmens 

Approaches to westbound George 

Washington Bridge on I-95 (midday) 

Southbound and northbound FDR Drive 

between East 10th Street and Brooklyn Bridge 


10 highway segments (AM) 0 out of 10 highway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D) 


Traffic - Highway 
Segments 


4B - (PM) ; einen r . orca ings 7 Post-implementation, the Project Sponsors 
a out 0 ighway corridors in the analyzed tolling scenario (Tolling Scenario D), as 

Transportation: Other locations will see an associated 10 highway segments (PM) wall a3 Tolling Sadie E and : vas ) da Rodrik estates 

Highways and decrease in congestion particularly on routes y g 


exemptions, and/or discounts to reduce 
adverse effects. 


Local Intersections approaching the Manhattan CBD 


Shifts in traffic patterns, with increases in traffic at | 363 locations (All day) 
some locations and decreases at other locations, | 492 |ocations (AM) 
would change conditions at some local 
intersections within and near the Manhattan CBD. - : : adverse effects were identified and 
Of the 102 intersections analyzed, most 102 locations (PM) ot inate Venice Inte implement appropriate signal timing 


intersections would see reductions in delay. 57 locations (overnight) peas lous. | 5 | adjustments to mitigate the effect, per 


Yes 
Potential adverse effects on four local ae . 7 NYCDOT’s normal practice. 
intersections in Manhattan: Trinity Place and ocations with potentia 
Edgar Street (midday); East 36th Street and # locations adverse effects that 4 4 4 Enhancement 
Second Avenue (midday); East 37th Street and would be addressed with Refer to the overall enhancement on 
Third Avenue (midday); East 125th Street and signal timing adjustments monitoring at the end of this table. 


Second Avenue (AM, PM) 
New York City Transit 
PATH 


1.5% to 2.1% 
0.8% to 2.0% 
Long Island Rail Road 0.6% to 2.0% 
The Project would generate a dedicated revenue | Metro-North Railroad 0.6% to 1.9% 
source for investment in the transit rahe NJ TRANSIT commuter rail 0.3% to 2.3% 
Transit ridership would increase by 1 to 2 percent 0 
aes ees systemwide for travel to and from the Manhattan | MTA/NYCT Buses 7h IneteasG Of Gaeteas2 1.3% to 1.6% No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Transportation: Transit Systems ; in total daily transit 
Transit CBD, because some people would shift to transit | yy J TRANSIT Bus ridership systemwide 0.5% to 1.1% effects 
rather than driving. Increases in transit ridership 
would not result in adverse effects on line-haul_ _ Other buses (suburban and 0.0% to 0.9% 
capacity on any transit routes. private operators) 


Number of instances of 


intersections with an Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 


will monitor those intersections where 


102 locations (midday) 


Intersections 


Ferries (Staten Island Ferry, 
NYC Ferry, NY Waterway, 
Seastreak) 


2.5% to 3.5% 


Roosevelt Island Tram 1.7% to 4.1% 
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EA CHAPTER / 
ENVIRONMENTAL 


CATEGORY 


4C - 
Transportation: 
Transit (Cont’d) 


August 2022 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION Bei lL, ADVERSE 
Uses EFFECT 
A B C D E F G c 


Increases of 0.5% to 1.2% 


Manhattan local buses 
Bronx express buses 


Queens local and express 
buses (via Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge) 
Queens express buses (via 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel) | 9% increase or decrease 
Brooklyn local and express | at maximum passenger 
buses load point 

Staten Island express 
routes (via Brooklyn) 
Staten Island express 
routes (via NJ) 


NJ/West of Hudson buses 
(via Holland Tunnel) 
NJ/West of Hudson buses 
(via Lincoln Tunnel) 


-1.6% to 2.2% 


2.0% to 2.8% 


Decreases in traffic volumes within the Manhattan 
CBD and near the 60th Street boundary of the 
Manhattan CBD would reduce the roadway 
congestion that adversely affects bus operations, 
facilitating more reliable, faster bus trips. 


-1.3% to 4.1% 


Bus System Effects 1.3% to 2.6% 


3.7% to 4.5% 


1.0% to 2.8% 
-1.4% to 1.4% 


0.4% to 1.5% 


| | 
: 


Increased ridership would affect passenger flows 
with the potential for adverse effects at certain 
vertical circulation elements (i.e., stairs and 
escalators) in five transit stations: 
Hoboken Terminal, Hoboken, NJ PATH 
station 


Times Sq-42 St/42 St-Port Authority Bus 
Terminal subway station in the Manhattan 
CBD (N, Q, R, W, and S; Nos. 1, 2, 3, and 7; 
and A, C, E lines) 

Flushing-Main St subway station, Queens 
(No. 7 line) 


14th Street-Union Square subway station in 
the Manhattan CBD (Nos. 4, 5, and 6; and L, 
N, Q, R, W lines) 

Court Square subway station, Queens 
and E, G, M lines) 


Net passenger increases 
or at stair in the peak 
hour 


Hoboken Terminal-PATH 


station (NJ) Stair 01/02 Yes 


Transit Elements 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station 
OVERALL as compared 
to Tolling Scenario E (not 
only at the affected stair 
or location) in the peak 


42 St-Times Square- 

(No. 7 subway station (Manhattan) 
Stair ML6/ML8 connecting 
mezzanine to uptown 1/2/3 
lines subway platform 


63% 56% Yes 


hour, peak period 


Recseernan 
| Assessment 
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MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Mitigation needed for Tolling Scenarios 
E and F. TBTA will coordinate with NJ 
TRANSIT and PANYN4J to monitor 
pedestrian volumes on Stair 01/02 one 
month prior to commencing tolling 
operations to establish a baseline, and two 
months after Project operations begin. Ifa 
comparison of Stair 01/02 passenger 
volumes before and after implementation 
shows an incremental change that is 
greater than or equal to 205, then TBTA 
will coordinate with NJ TRANSIT and 
PANYN4J to implement improved signage 
and wayfinding to divert some people from 
Stair 01/02, and supplemental personnel if 
needed. 

Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, TBTA will coordinate with MTA 
NYCT to remove the center handrail and 
standardize the riser, so that the stair 
meets code without the hand rail. The 
threshold will be set to allow for sufficient 
time to implement the mitigation so that 
the adverse effect does not occur. 
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EA CHAPTER / 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CATEGORY 


4C - 
Transportation: 
Transit (Cont’d) 


4D - 
Transportation: 
Parking 


4E - 
Transportation: 
Pedestrians and 
Bicycles 


16-6 


TOPIC 


Transit Elements 


(Cont'd) 


Parking Conditions 


Pedestrian 
Circulation 


POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
EFFECT 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Relative increase or 
decrease in passenger 
volumes at station 
OVERALL as compared 
to Tolling Scenario E (not 


DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO 
only at the affected stair 
or location) in the peak 


TABLE 
B C ) E F G 
116% 91% 108% 116% 100% 133% 72% 
hour, peak period 
Relative increase or 
Union Sq subway station Bestest pasetget 
volumes at station 
(Manhattan)-Escalator OVERALL ae.compared 
Increased ridership would affect passenger flows | E219 connecting the L to Tolling $ eB t 63% 82% 87% 102% 100% 95% 61% 
with the potential for adverse effects at certain subway line platform to the a . ri aes 1 As 
vertical circulation elements (i.e., stairs and Nos. 4/5/6 line mezzanine a a F ie i seam ss 
escalators) in five transit stations (cont’d) or location) in eae 
hour, peak period 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, MTA NYCT will increase the 
speed from 100 feet per minute (fpm) to 
120 fpm. 


Flushing-Main St subway 
station (Queens)-Escalator 
E456 connecting street to 

mezzanine level 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
plan for this location. The plan will identify 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
for additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, MTA NYCT will increase the 
escalator speed from 100 fom to 120 fpm. 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


All tolling scenarios would result in a reduction in 
parking ee within the Manhattan CBD ofa _| Manhattan CBD Reduction in parking demand due to reduction in auto trips to CBD 


similar magnitude to the reduction in auto trips 
into the Manhattan CBD. With a shift from driving 


to transit, there would be increased parking 
demand at subway and commuter rail stations 
and park-and-ride facilities outside the Manhattan 
CBD. 


Transit facilities Small changes in parking demand at transit facilities, corresponding to 
increased commuter rail and subway ridership 

Increased pedestrian activity on sidewalks outside 
transit hubs because of increased transit use. At 
all but one location in the Manhattan CBD (Herald 
Square/Penn Station), the increase in transit Sidewalks, corners, and 
riders would not generate enough new crosswalks with 
pedestrians to adversely affect pedestrian NY pedestrian volumes 
circulation in the station area. Outside the above threshold in AM / 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Mitigation needed. The Project Sponsors 
will implement a monitoring plan at this 
location. The plan will include a baseline, 
specific timing, and a threshold for 
additional action. If that threshold is 
reached, the Project Sponsors will 
increase pedestrian space on sidewalks 
and crosswalks via physical widening 
and/or removing or relocating obstructions. 


Herald Square/Penn Station 


Adverse effects on pedestrian circulation at one sidewalk segment and two crosswalks 


Manhattan CBD, transit usage at individual PM peak periods 
stations would not increase enough to adversely 
affect pedestrian conditions on nearby sidewalks, 
crosswalks, or corners. 


Mitigation needed. TBTA will coordinate 
Relative dacreasa or with MTA NYCT to implement a monitoring 
d ; plan for this location. The plan will identify 
ecrease in passenger ceca 
a baseline, specific timing, and a threshold 
volumes at station i : ; 
Court Sq subway station OVERALL seconpared for additional action. If that threshold is 
(Queens)-Stair P2/P4 to to Tollin ae (not 98% 90% 102% 104% 100% 117% 97% Yes reached, TBTA will coordinate with MTA 
Manhattan-bound No. 7 line 9 NYCT to construct a new stair from the 
only at the affected stair 
pe northern end of the No. 7 platform to the 
or location) in the peak 
hour, peak period street. The threshold will be set to allow for 
, sufficient time to implement the mitigation 
so that the adverse effect does not occur. 
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EA CHAPTER / DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit hubs 
with highest increases in pedestrian trip share 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 


Manhattan CBD Narrative effects 


Small increases in bicycle trips near transit hubs 


4E - — aes nen meae No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Transportation: Outside Manhattan CBD Narrative Some shifts from automobile to bicycles ateals g , 
soda. a No substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or increased safety concerns, including 
icycles (Cont’ isting identified high- 
y at existing identified high-crash locations. Overall, fewer vehicular trips entering and No mitigation needed. No adverse 
Safety No adverse effects Overall Narrative exiting the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative could result in reduced traffic 
; effects 
volumes at these locations. This would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle- 
pedestrian conflicts, leading to an overall benefit to safety. 
Benefits in and near the Manhattan CBD related to travel-time savings, improved travel- 
time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved safety, reduced air pollutant 
Benefits Benefits in and near the Manhattan CBD 28-county study area emissions, and predictable funding source for transit improvements. This would No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


positively affect community connections and access to employment, education, 
healthcare, and recreation for residents. 


Changes to travel patterns, including increased use of transit, as a result of the Project No mitigation needed. No adverse 

would not adversely affect community cohesion or make it more difficult for people to effects (see “Environmental Justice” below 
connect with others in their community, given the extensive transit network connecting for mitigation related to increased costs for 
to the Manhattan CBD and the small change in trips predicted. low-income drivers). 


Changes to travel patterns, including increased 
use of transit, resulting from new toll 


5A - Social 
Conditions: iadineet No notable changes in socioeconomic conditions 
Population Aialacerigit or cost of living so as to induce potential Manhattan CBD 
P involuntary displacement of residents 
Increased cost for community facilities and 
Community Facilities | service providers in the Manhattan CBD, their ; 
and Services employees who drive, and clientele who drive Manhatian GBD Natrany 
from outside the CBD 


28-county study area 


The Project would not result in the potential for indirect (involuntary) residential 
displacement. It would not result in substantial changes to market conditions so as to 
lead to changes in housing prices, given that real estate values in the Manhattan CBD 
are already high and the many factors that affect each household’s decisions about 
where to live. In addition, low-income residents of the CBD would not experience a 
notable increase in the cost of living as a result of the Project because of the lack of 
change in housing costs, the many housing units protected through New York’s rent- 
control, rent-stabilization, and other similar programs, the tax credit available to CBD 
residents with incomes of up to $60,000, and the conclusion that the cost of goods 
would not increase as a result of the Project (see “Economic Conditions” below). 

The Project would increase costs for community service providers that operate vehicles 
into and out of the Manhattan CBD and for people who travel by vehicle to community 
facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD, as well as residents of the CBD and 
employees of community facilities who use vehicles to travel to community facilities 
outside the CBD. Given the wide range of travel options other than driving, the cost for 
users to drive to community facilities and services would not constitute an adverse 
effect on community facilities and services. 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 
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EA CHAPTER / DATA SHOWN IN TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


CATEGORY D E EFFECT 


The Project would benefit certain vulnerable social groups, including elderly populations, 
persons with disabilities, transit-dependent populations, and non-driver populations by 
creating a funding source for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program (and subsequent 
capital programs and by reducing congestion in the Manhattan CBD). 


Elderly individuals would benefit from the travel-time and reliability improvements to bus 
service with the CBD Tolling Alternative, as bus passengers tend to be older than riders 
on other forms of transit, such as the subway and, as described above, bus passengers 
in the Manhattan CBD would benefit from travel-time savings due to the decrease in 
congestion. 


Effects on 
Vulnerable Social 
Groups 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Benefits to vulnerable social groups from new 


funding for MTA Capital Program 2p COUN Sud te 


5A - Social People over the age of 65 with a qualifying disability receive a reduced fare on MTA 
Conditions: subways and buses, and elderly individuals with a qualifying disability can also receive 
Population MTA’s paratransit service, including taxis and FHVs operating on behalf of MTA to 
(Cont'd) transport paratransit users. Elderly people with disabilities and low-income individuals 


who drive to the Manhattan CBD would be entitled to the same mitigation and 
enhancements proposed for low-income and disabled populations, in general. Other 
elderly individuals who drive to the Manhattan CBD would pay the toll. 


Decrease in work trips by driving modes to and within the Manhattan CBD, with an 
offsetting increase in transit ridership. Those who would drive despite the CBD toll 
would do so based on the need or convenience of driving and would benefit from the es Se 
Aan a eerie TO Stil UMS et peapiennto 28-county study area reduced congestion in the Manhattan CBD. Negligible effect (less than 0.1%) on Ne neces Nees 
pny travel to employment within the Manhattan CBD and reverse-commuting from the 
CBD due to the wide range of transit options available and the small number of 
commuters who drive today. 


Manhattan CBD Nsirative The changes in traffic patterns on local streets are unlikely to change the defining No mitigation needed. No adverse 
elements of the neighborhood character of the Manhattan CBD. 


effects 
Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street CBD boundary (including increases 
just north of 60th Street and decreases just to the south) would not create a climate of 
disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects on neighborhood character nor alter 
the defining elements of the neighborhood character of this area. 


: re : : : The Project would be consistent with regional transportation plans and other public 
5C - Social Conditions: Public Policy 28-county study area Narrative policies in place for the regional study area and the Manhattan CBD. 


Economic benefit through congestion relief in terms of travel-time savings and travel- 
time reliability improvements, which would increase productivity and utility, as well as 
safety improvements and reduced vehicle operating costs associated with reductions 
in congestion. 

No adverse effects to any particular industry or occupational category in the Manhattan 
CBD. Given the high level of transit access in the CBD and high percentage of transit 
share, the toll would affect only a small percentage of the overall workforce. This would 
not adversely affect operations of businesses in the Manhattan CBD or the viability of 
any business types, including the taxi/FHV industry. 

Unlikely to result in meaningful change in cost for most consumer goods. Any cost 
increase associated with the new toll in the CBD Tolling Alternative that would be 
passed along to receiving businesses would be distributed among several customers 
per toll charge (since trucks make multiple deliveries) especially for businesses, N No mitigation needed. No adverse 


5B - Social Conditions: Neighborhood 
Character 


No notable change in neighborhood character 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Area near 60th Street 
Manhattan CBD boundary 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Benefits Regional economic benefits 28-county study area No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Economic Effects of | Cost of new toll for workers and businesses in the ‘ 
Toll Costs CBD that rely on vehicles Manheual/GEp Nantel 
6 - Economic 


Conditions 


Cost of new toll would not result in changes in the 
cost of most consumer goods including small businesses and micro-businesses, receiving smaller deliveries. This effects 
would minimize the cost to any individual business. Some commodity sectors 
(construction materials, electronics, beverages) are more prone to increases due to 
less competition within delivery market. 


Price of Goods Manhattan CBD Narrative 
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Conditions 
(Cont’d) 


Local Economic 
Effects 


7 - Parks and Recreational Resources 


8 - Historic and Cultural Resources 


9 —- Visual Resources 
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SUMMARY OF EFFECTS 


Depending on the tolling scenario, the toll could 

reduce taxi and FHV revenues due to a reduction 
in taxi/FHV VMT with passengers within the CBD. 
While this could adversely affect individual drivers 
(see “Environmental Justice” below), the industry 
would remain viable overall. 


Changes in parking demand near the 60th Street 
CBD boundary 


New tolling infrastructure, tolling system 
equipment, and signage in the southern portion of 
Central Park 


New tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment on or near historic properties 


Changes in visual environment resulting from new 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 


DATA SHOWN IN 


LOCATION TABLE 


Net change in daily 
taxi/FHV VMT regionwide 


28-county study area 
Net change in daily 
taxi/FHV VMT in the CBD 


Area near 60th Street 


Manhattan CBD boundary Narrative 


Manhattan CBD Narrative 


45 historic properties within 


the Project's Area of Narrative 


Potential Effects (APE) 


Area of visual effect Narrative 


aes 14,028 
-2.9%) | (-0.3%) | (-1 
a 498 
6.6%) 


sntral Biisinecs Nictr, (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Acce: 1en 
entral Business District (CBD) Folling Program Environmental! Assessment 
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POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE 
EFFECT 


TOLLING SCENARIO 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


-73,413 
Th) | (5 


-217,477 | -116,065 


0%) | (-2.7%) 


ve 621 
-7.9%) 


ae bey 815 


ae bey 2%) 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects (see “Environmental Justice” below 
for mitigation related to effects on taxi and 
FHV drivers). 


+15,020 
(+4.6%) 


-04,476 
(-16.8%) 


+4962 
(+1.5%) 


a bea 
bea 


: 311 
-3.5%) 


aoe in parking demand near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary a 


increases just north of 60th Street and decreases just to the south) could jeopardize 
the viability of one or more parking facilities in the area south of 60th Street but would 
not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects on neighborhood 
character. 


The Project would replace four existing streetlight poles at three detection locations in 
Central Park near 59th Street and on two adjacent sidewalks outside the park’s wall. 
These poles would be in the same locations as existing poles and would not reduce the No mitigation needed. Refer to Chapter 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


amount of park space or affect the features and activities of the park. The Project would 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” 
also place tolling infrastructure beneath the structure of the High Line, outside the park for a listing of measures to avoid adverse 
area atop the High Line structure. FHWA through the public involvement process is effects to parks. 

soliciting public input related to the Project’s effects on these parks (see Chapter 19, 


No mitigation needed. Refer to Chapter 
8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” 
for a listing of measures to avoid adverse 
effects to historic properties. 


Based on a review of the Project in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, FHWA has determined that the Project would have No Adverse Effect 
on historic properties and the State Historic Preservation Office has concurred. 


Infrastructure and equipment would be similar in form to streetlight poles, sign poles, or 
similar structures already in use throughout New York City. Cameras included in the 
array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination at night to allow 
images of license plates to be collected without any need for visible light. The Project 
would have a neutral effect on viewer groups and no adverse effect on visual resources 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 
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2,056 


C 
70 
29 


DATA SHOWN IN 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION TABLE 


Increase or decrease in 
Annual Average Daily 
Trips (AADT) 


3,996 3,255 


F 
2,188 


af 


Cross Bronx Expressway at | Increase or decrease in 704 


Macombs Road, Bronx, NY | daily number of trucks at one one 


Potential adverse air 
quality effects from truck 
diversions 


11,459 | 7,980 5,003 7,078 5,842 12,506 
Increases or decreases in emissions related to _| |-95, Bergen County, NJ a aearopsia 955 7 631 637 -236 
truck traffic diversions : 


Increase or decrease in 
AADT 


10 - Air Quality 
Potential adverse air 
quality effects from truck 
diversions 
Tee eo dees 19,440 | 19,860 19,932 | 20,465 20,391 | 21,006 
AADT 
RFK Bridge, NY ne eer deteese lt 2,423 | 2820 | 3479 | 4,116 | 3,045 432 
daily number of trucks ; : , , : 
Potential adverse air 
quality effects from truck 
diversions 
16-10 


MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Enhancements 
1. Refer to the overall enhancement on 
monitoring at the end of this table. 


2. NYCDOT will coordinate to expand the 
existing network of sensors to monitor 
priority locations, and supplement a 
smaller number of real-time PM2s monitors 
to provide insight into time-of-day patterns 
to determine whether the changes in air 
pollution can be attributed to changes in 
traffic occurring after implementation of the 
Project. The Project Sponsors will monitor 
air quality prior to implementation (setting 
a baseline), and two years following 
implementation. Following the initial two- 
year post-implementation analysis period, 
the Project Sponsors will assess the 
magnitude and variability of changes in air 
quality to determine whether more 
monitoring is necessary. 


3. MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to 
zero-emission buses, which will reduce air 
pollutants and improve air quality near bus 
depots and along bus routes. MTA is 
committed to prioritizing traditionally 
underserved communities and those 
impacted by poor air quality and climate 
change and has developed an approach 
that actively incorporates these priorities in 
the deployment phasing process of the 
transition. Based on feedback received 
during the outreach conducted for the 
Project and concerns raised by members 
of environmental justice communities, 
TBTA coordinated with MTA NYCT, which 
is committed to prioritizing the Kingsbridge 
Depot and Gun Hill Depot, both located in 
and serving primarily environmental justice 
communities in Upper Manhattan and the 
Bronx, when electric buses are received in 
MTA’s next major procurement of battery 
electric buses, which will begin later in 
2022. This independent effort by MTA 
NYCT is anticipated to provide air quality 
benefits to the environmental justice 
communities in the Bronx. 
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11 - Energy 


12 - Noise 


13 - Natural Resources 


14 - Hazardous Waste 


15 — Construction Effects 


August 2022 


DATA SHOWN IN 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS TABLE 


LOCATION 


A 
Reductions in regional energy consumption 28-county study area Reductions in regional VMT would reduce energy consumption 


Bridge and tunnel crossings 


Imperceptible increases or decreases in noise tame 
levels resulting from changes in traffic volumes 
Local streets Narrative 
Sites of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
equipment locations 


Potential for disturbance of existing contaminated es tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
or hazardous materials during construction ; 
equipment locations 


Sites of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system Narrative 
equipment locations 


Construction activities to install tolling 
infrastructure near natural resources 


Potential disruption related to construction for 
installation of tolling infrastructure 


Chapter 16, Summary of Effects 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
B C D E F EFFECT 


No mitigation needed. Beneficial effects 


The maximum noise level increases (2.9 dB(A)), which were predicted adjacent to the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel in Tolling Scenario D, would not be perceptible. 

Tolling Scenario C was used to assess noise level changes in Downtown Brooklyn, 
Tolling Scenario D was used at all other locations assessed. The maximum predicted 
noise level increases (2.5 dB(A)), which were at Trinity Place and Edgar Street, would 
not be perceptible. There was no predicted increase in noise levels in the Downtown 
Brooklyn locations. 


No effects on surface waters, wetlands, or floodplains. Potential effects on stormwater Refer to Ghep bad 13, Natural 
Resources,” for a listing of construction 
and ecological resources will be managed through construction commitments. The ai 


No mitigation needed. No adverse 
effects 


Enhancement 
Refer to the overall enhancement on 
monitoring at the end of this table. 


Project is consistent with coastal zone policies. er akis ON Lo 
| P mitigate potential negative effects. 


Refer to Chapter 14, “Asbestos- 
Containing Materials, Lead-Based 
Paint, Hazardous Wastes, and 
Contaminated Materials,” for a listing of 
construction commitments to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate potential negative 
effects. 

Refer to Chapter 15, “Construction 
Effects,” for a listing of construction 
commitments to avoid, minimize, or 
mitigate potential negative effects. 


Soil disturbance during construction and the potential alteration, removal, or 
disturbance of existing roadway infrastructure and utilities that could contain asbestos- 
containing materials, lead-based paint, or other hazardous substances. Potential 
effects will be managed through construction commitments. 


Temporary disruptions to traffic and pedestrian patterns, and noise from construction 
activities, with a duration of less than one year overall, and approximately two weeks at 


any given location. These effects will be managed through construction commitments. 
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TOPIC 


Potential 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 
effects on low- 
income drivers 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
rg ities IN ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 


EFFECT 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Mitigation needed. The Project will 
include a tax credit for CBD tolls paid by 
residents of the Manhattan CBD whose 
New York adjusted gross income for the 
taxable year is less than $60,000. TBTA 
will coordinate with the New York State 
Department of Taxation and Finance (NYS 
DTF) to ensure availability of 
documentation needed for drivers eligible 
for the NYS tax credit. 


TBTA will post information related to the 
tax credit on the Project website, with a 
link to the appropriate location on the NYS 
DTF website to guide eligible drivers to 
information on claiming the credit. 


TBTA will eliminate the $10 refundable 
deposit currently required for E-ZPass 
customers who do not have a credit card 
linked to their account, and which is 


The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD sometimes a barrier to access. 


toll would disproportionately affect low-income 
drivers to the Manhattan CBD who do not have an | 28-county study area Narrative existing E-ZPass payment and plan 
alternative transportation mode for reaching the options, including the ability for drivers to 
Manhattan CBD. pay per trip (rather than a pre-load 
balance), refill their accounts with cash at 
participating retail locations, and discount 
plans already in place, about which they 
may not be aware. 


TBTA will coordinate with MTA to provide 
outreach and education on eligibility for 
existing discounted transit fare products 
and programs, including those for 
individuals 65 years of age and older, 
those with disabilities, and those with low 
incomes, about which many may not be 
aware. 


TBTA will provide enhanced promotion of 


The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD toll would disproportionately affect low- 
income drivers to the Manhattan CBD in all tolling scenarios. 


The Project Sponsors commit to 
establishing an Environmental Justice 
Community Group that would meet on a 
bi-annual basis, with the first meeting six 
months after Project implementation, to 
share updated data and analysis and hear 
about potential concerns. 
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EA CHAPTER / TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION se si ne ADVERSE | MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
CATEGORY EFFECT 


Mitigation needed for New York City 
taxi and/or FHV drivers if a tolling 
scenario is implemented with tolls of 
more than once per day for their 
vehicles. The Project Sponsors will work 
with the appropriate city and state 
agencies so that when passengers are 
present, they pay the toll, rather than the 
driver. 


Potential adverse effect would occur in Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G, which would 
not have caps or exemptions for taxis and FHV drivers. 


Narrative 


A potential disproportionately high and adverse 
effect would occur to taxi and FHV drivers in New 
York City, who largely identify as minority Change in daily taxi/FHV 

populations, in tolling scenarios that toll their VMT with passengers in +15.020 TBTA will work with MTA NYCT to institute 
vehicles more than once a day. This would occur the CBD relative to No i an Employment Resource Coordination 

in unmodified Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G; for New York City Action Alternative: (+4.6%) Program to connect drivers experiencing 
FHV drivers, it would also occur in Tolling Scenarios included in EA job insecurity with a direct pathway to 
Scenarios C and E. The adverse effect would be licensing, training, and job placement with 
related to the cost of the new CBD toll and the MTA or its affiliated vendors at no cost to 
reduction of VMT for taxis and FHVs, which would the drivers. 


result in a decrease in revenues that could lead to For those who may not want a commercial 
losses in employment. Net change in daily meee 
taxi/FHV trips to CBD Tolls Tolls driver's license, TBTA will coordinate with 


: : MTA NYCT to submit a request to the 
relative to scenarios capped at capped at seat jokes 
included in EA: Additional | 1x / Day: 1x / Day: coe Ute ‘alles 2 a f 
caste aes feds) +2 a aaa pe eee 
of caps or exemptions , : we : 

0 provide paratransit trips, and will 
implement this program if approved. 
OVERALL PROJECT ENHANCEMENT. The Project Sponsors commit to ongoing monitoring and reporting of potential effects on the Project, including for example, traffic entering the CBD, vehicle-miles traveled in the CBD; transit ridership from providers across the region; bus speeds within the 
CBD; air quality and emissions trends; parking; and Project revenue. Data will be collected in advance and after implementation of the Project. A formal report on the effects of the Project will be issued one year after implementation and then every two years. In addition, a reporting website will make 
data, analysis, and visualizations available in open data format to the greatest extent possible. Updates will be provided on at least a bi-annual basis as data becomes available and analysis is completed. 


Potential 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 

effects on taxi and 
FHV drivers 


17 - Environmental 
Justice (Cont'd) 
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Similarly, while the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase the number of passengers on the regional transit 
network, this increase would be spread across the network and would not be large enough at any specific 
stations to result in changes in neighborhood character or economic conditions there due to increased 
traffic, parking demand, or pedestrian activity. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would result in regional economic benefits associated with travel-time savings, 
reduced VMT, regional air quality benefits, and the introduction of a reliable funding source for the MTA 
2020-2024 Capital Program and subsequent programs. 


Within and close to the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce traffic congestion as well 
as parking demand. As described in Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and 
Community Cohesion,” and Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character,” this would 
benefit neighborhood character, but the benefits would not have a large influence on real estate and 
development trends or property values, either negatively or positively. The introduction of the new toll 
could induce a small number of residents to relocate outside the Manhattan CBD, but as stated in 
Subchapter 5A, this would not substantively change the population characteristics of the Manhattan CBD. 
Conversely, the CBD Tolling Alternative is unlikely to increase residential property values in the Manhattan 
CBD because of the reduction in congestion, given the well-established property values and development 
patterns of the Manhattan CBD, which are influenced by many factors (refer to Subchapter 5A). 


Near 60th Street in Manhattan, the CBD Tolling Alternative would likely reduce the demand for off-street 
parking south of 60th Street and increase the demand north of 60th Street. This could jeopardize the 
viability of one or more parking facilities in the area south of 60th Street. If one or more parking facilities 
were to close, these facilities could be redeveloped or repurposed with other uses; the sites would be 
unlikely to remain vacant and would not create a climate of disinvestment that could lead to adverse effects 
on neighborhood character. It is unlikely that new off-street parking capacity would be added just north of 
60th Street. The area is built-out and lacks available sites, and there has been a decades-long trend toward 
lower parking demand combined with high real estate values in this area (see Subchapter 5B, “Social 
Conditions: Neighborhood Character”). 


In summary, the analyses conducted for this EA do not identify any adverse effects of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative that would occur later in time (i.e., over the long term) or farther removed in distance from the 
Project. Where changes in travel patterns because of the CBD Tolling Alternative could affect the operation 
of transportation facilities (i.e., local intersections, highway segments, and transit stations), the Project 
Sponsors are committed to post-implementation assessments to monitor conditions to confirm the need 
for Project improvements. Over the long term and for the larger region, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
result in benefits for the regional study area and the Manhattan CBD. 


16.2.3. Cumulative Effects 


Cumulative effects occur when a project in combination with other independently planned projects could 
result in adverse effects. This EA considers cumulative effects of the Project and other proposed 
undertakings in the regional study area. The Best Practice Model (BPM) incorporates comprehensive social 
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and economic projections based on population and employment trends as well as planned land use and 
transportation projects in the region. The 2023 and 2045 No Action Alternative analysis in this EA 
incorporates these forecasts for the respective analysis years; therefore, these trends and projects are part 
of the background condition for the assessment of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Accordingly, the analyses 
that incorporate BPM results to project future conditions with the Project account for the potential 
cumulative effect of the Project and other independently planned projects in the regional study area, which 
include: 


e Reconstruction of the Lincoln Tunnel (NJ 495) helix 

e Reconstruction of the Port Authority Bus Terminal 

e Metro-North Penn Station Access, including four new stations in the Bronx 
e Phase 2 of the Second Avenue Subway Project 

e The Hudson Tunnel Project 


Where potential adverse effects have been identified, the EA recommends measures to mitigate these 
effects, and the cumulative effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative in combination with other planned 
projects would also be mitigated. 


The improvements to the MTA transportation network included in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program 
and subsequent capital programs would benefit from the introduction of a reliable, sustained source of 
funding as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Conversely, the increases in transit ridership that would 
result from the CBD Tolling Alternative would be served by those transit improvements. Cumulatively, the 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative along with current and planned transit improvements would 
benefit the region’s transportation network. 


MTA and LIRR are completing the East Side Access Project in late 2022, which will provide a second terminal 
for LIRR trains in Manhattan beneath Madison Avenue and adjacent to Grand Central Terminal, to be called 
Grand Central Madison. Once complete, LIRR trains will call on both Penn Station New York and Grand 
Central Madison, New York, providing direct service to the east and west sides of Midtown Manhattan. The 
Project Sponsors prepared analysis of the cumulative effects of the completion of East Side Access and 
implementation of the Project, and the analysis concludes that the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative 
are similar with or without completion of East Side Access. The analysis is described in Section 16.3. 


As an independent action, MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to zero-emission buses, which will reduce 
air pollutants and improve air quality near bus depots and along bus routes. MTA is committed to 
prioritizing traditionally underserved communities and those impacted by poor air quality and climate 
change and has developed an approach that actively incorporates these priorities in the deployment 
phasing process of the transition. Based on feedback received during the outreach conducted for the 
Project and concerns raised by members of environmental justice communities TBTA coordinated with 
MTA NYCT, which is committed to prioritizing the Kingsbridge Depot and Gun Hill Depot, both located in 
and serving primarily environmental justice communities in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx, when electric 
buses are received in MTA’s next major procurement of battery electric buses, which will begin later in 
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2022. This independent effort by MTA NYCT is anticipated to provide air quality benefits to the 
environmental justice communities. 


16.2.4 ‘Tolling Scenarios 


16.2.4.1_ Tolling ScenariosA,B,C DE F, andG 

As described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” this EA considers multiple tolling scenarios under the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. The tolling scenarios incorporate different toll schedules to explore the range of effects 
of various toll policies. By examining multiple tolling scenarios, the Project Sponsors aim to give the Traffic 
Mobility Review Board flexibility in identifying the toll schedule that it will recommend to the TBTA Board, 
while ensuring that this EA identifies effects and addresses mitigation to minimize or eliminate potential 
adverse effects associated with certain tolling scenarios. Table 2-3 in Chapter 2 shows the tolling scenarios 
examined in this EA. 


All tolling scenarios would incorporate the same types and locations of tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment. Therefore, effects related to the location of this tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment and its construction are the same for all tolling scenarios. The categories of effects that would 
be the same for all tolling scenarios are parklands and recreational resources, historic and cultural 
resources, visual resources, natural resources, asbestos-containing materials, lead-based paint, hazardous 
wastes, and contaminated materials, and construction effects. The mitigation measures identified for any 
potential adverse effects associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative on these resources would also be the 
same for all tolling scenarios. 


For the analyses that depend on the tolling scenario to assess the potential effects, this EA examines the 
scenario predicted to result in the most negative effects from implementation of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. The scenario with the most negative effects was not the same scenario for every technical 
analysis, and therefore, the chapters of this EA identify the scenario or scenarios used for the analysis 
presented in that chapter. 


Table 16-1 and the following summarize the differences in the effects of the tolling scenarios: 


e Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling: All tolling scenarios would reduce traffic volumes within 
the Manhattan CBD, but to varying degree. Tolling Scenario D results in the greatest overall reduction 
in vehicle trips entering the Manhattan CBD because it has the greatest reduction in daily work trips by 
automobile. Tolling Scenario E results in the greatest reduction of truck trips traveling through the 
Manhattan CBD. Overall, the tolling scenarios result ina 7 percent to 9 percent reduction in VMT in the 
Manhattan CBD and less than 1 percent reduction in VMT elsewhere in the regional study area. 


e Highways and Local Intersections: The tolling scenarios would adversely affect up to three highway 
segments in the midday peak hour and one highway segment in the PM peak hour. The tolling scenarios 
would not adversely affect highway segments in the AM peak hour. As described in Table 16-1, the 
Project Sponsors would implement travel demand management measures to mitigate these effects as 
necessary, based on the results of a post-implementation study. 
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Tolling Scenarios D and F would increase traffic by more than 50 vehicles at the greatest number of 
local intersections throughout the day (50 intersections) while Tolling Scenario A would affect the least 
number of intersections throughout the day (nine intersections). The analysis concluded that potential 
adverse effects would occur at four local intersections in Manhattan and the Project Sponsors have 
identified measures to mitigate the effects on traffic operations at local intersections. Refer to 
Appendix 4B.5, “Transportation: Traffic LOS: CBD Tolling Alternative with Mitigation,” for more 
information. 


e = Transit: All tolling scenarios would increase ridership on commuter rail, subways, PATH, buses, ferries, 
and the tram. None of the tolling scenarios would adversely affect the ability of transit services to 
accommodate riders by resulting in an exceedance of guideline capacities at the peak load points. 


Tolling Scenarios E and F would cause an adverse effect on Stairway 01/02 at Hoboken Terminal, but 


other tolling scenarios would avoid the adverse effect at this location. The adverse effect may be 
mitigated with additional wayfinding 


In contrasting the projected increases in passenger volumes among the various tolling scenarios, it can 
be expected that Tolling Scenarios D and F would yield the same or comparable adverse effects that 
could be addressed with the same Project improvements identified for the representative tolling 
scenario (Tolling Scenario E). While these adverse effects and need for Project improvements may also 
materialize for Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G, the severity of the adverse effects and extent of Project 
improvements needed is likely to be relatively less than the other three tolling scenarios (D, E, and F) 
and varies by station element as a function of projected net passenger increase at the station. 
Nevertheless, so that the Project does not create an adverse effect at any of the four NYCT station 
elements described above, monitoring at all four NYCT station elements will be undertaken regardless 
of the tolling scenario selected. Monitoring of actual conditions before and after program 
implementation would determine if the potential Project improvement measures identified or 


variations thereof are warranted for implementation. 


e Parking: While there would be increased demand for parking at commuter rail stations and some 
locations outside the Manhattan CBD, none of the tolling scenarios would increase demand enough to 
result in adverse parking shortfalls. 


e Pedestrians and Bicyclists: Tolling Scenario E would result in the greatest potential increase in new 
pedestrian trips near the Herald Square/Penn Station complex and would result in adverse effects on 
three pedestrian elements (one sidewalk and two crosswalks). These impacts can be mitigated. The 
other tolling scenarios would result in the same or lesser effects and, based on the results of the 
analysis for Tolling Scenario E, any adverse effects can be mitigated. 


e Population and Community Cohesion: None of the tolling scenarios would result in adverse effects on 
populations and community cohesion. Because the tolling scenarios would increase the cost of trips to 
the Manhattan CBD, tolling scenarios would affect people that drive to community facilities and 
services, elderly people that drive a private vehicle or use a taxi/FHV, and disabled people that drive a 
private vehicle or take a taxi/FHV. Because the tolls differ among tolling scenarios, the degree of these 
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effects vary based on the time of day and the type of vehicle used for the trip (private automobile or 
taxi/FHV). 


e Neighborhood Character: All tolling scenarios would result in minimal changes in neighborhood 
character within the Manhattan CBD, near the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary study area, and 
within the regional study area. 


e Public Policy: All tolling scenarios would be generally consistent with regional transportation plans and 
other relevant public policies, including those that aim to reduce congestion. 


e Economic Considerations: Most economic effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not vary for the 
tolling scenarios except for effects related to the toll costs. The tolling scenarios and additional analyses 
assess a variety of tolling policies for taxis and FHVs ranging from charging a toll each time a taxi or FHV 
enters or remains in the Manhattan CBD to a complete exemption from paying the Manhattan CBD 
toll. Tolling scenarios that cap or exempt tolls for certain classes of vehicles result in lower costs for 
those drivers than other tolling scenarios. In particular, Tolling Scenarios B and E would result in lower 
trip costs for taxis and FHVs, and therefore, a lower reduction in trips by taxis and FHVs than other 
tolling scenarios. However, the decreased cost for taxis and FHVs would be offset by increased costs 
for other drivers. (Refer to Section 16.2.4.3, for a discussion of modified scenarios with exemptions or 
caps for taxis and FHVs.) 


e = Air Quality: The tolling scenarios would change the volume of truck trips on local highways at varying 
locations and of varying degree as compared to the No Action Alternative. The greatest increases in 
truck trips would occur with Tolling Scenario E at the RFK Bridge. Tolling Scenario B would result in the 
greatest increase in truck trips on I-95 in Bergen County, New Jersey and on the Cross Bronx Expressway 
at the McCombs Dam Bridge. For all tolling scenarios, the changes in traffic volumes, including changes 
in truck trips, would not result in regional or localized exceedances of National Ambient Air Quality 
Standards, and there would be no adverse effects on air quality from implementation of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative. 


e Energy: Because all tolling scenarios would reduce VMT, all tolling scenarios would result in a reduction 
in energy demand. 


e Noise: For all tolling scenarios, the predicted increase in traffic at locations in the regional study area 
would not result in a barely perceptible (between 2 dBA and 3 dBA) or lesser change in noise. 


e Environmental Justice: All tolling scenarios would increase costs, ranging from $9 to $23 per trip for 
peak automobile E-ZPass customers, for low-income drivers who live outside the Manhattan CBD and 
drive to the Manhattan CBD. The taxi and FHV industries have a predominance of drivers that identify 
as a minority population. Mitigation is proposed for New York City taxi and/or FHV drivers for tolling 
scenarios with tolls of more than once per day for their vehicles. 


As previously noted, the Traffic Mobility Review Board would recommend the toll schedule to the TBTA 
Board. The Project Sponsors would provide information from this EA, including the public review of this EA, 
to the Traffic Mobility Review Board to inform their decision. 
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16.2.4.2 Tolling Scenario B with 30 Percent Higher Tolls 

Though Tolling Scenario B would not generate sufficient revenue to support the required $15 billion for the 
MTA Capital Program, it was retained in this analysis because public comments requested consideration of 
a low toll, combined with certain exemptions and discounts. To meet the revenue goals of the Project 
screening criteria, an additional variation of the original Tolling Scenario B was modeled. In this variation, 
toll rates were increased 30 percent from the original Tolling Scenario B for all vehicle classes across all 
time periods. All other tolling policies in this variation are consistent with the original Tolling Scenario B. 


This variation of Tolling Scenario B would meet all the Project objectives. This variation of Tolling Scenario 
B would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.6 percent compared to the No Action Alternative. This 
variation would also reduce traffic entering the Manhattan CBD by 17.5 percent. This variation would have 
minor changes to transit ridership where transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
78.2 percent to 79.5 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD. This is a 0.3 percent 
greater transit mode share than the original Tolling Scenario B, and less than the transit mode share 
increases in Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F. 


For this variation of Tolling Scenario B, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline 13.8 percent. 
Similar to the original Tolling Scenario B, taxi and FHV person-journeys into the Manhattan CBD would 
remain nearly unchanged from the No Action Alternative in this variation of Tolling Scenario B. 


16.2.4.3 Additional Analyses of Caps and Exemptions for Taxis and FHVs 

In response to concerns expressed during the public outreach process with respect to the anticipated 
effects of the Project on taxi and FHV drivers, additional analyses were conducted. Specifically, analyses 
were done to assess the revenue and traffic effects of implementing Tolling Scenarios A and D with a cap 
of once per day for taxis and FHVs (like Tolling Scenarios B and F), implementing Tolling Scenario D with 
both taxis and FHVs exempt from the toll, and implementing Tolling Scenario G with a cap of once per day 
for taxis and FHVs. The effects of the modifications would be as follows: 


e Tolling Scenario A with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — The estimated value of implementing a 
cap on taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would be charged once each day is $100 million in forgone 
net annual revenue under the tolling rates used in Tolling Scenario A. The cap would result in about 22 
percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD as compared to the original tolling scenario. 
To still meet the congestion and revenue objectives of the Project, tolls would need to be raised 10 
percent to 15 percent on all vehicle classes in Tolling Scenario A to offset forgone taxi and FHV 
revenues. This would further reduce personal vehicles and trucks at the Manhattan CBD boundary by 
2 percent to 3 percent compared to Tolling Scenario A. However, the decline in personal vehicles and 
trucks would be mostly offset by the increase in taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD. As a 
result, the volumes of all vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would not change overall. 


e Tolling Scenario D with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — The estimated value of implementing a 
cap on taxis and FHVs so that these vehicles would be charged once each day is $150 million to 
$180 million in forgone net annual revenue with the tolling rates in original Tolling Scenario D. The cap 
would result in about 25 percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD compared to the 
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original Tolling Scenario D. Since original Tolling Scenario D (with uncapped tolling of taxis and FHVs) 
would have annual net revenue higher than the Project objectives by about $300 million, this modified 
Tolling Scenario D would continue to meet the revenue objective without needing to raise toll rates 
from those in original Tolling Scenario D. 


e Tolling Scenario D with Taxi/FHV Tolling Exemption -— The estimated value of implementing an 
exemption for taxis and FHVs is $200 million to $250 million in forgone net annual revenue with the 
tolling rates in original Tolling Scenario D. Exempting taxis and FHVs from the Manhattan CBD toll would 
increase the number of additional taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD by up to 50 percent 
compared to original Tolling Scenario D. Since original Tolling Scenario D (with no exemption for taxis 
and FHVs) would have annual net revenue higher than the Project objectives by about $300 million, an 
exemption for taxis and FHVs could be accommodated without needing to raise toll rates presented in 
Tolling Scenario D. 


e Tolling Scenario G with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — A variation of Tolling Scenario G was run 
to test the impact of adding a one-charge-per-day cap to taxis and FHVs. Adding this cap required 
increasing tolls on other vehicles by about 10 percent to meet the Project’s revenue goal. This toll 
increase was low enough so as not to notably affect the results from Tolling Scenario G, and 
importantly, still addresses the concerns regarding commercial truck traffic in the South Bronx, though 
the number of trucks on the Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Road, would shift from 50 to 251, 
which is still lower than every other tolling scenario except Tolling Scenario C. 


16.3 SENSITIVITY ANALYSIS OF EAST SIDE ACCESS PROJECT 


The environmental analysis of the Project, including the development of a travel demand model, 
commenced in June 2019, shortly after the New York State legislature enacted the legislation authoring the 
Project. At that time, the Project was anticipated to commence operations in early 2021 before the East 
Side Access Project, a new LIRR connection to Grand Central Terminal, was anticipated to open in late 2022. 


The Project uses the BPM for the regional travel demand forecasting. The BPM was refined and updated in 
2019 and 2020 with the understanding, as explained above, that East Side Access would start operations 
after the Project’s anticipated commencement. Therefore, East Side Access was not included in the BPM’s 
2021 No Action Alternative or CBD Tolling Alternative forecasts, but it was included in the 2045 BPM. This 
allowed the forecasting to capture the opening year of Project operation without East Side Access, and the 
2045 forecast to include East Side Access. This approach allowed the forecast to show results both without 
and with East Side Access, and thus to show the ramifications of both then-anticipated scenarios. 


The environmental review for the Project was delayed for a variety of reasons, including the robust public 
outreach program undertaken by the Project Sponsors and changes in transportation conditions. 
Consequently, the Project’s proposed commencement date was pushed back from 2021 to 2023, while 
East Side Access was accelerated and is now expected to start operations in 2022. To make sure that the 
EA fully assesses predicted conditions in 2023, given the certainty of East Side Access completion by that 
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date, the Project Sponsors have prepared a supplemental analysis to incorporate the East Side Access into 
the 2023 analysis condition. 


For most environmental topics, the incorporation of the East Side Access Project into the 2023 background 
condition would not result in substantive changes in the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
However, the changes in travel patterns associated with the East Side Access will increase subway ridership 
at certain stations and will increase pedestrian and bicycle activity in the vicinity of Grand Central Terminal. 
The following is an assessment of subway operations and pedestrian circulation and safety for the CBD 
Tolling Alternative with the East Side Access Project as part of its background condition. 


16.3.1.1 Subways 

In consideration of the conclusions presented in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” there was a 
comparison of the projected change in ridership for the 2023 build conditions with and without East Side 
Access to determine if the anticipated differences in riders would change any findings. This increment 
comparison categorized the analyzed stations into the following: 1) decrease or no increase in incremental 
subway trips with East Side Access; 2) small increase in incremental subway trips with East Side Access; and 
3) notable increase in incremental subway trips with East Side Access. 


Category 1: Decrease or No Increase in Incremental Subway Trips with East Side Access 

For stations under the without East Side Access condition where no adverse effects were identified, there 
would likewise be no adverse effects anticipated with East Side Access. These stations would include the 
following locations: 


e Grand Central-42 Street 

e Lexington Avenue/53 Street and 51 Street 

e Broadway-Lafayette Street and Bleecker Street 
e Fulton Street (Manhattan) 

e 168 Street-Washington Heights 

e 59 Street-Columbus Circle 


e Lexington Avenue/59 Street 


Conditions with East Side Access would not change the identified effects or recommended improvements 
identified in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” for the following locations: 


e 14 Street--Union Square 
e Times Square-42 Street/42 Street-Port Authority Bus Terminal 


Category 2: Small Increase in Incremental Subway Trips with East Side Access 


The following small increases in incremental subway trips with East Side Access were identified for two of 
the analyzed stations: 


e Canal Street (station at Canal and Broadway that serves the No. 6 and J, N, Q, R, and Z subway lines) 


e Broadway Junction 
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The associated increase in riders in the AM peak hour with East Side Access would be 230 to 236 riders at 
the Canal Street station and 245 to 248 riders at the Broadway Junction station. Both stations have multiple 
entrances and exits and several stairways that lead between the street, the mezzanine, and the platform 
levels. Thus, these small differences would be dispersed across various station elements such that the 
increase in volume would not result in adverse effects. 


Category 3: Notable Increase in Incremental Subway Trips with East Side Access 


Five of the stations analyzed in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” would experience a notable 
increase in incremental subway trips with East Side Access over and above the increments identified 
without East Side Access. For the 34 Street-Herald Square station, which is expansive and adjacent to Penn 
Station New York and two other subway stations, the projected AM peak-hour incremental trips would 
increase from 319 without East Side Access to 380 with East Side Access. These trips would traverse an 
expansive network of street-level entrances and underground passageways extending from West 32nd to 
West 35th Streets across Broadway and Sixth Avenue, and onto multiple mezzanine areas and subway 
platforms. Accordingly, these incremental ridership increases (for both with or without East Side Access) 
would result in imperceptible changes to operations at these station facilities and are not expected to result 
in adverse effects. 


For the four stations that were analyzed in detail in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” the projected 
increases for the AM peak hour as a result of East Side Access would be 342 to 405 for the 42 St-Bryant 
Park-5 Avenue station, 313 to 340 for the Atlantic Avenue-Barclays Center station, 268 to 305 for the 14 
Street (Sixth Avenue/Seventh Avenue) station, and 332 to 386 for the Court Square station. The application 
of the higher increments (with East Side Access) to the Subchapter 4C analyses results identified no changes 
in the previously made adverse effect findings. Specifically, there would continue to be no adverse effects 
at the 42 Street-Bryant Park-5 Avenue, Atlantic Avenue-Barclays Center, and 14th Street (Sixth 
Avenue/Seventh Avenue) stations. For the Court Square station, the higher “with East Side Access” trip 
increments would result in the same adverse effect described for the without East Side Access condition 
and the same improvements identified (i.e., constructing a new stair on the Manhattan-bound No. 7 train 
platform) would similarly address the adverse effect under the with East Side Access condition. 


In addition to the above, the Canal Street station (at Sixth Avenue, which serves the A, C, and E routes) 
would experience an increase in projected ridership under the East Side Access condition that triggered the 
need for further analyses. Following the analysis procedures and methodologies detailed in Subchapter 4C 
“Transportation: Transit,” additional data were collected at this station and calibrated against volume data 
provided by NYCT and projected volumes presented in the October 2021 SoHo/NoHo Neighborhood Plan 
Final Environmental Impact Statement (CEQR Technical Manual, No.: 21DCPO59M) to establish a 
representative baseline for analysis. In coordination with NYCT, projected trip increments were assigned to 
the station’s various control areas and circulation elements and analyzed. This assessment concluded that 
the incremental increase in trips at this station under the East Side Access condition would not result in any 
potential adverse effects. Appendix 4C.7, “Transportation: Level of Service Tables — New York City.” 
presents the analysis details. 
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16.3.1.2 Parking 

Results of the transportation modeling conducted for the Project with East Side Access using the BPM show 
that all tolling scenarios evaluated would result in a decrease in the number of vehicle trips entering and 
leaving the Manhattan CBD and a corresponding increase in the number of trips made to the Manhattan 
CBD using public transit. Consequently, there would be a decrease in demand for parking within the 
Manhattan CBD and an increase in demand for parking at the region’s transit stations and commuter park- 
and-ride locations. Based on the BPM results with East Side Access, the increase in commuters at individual 
stations or park-and-ride facilities outside the Manhattan CBD would be distributed throughout the region, 
and no locations would have increases in vehicle trips of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour for any tolling 
scenario. Moreover, the new vehicle trips at stations would include some customers who would be dropped 
off without parking and therefore would not add to the demand for parking. Because other modes of public 
transit in the regional study area (e.g., subways, light rail) would incur even fewer additional vehicle trips 
as aresult of the Project with East Side Access, those locations would also not exceed 50 more vehicles in 
the peak hour for any tolling scenario. Consequently, using the tiered methodology summarized above and 
described in greater detail in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” no adverse effect would occur to 
parking conditions at locations in the regional study area. 


The number of commuters and visitors to the Manhattan CBD who would use transit for their journey 
would increase in all tolling scenarios. Although the BPM predicts it would be at far lower numbers than 
commuter rail and park-and-ride facilities described in the regional study area, some of these new transit 
users would drive to transit stations in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD to access transit to 
complete their journey. Consequently, the CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access would increase the 
number of drivers who would seek parking near transit facilities in New York City outside the Manhattan 
CBD. Based on the BPM results with East Side Access, the increase in the number of travelers at individual 
transit facilities in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD would be distributed across the city, and no 
transit destinations would have increases of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour. Moreover, the new 
vehicle trips at transit facilities would include some customers who would be dropped off without parking 
and therefore would not add to the demand for parking. Consequently, using the tiered methodology 
summarized above and described in more detail in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” no adverse 
effect would occur to parking conditions at locations in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD. 


16.3.1.3 Pedestrians and Bicyclists 

Analysis prepared for the CBD Tolling Alternative without East Side Access in the background condition 
identified 16 transit stations where there would be more than 200 new peak-hour pedestrian trips (refer 
to Figure 4E-1 and Table 4E-1). When including the East Side Access Project in the background condition, 
fifteen of these stations would receive more than 200 new peak-hour pedestrian trips in peak hours, but 
one station—Secaucus NJ TRANSIT station—would not. The CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access 
would not result in any new or additional transit stations that would exceed more than 200 new peak-hour 
pedestrian trips as compared to the analysis presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and 
Bicyclists.” Figure 4E-1 and Table 4E-1 shows the pedestrian analysis study area with East Side Access. 
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Three areas (Table 4E-1 and Figure 4E-1) would have more than 200 new pedestrians in the peak hour at 
an individual pedestrian element (i.e., crosswalk, sidewalk, or corner reservoir) as follows: 


e Herald Square/Penn Station New York 
e Grand Central Terminal 
e World Trade Center/Fulton Street 


Based on revised analysis that incorporates the East Side Access Project into the background condition, 
future pedestrian conditions would not change at the World Trade Center/Fulton Street station area as 
compared to analysis presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicyclists,” and there 
would be no adverse effects on pedestrian circulation at this location. The detailed analysis results for this 
station location are presented in Appendix 4E.5, “Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project.” 


For the Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal areas, Table 16-2 presents the 
assessment of pedestrian facilities that would accommodate an increase of 200 or more peak-hour 
pedestrian trips as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access in the background condition. 


Table 16-2. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Analysis Results with East Side Access 


NUMBER OF NUMBER OF LOCATIONS THAT OPERATE AT 
PEAK PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS | LOSCOR 
TRANSIT STATION AREA | HOUR ELEMENT LOCATIONS | BETTER LOS D LOS E LOS F 


Sidewalks 
Corner Reservoirs 
PM Sidewalks 


Herald Square/Penn Station 
New York 


Grand Central Terminal 


Because the East Side Access Project would divert some pedestrians from Penn Station New York to the 
new terminal under Madison Avenue, there would be changes in pedestrian volumes near Penn Station 
New York. At some locations, volumes would be lower than and the potential effects would be lesser than 
for the CBD Tolling Alternative without the East Side Access Project. With implementation of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, all analysis locations near Herald Square/Penn Station New York would operate at marginally 
acceptable Level of Service (LOS) D or better except for the following: 


e The north crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street would operate at LOS E in the AM peak hour 
and LOS F in the PM peak hour. 


Although there would be no change in the number of congested LOS E or LOS F pedestrian elements with 
or without the Project, there would be slight deteriorations in square feet per pedestrian (SFP) values. 
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Based on the CEQR Technical Manual adverse effects criteria presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles,” the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in potential adverse pedestrian effects 
near Herald Square/Penn Station New York, as follows: 


e The Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street north crosswalk would operate at LOS E with a decrease of 
1.8 SFP in the AM peak hour and at LOS F with a decrease of 0.6 SFP in the PM peak hour compared to 
the No Action Alternative. 


The potential adverse effects at this location can be resolved through measures that would be implemented 
as part of the Project. This measure would not affect existing bicycle infrastructure in the street. Increased 
pedestrian space on the crosswalk can be achieved via physical widening. Table 16-3 shows the 
recommended measure and predicted conditions with the implementation. This measure would be 
developed in coordination with NYCDOT prior to its implementation. Table 16-3 also notes the relative ease 
of implementation of the recommended measure. 


Table 16-3. CBD Tolling Alternative with Improvement Measures with East Side Access—Pedestrian 
Level of Service Analysis—Herald Square/Penn Station New York 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION | CBDTOLLING | (IMPROVED) 
LOCATION PROJECT IMPROVEMENT MEASURES | SFP | LOS | SFP | LOS | SFP | LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Sixth Avenue and West 34th Widen the crosswalk by 1.5 feet (easy : i ‘ E 
Street: to implement). Crosswalk widening of 
north chosswalk 2.0 feet needed without East Side 
Access. 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
Sixth Avenue and West 34th Widen the crosswalk by 1.5 feet (easy : F 
Street: to implement). Crosswalk widening of 


2.0 feet needed without East Side 
Access. 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian. 


north crosswalk 


The adverse effects and Project improvement measures presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles” on the west sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between 35th and West 34th Streets and 
the north crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street without East Side Access would not occur 
with East Side Access. 


With implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, the west sidewalk of Lexington Avenue between East 
44th and East 45th Streets during the AM and PM peak hours would continue to operate at LOS E, with 
decreases of 1.0 SFP in both peak hours compared to the No Action Alternative. Based on the expected LOS 
and the adverse effects criteria, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any adverse pedestrian 
effects at this or any other pedestrian elements near Grand Central Terminal. 


There would be imperceptible volume differences (fewer than 20 pedestrians per peak hour) at the World 
Trade Center/Fulton Street station area with East Side Access. Therefore, the same conclusion from 
Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” can be drawn, which is that bicycle trip 
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increases with the Project would be negligible compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent 
to that transit station complex. A comparison of pedestrian trips at the two other transit hubs with and 
without East Side Access is presented. With up to 1,695 and 1,407 pedestrian trips, 34 and 28 new hourly 
bicycle trips would be generated by the Project at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central 
Terminal with East Side Access, assuming a 2 percent bike share, respectively. This is in comparison to 2,051 
and 1,205 new pedestrian trips predicted in the peak hours, where 41 and 24 new hourly bicycle trips would 
be generated by the Project at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal, without 
East Side Access, assuming a 2 percent bike share, respectively. With or without East Side Access, because 
there would be an average of fewer than one new bicycle trip per minute, these increases would be 
negligible compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent to the two transit station complexes. 


Outside the Manhattan CBD under the CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access, the shift to bicycle use 
because of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not be substantial, based on the predicted numbers of 
commuters who would shift from automobiles to transit for their daily trips (as well as the inefficiencies of 
switching from auto to bicycle as distances increase). Although the BPM cannot predict such activity, a 
small proportion of commuters would shift from automobiles to bicycles for their daily trips, depending on 
distance, available bicycle facilities, comfort, and other factors. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not result in any adverse effects on bicycle operations. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access would not result in substantial increases in pedestrian 
volumes or exacerbate safety concerns at the three identified high-crash locations, which experience high 
pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access would also not 
result in substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or exacerbate safety concerns at other locations in the 
Manhattan CBD that do not already experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD 
Tolling Alternative with East Side Access would not result in substantially modified geometric or operational 
traffic, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions, with or without recommended improvement measures, which 
would therefore not exacerbate safety concerns. Also, because of fewer vehicular trips entering and exiting 
the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access could result in reduced traffic 
volumes at these locations. This would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts, 
leading to an overall benefit to safety. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative with East Side Access would 
not result in any adverse effects on vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety. 
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17.1 INTRODUCTION 


This chapter presents an analysis of the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on low-income and 
minority populations (collectively, environmental justice populations) and provides an analysis of whether 
the Project would result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income and minority 
populations. The analysis in this chapter is based on the conclusions of the other analyses presented in 
previous chapters of this EA as well as concerns raised during the extensive public outreach that FHWA and 
the Project Sponsors conducted for the Project during preparation of this EA. Appendix 17, “Environmental 
Justice,” provides more detailed information on the methodology used to conduct this analysis. 


17.2 REGULATORY CONTEXT 


Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low- 
Income Populations (February 11, 1994), directs Federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of Federal actions on minority and low-income populations. Its 
purpose is to focus Federal attention on the environmental and human health effects of Federal actions on 
minority and low-income populations with the goal of achieving environmental protection for all 
communities. FHWA defines environmental justice as identifying and addressing disproportionately high 
and adverse effects of the agency’s programs, policies, and activities on minority populations and low- 
income populations to achieve an equitable distribution of benefits and burdens. This also includes the full 
and fair participation by all potentially affected environmental justice populations in the transportation 
decision-making process.* 


The following Federal regulatory and guidance documents were used for the environmental justice analysis: 


e Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 


Low-Income Populations (February 1994)? 


e US. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2C, Department of Transportation Actions to 
Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (May 2021)? 


e USDOT, Environmental Justice Strategy (November 2016)* 
e FHWA Order 6640.23A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 


Low-Income Populations (June 2012)° 


https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/Environment/environmental_justice/. 


https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf. 
https://www.transportation.gov/sites/dot.gov/files/Final-for-OST-C-210312-003-signed.pdf. 
https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-policy/environmental-justice/environmental-justice-strategy. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/664023a.cfm. 
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FHWA, Guidance on Environmental Justice and the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) 
(December 2011)° 


FHWA, Environmental Justice Reference Guide (April 2015)’ 


Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee, Promising Practices 
for Environmental Justice Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (March 2016)® 


17.3. METHODOLOGY 


17.3.1 Overview 
This chapter evaluates the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects to environmental 


justice populations, consistent with FHWA’s 2011 Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA, USDOT 
Order 5610.2C, and FHWA Order 6640.23A. FHWA and the Project Sponsors conducted extensive public 
outreach, including outreach targeted to environmental justice populations, during preparation of the EA. 


The following methodology was used to conduct the environmental justice analysis: 


1. 


Review Project effects to identify appropriate study areas for analysis of environmental justice 
(Section 17.4). 


Identify existing minority and low-income (environmental justice) populations in the study areas 
(Section 17.5). 


Determine whether the Project would result in beneficial and/or adverse effects on the identified 
environmental justice populations. This includes consideration of measures to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate any adverse effects of the Project as well as potential offsetting benefits to the affected 
environmental justice populations (Section 17.6). Input from environmental justice populations 
regarding potential issues of concern and mitigation measures is an important part of this step. 


Identify whether the Project would result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on 
environmental justice populations (Section 17.7). These are effects that would be predominately borne 
by environmental justice populations or are appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude on 
environmental justice populations than the adverse effect suffered by the non-minority or non-low- 
income population. 


If disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations are anticipated, 


evaluate whether there is a further practicable mitigation measure or practicable alternative that 
would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects (Section 17.8). 


Provide meaningful opportunities for environmental justice populations to provide input on the Project 
(Section 17.10). 


https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/ej/guidance_ejustice-nepa.aspx. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/publications/reference_guide_2015/index.cfm. 

The Project Sponsors reviewed this document in developing the analysis but used the guidance set forth in FHWA’s 2011 
Environmental Justice and NEPA. https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016- 

08/documents/nepa promising practices document 2016.pdf. 
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17.3.2. Data Sources 


The environmental justice analysis is based on the conclusions of the other chapters of this EA, in 


combination with supplemental data on environmental conditions and information from the U.S. Census 


Bureau, as follows: 


Information on the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative is based on the conclusions of the other 
analyses presented in this EA. These conclusions were informed, in part, by concerns raised by the 
public during early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021. 


Areas where residents are minority and/or low-income were identified using data from the U.S. Census 
Bureau 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates. The 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year 
Estimates is the most current full set of demographic information, including racial and ethnic 
characteristics and household income and poverty status, available from the U.S. Census Bureau at the 
census tract level. The 2020 Census information now available does not include a full set of information. 


Socioeconomic characteristics of the traveling public, including minority and/or low-income 
populations, were based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census Transportation Planning 
Package (CTPP). The CTPP provides special tabulations, based on the U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year 
Estimates, that are useful for transportation planning, including commuter flow data at varying 
geographic scales by mode of commute and household income. The CTPP data include information on 
commuter patterns for a range of income levels. The most recent CTPP is based on the 2012-2016 ACS 
5-Year Estimates and has not been updated to reflect more recent ACS data. 


Conclusions about the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on low-income and/or minority 
populations and potential measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects were informed by the 
early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021. That outreach included public webinars to engage 
with environmental justice populations throughout the 28-county region, coordination with an 
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group, and meetings with an Environmental Justice 
Stakeholder Working Group (see Section 17.10). 


17.4 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE STUDY AREAS 


The environmental justice analysis evaluates two types of potential effects of the CBD Tolling Program, 


neighborhood effects and regional effects: 


Local (Neighborhood) Effects: These are effects on local communities. Based on the conclusions of the 
other chapters of this EA, the potential neighborhood effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative would be 
primarily related to diverted trips and changes in traffic patterns, and the potential resulting effects in 
terms of traffic congestion, air emissions, and noise. 


Regional Effects: These are effects on regional mobility. The analysis considers how implementation of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect the regional population in terms of increased costs (tolls), 
changes in trip time, and changes in transit conditions. 


August 2022 17-3 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


The information presented in Chapters 4 through 15 of this EA and summarized in Chapter 16, “Summary 
of Effects” (see Table 16-1) describe the local and regional effects of implementation of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative on the general population and identify potential adverse effects and measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate those effects. FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those conclusions as well as 
concerns raised during public outreach for the Project to determine what Project effects have the potential 
to affect environmental justice populations. This informed selection of study areas for the environmental 
justice analysis, as discussed in Sections 17.4.1 and 17.4.2, and the topics to be considered in the analysis 
(see Section 17.6). 


In addition, during public outreach conducted for the Project in fall 2021 (see Section 17.10), members of 
the public raised a number of concerns related to the Project’s potential for effects on environmental 
justice populations, and FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those concerns and included them in 
the analysis of environmental justice presented in this chapter: 


e Potential Project Effects on Traffic, Air Quality, and Noise Near Environmental Justice Neighborhoods: 
Participants in public webinars and meetings of the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group 
and Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group raised concerns that the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would divert traffic to circumferential highways around the Manhattan CBD and that these additional 
vehicles would adversely affect the nearby neighborhoods, including by degrading air quality and 
increasing noise. Participants also commented that the Project would affect local traffic volumes and 
potentially air quality and noise, in environmental justice neighborhoods, including on the Lower East 
Side in the Manhattan CBD and in the South Bronx outside the Manhattan CBD. Section 17.6.1 of this 
chapter presents the results of the detailed analysis the Project Sponsors conducted of these issues 
(see Sections 17.6.1.1, 17.6.1.2, 17.6.1.3, and 17.6.1.4). 


In response to comments during the fall 2021 outreach, the Project Sponsors expanded the analyses 
of traffic, air quality, and noise to include additional locations in environmental justice neighborhoods 
where concerns were raised, more detailed evaluation of changes in truck volumes on highways and 
local roadways, and more detailed evaluation of air pollutants of concern in the air quality evaluation. 
In addition, the Project Sponsors added a tolling scenario for analysis throughout the EA, Tolling 
Scenario G, to evaluate opportunities for reducing truck diversions that would result from the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. 


In addition, as a result of comments received during public outreach related to air quality concerns, 
MTA will prioritize two bus depots that serve environmental justice populations in Upper Manhattan 
and the South Bronx for the transition of MTA New York City Transit’s (NYCT) bus fleet to zero-emissions 
buses (see Section 17.6.1.3). 


e Potential Effects of the Project on Bus Ridership: Participants in the early outreach commented that 
the Project has the potential to overburden local bus service as people shift from automobile to public 
transportation to avoid the toll. The EA includes a detailed analysis of the effects of the Project on 
public transportation ridership throughout the region, including on bus routes that serve 
environmental justice neighborhoods. Section 17.6.1.5 provides information on the results of the 
analysis. 
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e Potential for Indirect Displacement of Low-Income Residents in the Manhattan CBD: The 
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group raised concerns about the potential involuntary 
displacement of environmental justice populations. They stated a concern that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would attract new middle- and upper-income residents to the Manhattan CBD because of 
its proximity to transit and reduced vehicle congestion, allowing the new residents to avoid paying the 
toll. Commenters believed that this would put upward pressure on rents, forcing low-income residents 
to move to more affordable locations outside the Manhattan CBD. They also expressed concern about 
the potential increase in the cost of goods for Manhattan CBD and how this might affect the cost of 
living for low-income residents in the Manhattan CBD (see the next item in this discussion). Section 
17.6.1.8 provides an analysis of the potential for indirect displacement. 


e Potential Effects on the Cost of Goods in the Manhattan CBD: During public outreach for the Project 
related to environmental justice, the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group raised concerns 
about the potential for the introduction of a new CBD toll to affect the price of consumer goods in the 
Manhattan CBD if the costs of new tolls on commercial vehicles would be passed on to customers. 
Section 17.6.1.9 provides summarizes the conclusions related to this issue. 


e Increased Cost of Travel to the Manhattan CBD for Low-Income Drivers: Speakers at the environmental 
justice webinars and members of the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group and 
Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group expressed concerns about increased costs for low- 
income drivers traveling to the Manhattan CBD. This included concerns related to potential adverse 
effects on community cohesion and access to the Manhattan CBD as well as the effect of increased 
costs for low-income drivers who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD. See Section 17.6.2.1. 


17.4.1 Local Study Area 

Based on the review of Project effects identified in other chapters of the EA, most of the potential effects 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative on environmental justice populations would be local effects. Appendix 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” provides more detail on the conclusions of the EA and how issues were evaluated 
for consideration in this environmental justice analysis. To evaluate the local effects on environmental 
justice populations, the Project Sponsors used a 10-county local study area consisting of New York City and 
the five adjacent counties where the greatest change in traffic volumes and vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) 
are predicted to occur (Figure 17-1). This local study area is the area where localized effects (such as 
changes in traffic volumes, air emissions, or noise) would occur as a result of the Project. This 10-county 
study area includes the following: 


e Bronx County, New York 

e Kings County (Brooklyn), New York 

e New York County (Manhattan), New York 

e Queens County, New York 

e =Richmond County (Staten Island), New York 
e Nassau County, New York 

e Bergen County, New Jersey 


e Essex County, New Jersey 
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e Hudson County, New Jersey 


e Union County, New Jersey 


17.4.2 Regional Study Area 

For consideration of the effects of the new toll on people who travel throughout the region, the Project 
Sponsors used a larger, regional study area (see Figure 17-1). The regional study area is the main catchment 
area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD and the area where changes in travel patterns and mobility 
would occur. The 28-county regional study area, which is the same regional study area used in other 
chapters of the EA, includes the following: 


e New York City (Bronx, Kings [Brooklyn], New York [Manhattan], Queens, and Richmond [Staten Island] 
Counties) 


e Long Island (Nassau and Suffolk Counties) 
e New York counties north of New York City (Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester) 


e New Jersey counties (Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, 
Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren) 


e Connecticut counties (Fairfield and New Haven) 


17.5 EXISTING MINORITY AND LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN THE ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 
STUDY AREAS 


17.5.1 Defining Minority and Low-Income Populations 
USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A define minority and low-income populations as follows: 


e Minority: A person who is Black or African American (not Hispanic), American Indian and Alaskan 
Native, Asian American, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and Hispanic or Latino. This analysis 
also includes people who identified themselves as “some other race” or “two or more races” in the U.S. 
Census. In addition, minority population is any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live 
in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons 
who will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity. 


e Low-Income: A person whose household income is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services poverty guidelines.’ In addition, a low-income population is any readily identifiable 
groups of low-income persons who live in geographic proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, 
geographically dispersed/transient persons who will be similarly affected by a proposed FHWA 
program, policy, or activity. 


9 The analysis for this Project used information related to the annual poverty threshold established by the U.S. Census Bureau 
rather than the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services poverty guidelines. The Health and Human Services poverty 
guidelines are a simplified version of those Federal poverty thresholds that are used for administrative purposes—for 
instance, determining financial eligibility for certain Federal programs. 
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Figure 17-1. Environmental Justice Study Areas 
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For the analysis of the local (neighborhood) study area, the following approach was used to identify 
minority and low-income populations (for more information, see Appendix 17, “Environmental Justice”): 


e Census tracts in the local study area were considered to be minority when either: (1) at least 50 percent 
of the census tract’s population identifies as minority; or (2) the percentage of population identifying 
as minority in the census block group exceeds the share of minority population in the county where 
that census tract is located. 


e Census tracts in the local study area were considered to be low-income when the percentage of 
individuals with household incomes up to twice the Federal poverty threshold in the census tract was 
higher than that percentage for the 28-county region.’° The Project Sponsors in consultation with 
FHWA identified this income threshold, rather than using the lower Federal poverty threshold, to 
reflect local conditions and the cost of living in the study area (see Appendix 17, “Environmental 
Justice,” for more information). 


For evaluation of the potential effects on people who travel throughout the region (i.e., commuters, 
travelers, or individuals in specific industries, businesses, or other groups that could be affected by 
increased cost associated with accessing the Manhattan CBD), the following approach was used to identify 
minority and low-income populations: 


e = Minority populations who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD were identified based on census 
information available in the CTPP. 


e Low-income populations who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD were identified based on 
information available in the CTPP related to worker flows by mode and household income. A household 
income threshold of $50,000 was used to identify low-income drivers, since no data are available on 
workers who have household incomes of up to twice the poverty threshold. This is approximately 
equivalent to, although higher than, the low-income threshold of twice the Federal poverty threshold 
for a three-person family, consistent with the average household size for the Project study area of 2.8 
people per household." 


17.5.2. Environmental Justice Populations in the Local Study Area 
The local study area includes the Manhattan CBD and the surrounding area that is most likely to be affected 
by changes in traffic volumes resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


Approximately 617,00 residents live in the Manhattan CBD, with a wide range of income levels and racial 
and ethnic characteristics. The Manhattan CBD includes a number of different neighborhoods, which the 
New York City Department of City Planning combines together into neighborhood groupings for analysis 
purposes. These are illustrated in Figure 17-2. As shown in Figure 17-2, the Manhattan CBD includes areas 


10 For this analysis, the Project Sponsors used data from the U.S. Census on the number of individuals in each census tract with 
household incomes up to 1.99 times the Federal poverty threshold. For simplicity, this chapter refers to that information as 
twice the Federal poverty threshold. 

The average household size is 2.8 people per household in New York City, the 10-county study area, and the 28-county 
regional study area. 
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with environmental justice census tracts, generally located in the Chinatown, Lower East Side, and Clinton 
neighborhoods, with additional tracts in other neighborhoods. 


Outside the Manhattan CBD, the rest of the local study area includes more than 300 different 
neighborhoods and local communities. Figure 17-3 provides an overview of the local study area and 
Appendix 17, “Environmental Justice,” provides additional, more detailed maps and information for each 
of these neighborhoods. As Figure 17-3 illustrates, most census tracts in the area immediately surrounding 
the Manhattan CBD are environmental justice census tracts. Table 17-1 provides a summary of the 
population characteristics of the local study area. 


17.5.3. Environmental Justice Populations in the Regional Study Area 


17.5.3.1 Regional Overview 

Minority and low-income populations live throughout the regional study area, which consists of 28 counties 
around and including New York City. As shown in Figure 17-4, environmental justice census tracts are 
predominantly located close to New York City in the area that constitutes the local study area. Table 17-2 
shows the population characteristics of the regional study area. 


Table 17-1. Population Characteristics of the Local Study Area 


ASIAN BLACK OTHER HISPANIC WHITE % 
GEOGRAPHIC TOTAL (NON- (NON- (NON- OR (NON- % LOW- 
AREA POPULATION | HISPANIC) | HISPANIC) | HISPANIC) | LATINO | HISPANIC) | MINORITY | INCOME 


Bronx County 1,435,068 29.2% 56.0% 90.9% | 51.0% 


Kings County 2,589,974 11.8% 30.0% 2.8% 19.0% 36.4% 63.6% 39.1% 
(Brooklyn) 

New York County 1,631,993 12.1% 12.5% 2.7% 25.8% 46.9% 53.1% 28.9% 
(Manhattan) 


Queens County 2,287,388 25.3% 17.2% 28.0% | 25.0% | 75.0% | 31.0% 


(Staten Island) 

Nassau County 14.5% 

Bergen County 16.1% 

Essex County 33.3% 

Hudson County 32.8% 

Union County 24.8% 
(12.8%) (19.8%) | (2.9%) | (27.6%) | (36.9%) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 

Notes: 


1. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 


2. Other includes the census categories of American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Some 
Other Race, and Two or More Races. People of any race may also be Hispanic. 


3. Total minority percentage consists of all population other than non-Hispanic White people. 


4. Low-income population is population with annual household incomes of up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty 
threshold. 
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Figure 17-2. 
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Figure 17-3. Environmental Justice Census Tracts in the Local Study Area 
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Figure 17-4. Environmental Justice Census Tracts in the Regional Study Area 
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Table 17-2. Population Characteristics of the Regional Study Area 


TOTAL ASIAN (NON- BLACK (NON- OTHER (NON- HISPANIC OR WHITE (NON- % 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA POPULATION HISPANIC) HISPANIC) HISPANIC) LATINO HISPANIC) MINORITY 
New York City 1,176,762 1,837,549 254,857 2,447,862 2,702,286 
(14.0%) (21.8%) (3.0%) (29.1%) (32.1%) 
Bronx County 


Kings County (Brooklyn) 2,589,974 11.8% 30.0% 19.0% 36.4% 63.6% 


New York County 1,631,993 12.1% 12.5% 2.7% 25.8% 46.9% 53.1% 
(Manhattan) 


Queens County | 2,287,388 25.3% 17.2% | 44% | 28.0% 25.0% 75.0% | 


Richmond County 474,893 | 9.2% | 9.4% 2.0% 18.4% | 61.0% | 39.0% 
(Staten Island) 


Long Island Counties 2,840,341 187,841 258,946 61,423 515,858 1,816,273 
(6.6%) (9.1%) (2.2%) (18.2%) (63.9%) 

Nassau County 

Suffolk County 


of New York City (4.8%) (11.4%) (2.5%) (20.6%) (60.7%) 
Dutchess County 
Orange County 
Putnam County 
Rockland County 
Westchester County 
(10.6%) (12.1%) (2.2%) (21.9%) (53.2%) 
Bergen County 
Essex County 
Hudson County 
Hunterdon County 
Mercer County 
Middlesex County 
Monmouth County 
Morris County 
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Table 17-2. Population Characteristics of the Regional Study Area 


TOTAL ASIAN (NON- BLACK (NON- OTHER (NON- HISPANIC OR WHITE (NON- % % 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA POPULATION HISPANIC) HISPANIC) HISPANIC) LATINO HISPANIC) MINORITY LOW-INCOME 


Ocean County 24.8% 
Passaic County 32.8% 
Somerset County 12.1% 
Sussex County 13.6% 
Union County 24.8% 
Warren County 19.1% 


Connecticut Counties 1,801,439 84,153 207,373 46,465 341,331 1,122,117 23.1% 
a (4.7%) (11.5%) (2.6%) (18.9%) (62.3%) 

Fairfield County 20.8% 

New Haven County 25.6% 

TOTAL _—22,187,845 2,296,980 3,396,219 569,496 5,276,241 10,648,909 26.8% 

| eee (10.4%) (15.3%) (2.6%) (23.8%) (48.0%) 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 

Notes: 


1. Percentages may not add to 100 percent due to rounding. 


2. Other includes the census categories of American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, Some Other Race, and Two or More Races. People of 
any race may also be Hispanic. 


3. Total minority percentage consists of all population other than non-Hispanic White people. 
4. Low-income population is population with annual household incomes of up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty threshold. 
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17.5.3.2 Regional Travel Characteristics 

According to 2012-2016 CTPP data, nearly 10.7 million people had their place of employment in the 
regional study area, and about 14 percent of them (approximately 1.5 million) work in the Manhattan CBD, 
based on the 2012-2016 CTPP. Of those, approximately 1,262,400 commute from locations outside the 
Manhattan CBD and the remainder live and work in the Manhattan CBD. Table 17-3 shows the counties of 
residence for people who commute to the Manhattan CBD for work, including people who live within the 
Manhattan CBD itself. 


Table 17-3. Comparison of Origins for Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 


COMMUTERS TO PERCENTAGE OF STUDY 
MANHATTAN CBD AREA TOTAL 


1,074,244 70.9% 
99,929 6.6% 
277,884 18.4% 
454,981 30.0% 
210,661 13.9% 


ORIGIN (PLACE OF RESIDENCE) 
New York City 
Bronx County 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 

New York County (Manhattan) 
Queens County 


Richmond County (Staten Island) 30,789 2.0% 
Long Island Counties 96,458 6.4% 
New York Counties North of New York City 89,410 5.9% 
New Jersey Counties 226,300 14.9% 
Connecticut Counties 27,697 1.8% 


TOTAL 100.0% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016 Estimate. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
Notes: 
1. Numbers from different tables in the CTPP (e.g., total commuters to the Manhattan CBD) may not be identical due to 
rounding and different methods of estimating inherent in the CTPP. 
2. Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Approximately 28 percent of households in the regional study area do not have a vehicle available for their 
use (and, conversely, 72 percent of households have one or more vehicles available), although vehicle 
access varies widely across the region, as shown in Table 17-4. The proportion of households that do not 
have access to a vehicle is substantially higher in Manhattan (77 percent in Manhattan as a whole, 
80 percent in the Manhattan CBD), the Bronx (59 percent), and Brooklyn (56 percent), than in the region 
(28 percent). 
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Table 17-4. Vehicle Access in the Regional Study Area 


PERCENTAGE OF 
HOUSEHOLDS WITH HOUSEHOLDS WITH 


NO ACCESS TOA NO ACCESS TOA 
GEOGRAPHIC AREAS TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS VEHICLE VEHICLE 


New York City 54.6% 
Bronx County 59.1% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 55.8% 
New York County (Manhattan) 77.0% 
Queens County 36.7% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 16.7% 
Long Island Counties «36,278 i ts«éi GAO 6.0% 
New York Counties North of New York City 11.7% 
New Jersey Counties «2558509 =| 314,320 12.3% 
Connecticut Counties 9.6% 

TOTAL | _ 8,053,595 2,250,131 27.9% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 
Note: 
Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Residents of New York City in particular are most likely to use transit’? to travel to work in the Manhattan 
CBD. With a dense network of public transportation options throughout New York City and 24-hour service 
throughout that network, CTPP data indicate that 88 percent of the New York City residents who travel to 
the Manhattan CBD for work from outside the Manhattan CBD use public transportation for their commute. 
All of New York City is within one-half mile of a commuter rail station, subway station, or bus stop except 
one small area in southern Queens, a gated community called Breezy Point (see Figure 5A-3 in Subchapter 
5A). Most of New York City is also within one-half mile of the faster public transportation modes available— 
commuter rail, subway, or Select Bus Service (SBS), New York City’s growing bus rapid transit system. 


Approximately 440,000 people (or about 5.2 percent of the city’s 8.4 million residents) live in areas of New 
York City that are more than one-half mile from these faster public transportation modes (commuter rail, 
subway, or express bus or SBS service), and approximately 33,900 of them commute to the Manhattan 
CBD. Approximately 5,200 (15 percent) of these commuters to the Manhattan CBD travel by car. 


12 Unless otherwise noted, the terms “public transportation” and “transit” are used interchangeably throughout this chapter. 


One-half mile represents an approximately 10- to 15-minute walk for an average pedestrian, and therefore indicates the 
availability of these transportation services. 
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17.5.3.3 Minority Commuters to Manhattan CBD from the Regional Study Area 

More than half of the population of the regional study area (52 percent) identifies as minority, as shown in 
Table 17-2 earlier in this chapter. The percentage of population who identify as minority populations is 
highest in New York City (68 percent), where all but Richmond County (Staten Island) are more than 
50 percent minority and the Bronx (91 percent) and Queens (75 percent) have the highest proportions. In 
New Jersey, the counties closest to New York City also have populations with more than half identifying as 
minority (in particular, Essex County, with 70 percent; Hudson County, with 71 percent, Middlesex, with 
57 percent; Passaic, with 59 percent; and Union, with 61 percent). 


Consequently, many of the people who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD identify as minority. 
Table 17-5 provides information on the number of minority commuters to the Manhattan CBD from the 
different origins in the regional study area. A total of 715,195 of the region’s commuters to the Manhattan 
CBD (47.2 percent) identify as minority populations. Of these commuters, over three-quarters 
(76.9 percent) are from New York City, 14.5 percent are from New Jersey, 0.8 percent are from Connecticut, 
and 7.8 percent are from the other New York counties in the study area. 


Table 17-5. Origins for All Commuters and Minority Commuters to the Manhattan CBD (All Modes) 


MINORITY % OF COMMUTERS 
ORIGIN (PLACE OF RESIDENCE) ALL COMMUTERS COMMUTERS WHO ARE MINORITY 


New York City 549,993 51.2% 
Bronx County 89,406 89.5% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 142,988 51.5% 
New York County (Manhattan) 163,832 36.0% 
Queens County 143,214 68.0% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 10,553 34.3% 
Long Island Counties 28,897 30.0% 
New York Counties North of New York City 30.2% 
New Jersey Counties 103,685 45.8% 
Connecticut Counties 20.4% 

TOTAL, ~—S 1,514,109 715,195 47.2% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau. CTPP, 2012-2016 Estimate. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
Notes: 
1. Numbers from different tables in the CTPP (e.g., total commuters to the Manhattan CBD) may not be identical due to 
rounding and different methods of estimating inherent in the CTPP. 
2. Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


Table 17-6 provides information on the mode of transportation to work for all workers and for minority 
workers in the Manhattan CBD. As shown in Table 17-6, approximately 10 percent of the minority 
commuters to the Manhattan CBD, or close to 73,000 people, use cars to make their trip. This is similar to 
the overall population of all commuters, of whom approximately 10.2 percent use cars. 
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Table 17-6. Travel Mode to Manhattan CBD for All Workers and Minority Workers 


COMMUTE BY OTHER 
MODE 


COMMUTE BY COMMUTE BY 
COMMUTE BY AUTO TRANSIT BICYCLE OR WALK 


COMMUTERS TO 
MANHATTAN CBD 


All workers 157,852 1,213,793 128,638 
(10.2%) (78.1%) (8.3%) 
Minority workers 72,936 602,493 42,080 


(10.0%) (82.4%) (5.8%) 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau. CTPP, 2012—2016 Estimate. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

Notes: 

1. Numbers from different tables in the CTPP (e.g., total commuters to the Manhattan CBD) may not be identical due to 
rounding and different methods of estimating inherent in the CTPP. Total workers shown in this table are those for whom 
means of transportation is available. 

2. Commute by other mode includes taxicab, motorcycle, other modes, and people who work at home. 


Table 17-7 and Figure 17-5 provide more specific information on the origins of minority auto commuters 
to the Manhattan CBD, based on the CTPP. As shown, more than half of the minority auto commuters come 
from locations in New York City, including more than 20 percent from Queens. About one-quarter of the 
minority auto commuters come from locations in New Jersey. 


Table 17-7. Estimated Origins of Minority Auto Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 


MINORITY AUTO COMMUTERS PERCENTAGE OF 


ORIGIN (PLACE OF RESIDENCE) TO MANHATTAN CBD STUDY AREA TOTAL 

New York City 505 56.9% 
Bronx County 11.1% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 13.1% 
New York County (Manhattan) 7.1% 
Queens County 22.5% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 3.2% 
Long Island Counties 9.2% 
New York Counties North of New York City 9.3% 
New Jersey Counties 23.4% 
Connecticut Counties 864 1.2% 

TOTAL 72,936 100.0% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012-2016 Estimate. 
Estimates of origins for minority commuters based on analysis by AKRF, Inc. for this EA. 
For more information on the methodology for this estimate, see Appendix 17, “Environmental Justice.” 


17-18 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


Figure 17-5. Origins of Minority Auto Commuters to the Manhattan CBD 
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17.5.3.4 Low-Income Commuters to Manhattan CBD from the Regional Study Area 

About 14 percent of the commuters to the Manhattan CBD (about 219,000 people) are low-income. Most 
of these low-income commuters (88 percent, or just under 193,000 people) live in New York City, and about 
14 percent (close to 32,000 people) live and work within the Manhattan CBD. About 8 percent of the low- 
income commuters to the Manhattan CBD are from New Jersey, about 2 percent are from Long Island and 
the New York counties north of New York City, and fewer than 1 percent are from Connecticut (See Table 
17-8.) 


Table 17-8. Origins for All Commuters and Low-Income Commuters to the Manhattan CBD (All Modes) 


% OF COMMUTERS 


LOW-INCOME WHO ARE LOW- 
ORIGIN (PLACE OF RESIDENCE) ALL COMMUTERS COMMUTERS INCOME 


New York City 1,074,244 192,497 17.9% 
Bronx County 99,929 36,718 36.7% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 277,884 49,910 18.0% 


New York County (Manhattan) 14.2% 
Queens County 18.6% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 8.0% 
Long Island Counties 3.9% 
New York Counties North of New York City 89.410 AKG 5.0% 
New Jersey Counties «226,300 ss‘, 830 7.4% 
Connecticut Counties 3.5% 

TOTAL | 1.814109 | 248,623 1. 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012—2016 Estimate. Percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 
Notes: 
1. Numbers from different tables in the CTPP (e.g., total commuters to the Manhattan CBD) may not be identical due to 
rounding and different methods of estimating inherent in the CTPP. 
2. Low-income commuters are those with household incomes of less than $50,000. 
3. Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


A total of 16,100 low-income workers drive to the Manhattan CBD for work, based on the CTPP. The CTPP 
provides information on income level and mode by commuters’ origin, but only at the county level. 
However, information on commuting patterns to Manhattan overall help to understand where low-income 
drivers to the Manhattan CBD live. As shown in Table 17-9, about 72 percent of the low-income commuters 
who drive to Manhattan for work come from locations within New York City, and the largest share comes 
from Queens, followed by Brooklyn and the Bronx. About 14 percent of the low-income drivers come from 
New Jersey. 
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Table 17-9. Travel Modes for Low-Income Commuters to Manhattan Overall by Origin 


% OF ALL 
ALL LOW- LOW-INCOME LOW-INCOME LOW-INCOME 


INCOME COMMUTERS BY | COMMUTERS BY | COMMUTERS BY 
ORIGIN (PLACE OF RESIDENCE) COMMUTERS TRANSIT AUTO AUTO 


New York City 401,220 319,400 28,485 72% 
Bronx County 16% 
Kings County (Brooklyn) 16% 
New York County (Manhattan) 13% 


Queens County 83,335 72,215 9,580 24% 
Richmond County (Staten Island) 5,585 4,325 1,125 3% 


Long Island Counties «7,875 | 690,520 6% 
New York Counties North of New York City «82475245 2,880 7% 
New Jersey Counties «27,328 ss ,465 5,408 14% 
Connecticut Counties 4705 215 480 1% 
TOTAL, 445,875 | 352,015 39,771 100% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, CTPP, 2012—2016 Estimate. 
Notes: 
1. Auto commuters include those who drive alone and those who carpool. 
2. Low-income commuters are those with household incomes of less than $50,000. 
3. Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 
New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 
New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, 
Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 


17.5.3.5 Businesses Dependent on Vehicles: Taxi and For-Hire Vehicles 

The analysis presented in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” examines the effects of the Project on various 
vehicle-dependent industries and concludes that the implementation of a new toll with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in adverse effects on businesses in the Manhattan CBD because of the 
introduction of a new toll. 


Tolling scenarios included in the CBD Tolling Alternative include a range of treatments of taxis and FHV 
trips. Some scenarios exempt taxi and FHV trips from the charge entirely, some include discounts in the 
form of caps on the number of trips that would be subject to the charge, some charge taxi and FHV trips 
once per day, and others charge them for every trip entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD. Scenarios 
that charge every taxi and FHV trip would lead to higher overall prices paid by customers for these trips. 
While the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in an adverse economic impact on the taxi and FHV 
industry overall, it could reduce employment of taxi and FHV drivers in some tolling scenarios. Section 
17.6.2.2 later in this chapter describes the potential adverse effect on these drivers in more detail. This 
section presents information about the population characteristics of those drivers, based on available 
information from the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC), which grants licenses for taxi 
cabs and FHVs in the city. 


Taxis include yellow cabs (which are authorized to operate throughout New York City) and green cabs 
(which are authorized to pick up passengers by street-hail outside of the core service area of Manhattan). 
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Street-hail livery cabs can accept trips in Manhattan north of East 96th Street and West 110th Street, and 
in any location in the boroughs outside of Manhattan. FHVs include “traditional” FHVs, which are pre- 
arranged trips via black cars, liveries, and luxury limousine dispatched from a base that handles fewer than 
10,000 trips each day, and “high-volume” for-hire services, which are pre-arranged trips dispatched from a 
base that handles more than 10,000 trips each day. The high-volume FHV category includes Lyft and Uber. 


The TLC provides data for both licensed vehicles and drivers (those who are currently in good standing with 
TLC’s licensing division) and active vehicles and drivers (those who provided at least one trip in a given time 
period). According to the TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, in 2019 there were 13,587 yellow cabs, 2,895 green cabs, 
and 101,663 FHVs licensed by the TLC. In 2019 the TLC licensed more than 118,000 vehicles and nearly 
185,000 drivers in total. The number of active vehicles differs from the number of licensed vehicles, 
because not every licensed vehicle is actively in use during a given time period. In April 2022, there were 
7,053 yellow cabs, 1,027 green cabs, and 70,281 FHVs that made at least one trip. 


Data from the TLC indicates that approximately 96 percent of yellow and green cab drivers and 91 percent 
of FHV drivers were born in countries other than the United States. Based on this data, more than half the 
taxi or FHV drivers are from countries in Asia, Africa, and the Caribbean that have high percentages of 
populations that would be considered minority populations for this analysis. Table 17-10 lists the 
countries of birth for taxi and FHV drivers according to the 2020 TLC Fact Book. Because no more specific 
data on the racial and ethnic characteristics of these drivers is available, for this analysis, all taxi and FHV 
drivers are identified as a minority population. 


14 The New York City TLC’s 2020 Fact Book defines paratransit vehicles as vehicles that provide pre-arranged service for 


medical-related purposes. Trips are usually to or from healthcare facilities and vehicles must be dispatched by a paratransit 
base. These do not include ADA-accessible yellow cabs. 
15 New York City TLC. 2020 Fact Book. https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2020-tIc-factbook.pdf. 
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Table 17-10. Country of Birth for Taxi and FHV Drivers, 2018-2019 
COUNTRY OF ORIGIN YELLOW CAB GREEN CAB TRADITIONAL FHV | HIGH VOLUME FHV 


Bangladesh 9% 
China a ee es ee 3% 
Céte d'ivoire a ae = 
Dominican Republic 14% 
Ecuador Se ee ee 
Egypt 3% 
Ghana ee (ee ee : 
Guinea a ey eee 
Hat 3% 
india 5% 
Morocco Se ee ee eee = 
Nepal ae ae 3% 
Pakistan 9% 
Senegal a ee ee = 
United States 9% 
Uzbekistan eee ee ee 3% 
TOTAL REPORTED 58% 
OTHER ORIGINS NOT REPORTED 42% 


Source: New York City TLC. 2020 Fact Book. https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2020-tlc-factbook. pdf. 
Note: Data are as presented in the 2020 Fact Book. Information on country of birth for other drivers of each type is not 
available. 


17.6 POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS ON ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE POPULATIONS 


This section provides an analysis of the issues identified as warranting further investigation, based on the 
information in previous chapters of this EA and the concerns related to environmental justice raised during 
public outreach (see Table 17-14 for a summary of the effects for each tolling scenario). This analysis 
considers whether potential adverse effects would occur to minority and/or low-income populations, given 
the context specific to those populations, even when no adverse effects would occur to the general 
population. 


Consideration of whether effects would be adverse includes consideration of any measures to avoid, 
minimize, or mitigate potentially adverse effects. 


17.6.1 Potential Adverse Effects in the Local Study Area 

As noted earlier in this chapter, most of the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on environmental justice 
populations would be local effects. This section of the chapter evaluates each of those local effects to 
identify whether potential adverse effects on environmental justice populations would occur. The 
discussion includes the following topics, based on the issues identified in other chapters of this EA and as a 
result of environmental justice outreach for the Project: 


e Increased traffic congestion on highway segments (Section 17.6.1.1) 
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e Changes in traffic conditions at local intersections (Section 17.6.1.2) 
e Traffic-related effects on air quality (Section 17.6.1.3) 

e Traffic-related effects on noise (Section 17.6.1.4) 

e Increases to transit ridership (Section 17.6.1.5) 

e Changes in passenger flows at transit stations (Section 17.6.1.6) 


e Changes in pedestrian circulation on sidewalks near transit hubs (Section 17.6.1.7) 
e Potential for indirect displacement (Section 17.6.1.8) 


17.6.1.1 Increased Traffic Congestion on Highway Segments 

During the targeted environmental justice public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, some commenters 
voiced concerns about the potential for increases in traffic on regional highways and how that might affect 
nearby environmental justice neighborhoods. This section describes the Project’s potential effects on traffic 
operations on highways in and around the Manhattan CBD. Section 17.6.1.3 presents the potential air 
quality effects of these traffic changes and Section 17.6.1.4 describes the conclusions of the noise analysis. 


In response to comments during the fall 2021 outreach, the traffic analyses for the EA were expanded to 
include additional locations in environmental justice neighborhoods where concerns were raised and more 
detailed evaluation of changes in truck volumes on highways and local roadways. In addition, the Project 
Sponsors added a tolling scenario for analysis throughout the EA, Tolling Scenario G, to evaluate 
opportunities for reducing truck diversions that would result from the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


As described in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” detailed modeling was 
conducted for 10 highway segments near the Manhattan CBD that provide access to the Manhattan CBD 
or are circumferential routes around the Manhattan CBD that drivers could use to avoid the toll. These are 
the locations most likely to experience an increase in traffic due to a shift in traffic from currently toll-free 
facilities to currently tolled facilities and diversion of through Manhattan CBD traffic to circumferential 
routes. Several of these highway corridors were raised as a concern during early public outreach for the 
Project, given their proximity to neighborhoods with environmental justice populations. 


The analysis presented in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” concludes 
that with implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, traffic patterns would shift throughout the study 
area because of drivers who divert to avoid the new toll. The level of diversions would depend on the toll 
value and potential crossing credits or exemptions. 


Tolling Scenario D—with the highest crossing credits, exemptions, and discounts—was determined to be 
representative of the tolling scenarios with the highest potential for diversions and increases in traffic at 
certain Manhattan CBD crossings, Manhattan CBD highway approaches, intersections within and outside 
of the Manhattan CBD, and circumferential routes bypassing the Manhattan CBD. Based on the results of 
the modeling, Tolling Scenario D would result in increased traffic congestion on 8 of those 10 highway 
segments, resulting in increased delays and queues in peak hours. The effects of Tolling Scenarios E and F 
would be similar. The projected increases in delays are discussed further in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: 
Highways and Local Intersections.” On 3 of the 10 segments analyzed in detail, the increases in delay and 
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queue length due to the Project would constitute adverse effects on traffic conditions according to New 
York State’s State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) impact criteria, as follows: 


e Approaches to westbound George Washington Bridge on the Trans-Manhattan Expressway (I-95) 
between the Harlem River and the bridge during the midday peak hour 


e The westbound Long Island Expressway (I-495) near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel during the midday 
peak hours 


e The southbound and northbound Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive between East 10th Street and the 
Brooklyn Bridge during the PM peak hour 


With implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, a robust post-implementation traffic monitoring 
program will be implemented to identify and quantify actual traffic effects associated with the adopted 
tolling scenario and to inform the development of appropriate mitigation measures, if needed, including 
Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) measures, signing, motorist information, and targeted toll policy 
modifications. Depending on the tolling program implemented, it is possible that some residual traffic 
effects along certain highway segments may remain. However, given the relatively few locations where 
there is a potential for adverse traffic effects along highways leading to and from the Manhattan CBD and 
circumferential highways, the offsetting reductions in traffic volumes and improvements in travel times 
along routes from which traffic would divert, and the overall Project benefits in the Manhattan CBD and 
regionally due to a reduction in vehicular travel, the Project when viewed holistically would not have an 
adverse effect on traffic. Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” provides 
more specific information on the adverse effects and proposed mitigation. 


All 10 highway segments analyzed in detail for this EA are within or adjacent to environmental justice census 
tracts. As shown in Figure 17-3, much of the area around the Manhattan CBD consists of neighborhoods 
with environmental justice census tracts. However, as major regional highways, these highway segments 
predominantly serve regional and interstate traffic rather than local traffic. 


17.6.1.2 Changes in Traftic Conditions at Local Intersections 

Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” presents the results of a detailed 
analysis of traffic conditions in and near the Manhattan CBD. To evaluate the potential localized traffic 
effects of the Project, multiple study areas were defined based on the key entry points to the Manhattan 
CBD, including along the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary and on either side of the bridges and tunnels 
that provide access to and from the Manhattan CBD. These local study areas are the intersections most 
likely to have increases in traffic, based on the regional transportation modeling for the Project. A total of 
102 intersections were evaluated (see Figure 17-6). 


Many of these intersections were identified through the public outreach process to reflect locations where 
communities expressed concerns regarding the Project’s potential to affect traffic conditions there. Of 
these 102 intersections, almost half are in environmental justice neighborhoods, reflecting the concerns 
that were expressed during public outreach. 


August 2022 17-25 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


Figure 17-6. Local Traffic Analysis Intersections Relative to Environmental Justice Neighborhoods 
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The traffic analysis concluded that shifts in traffic patterns would change conditions at some local 
intersections within and near the Manhattan CBD. Of the 102 intersections analyzed (with more than 363 
analyses in multiple peak hours), most intersections would have reductions in delay under all tolling 
scenarios. The detailed evaluation conducted for the tolling scenarios with the greatest change in traffic 
volumes showed that those tolling scenarios (Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F) would result in increases in 
average delays at four intersections that would exceed the impact threshold established for SEQRA 
evaluations. These delays will be mitigated through the use of signal-timing adjustments and, therefore, 
there would not be an adverse traffic effect at any intersection. Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways 
and Local Intersections,” provides more information on the proposed mitigation at each potentially 
affected location. 


Consequently, the changes in traffic conditions at local intersections would not result in adverse effects on 
environmental justice populations. 


17.6.1.3  Traffic-Related Effects on Air Quality 

During early public outreach for the Project, participants in the environmental justice outreach sessions 
raised concerns that the CBD Tolling Alternative would divert traffic to circumferential highways around 
the Manhattan CBD and that these additional vehicles would adversely affect the nearby neighborhoods 
by degrading air quality. Other participants were concerned that changes in traffic at local intersections, 
including on the Lower East Side in the Manhattan CBD and in the South Bronx outside the Manhattan CBD, 
would adversely affect air quality nearby. 


Air pollution is a concern because of its associated adverse effects on human health. This is a particular 
concern for environmental justice populations, who often live in areas already considered overburdened 
by pollution. Exhaust from trucks, which has a higher level of particulate matter (PM) than automobile 
exhaust, and has been associated with adverse health effects like cardiovascular and respiratory diseases, 
is a particular concern for many environmental justice populations (for more information on health effects 
of air pollutants, see Appendix 10, “Air Quality”). Members of the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory 
Group for the Project requested additional information on the Project’s potential to increase the number 
of trucks on highways outside the Manhattan CBD, especially on the Cross Bronx Expressway in the South 
Bronx. 


Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” of this EA presents the results of the evaluation conducted of the Project’s 
potential effects on air quality. The analysis included consideration of highway segments throughout the 
region and local intersections where traffic would be most likely to change as a result of the Project. In 
response to specific environmental justice concerns identified above, the Project Sponsors included 
locations on the Lower East Side, in the South Bronx, and at other locations in environmental justice 
neighborhoods in and near the Manhattan CBD. 
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The air quality analysis included evaluation of the following types of air pollutants (for more information, 
see Chapter 10, “Air Quality”): 


e Pollutants regulated by the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS): Referred to as “criteria” 
pollutants, these include carbon monoxide (CO); nitrogen dioxide (NO2); ozone (O3); PM regulated in 
two sizes, 2.5 microns and 10 microns (PM25 and PMio); sulfur dioxide (SO2); and lead (Pb). 


e Mobile source air toxics (MSAT): These are air pollutants associated with vehicular traffic that are 
hazardous to human health and are also regulated by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA). 


Effects of the Project on Regional Air Quality 


The regional analysis focused on 12 counties in New York and New Jersey. Emissions estimates were based 
on predicted changes in VMT, speed, and vehicle mix since the interaction of these factors affects the 
relative decreases and increases in each county. Some counties are predicted to show increases in pollutant 
emissions, while others would have decreases, as shown in Table 17-11 (for more information, see 
Chapter 10, “Air Quality”). 


Effects of the Project on Local, Neighborhood Air Quality 


The analysis of the Project’s potential effect on local air quality near roadways where traffic would increase 
considered all 102 intersections for which traffic analyses were conducted as presented in Subchapter 4B, 
“Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections” (Figure 17-6). Those intersections are the locations 
most likely to experience increases in traffic, based on the regional transportation modeling for the Project. 
Of these 102 intersections, approximately half are in environmental justice neighborhoods, reflecting the 
concerns that were expressed during public outreach. 


Based on the air quality analyses conducted, the level of potential change in CO and PM25/PM1p at all 102 
intersections would not result in adverse effects on local air quality, based on evaluation criteria developed 
by NYSDOT. All locations passed the screening criteria used to identify the potential for adverse effects 
requiring further evaluation. 


Effects of the Project on Highway Traffic Related to Diversions 


To address specific concerns related to truck diversions raised during environmental justice public 
outreach, the air quality analysis also included specific consideration of the potential truck diversions that 
could occur as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. In addition, the Project Sponsors also evaluated a 
segment of the FDR Drive near the Lower East Side in Manhattan because of the potential for notable traffic 
diversions there. Truck traffic is not permitted on the FDR Drive, so this analysis considered the effects of 
automobile traffic only. 
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Table 17-11. Summary of Effects of CBD Tolling Alternative on Air Pollutants at the County Level 


GEOGRAPHY 


CRITERIA 
POLLUTANTS (2023) 


CRITERIA 
POLLUTANTS (2045) 


MSATs (2023) 


Manhattan CBD 


Decreases of all Decreases of all Decreases in all 
pollutants pollutants MSATs 
Decreases of all Decreases of all Decreases in all 
pollutants pollutants MSATs 


Increases of all Decreases of some Increases in all MSATs 


pollutants pollutants; increases of 
other pollutants 


New York County 
(Manhattan) 


Bronx County 


Kings County Decreases of all Decreases of all Decreases in all 
(Brooklyn) pollutants pollutants MSATs 


Queens County 


Decreases of all Decreases of all Decreases in all 
pollutants pollutants MSATs 


Richmond County Increases of all Increases of all Increases in all MSATs 
(Staten Island) pollutants pollutants 


Bergen County 


Increases of all Increases of all Increases in all MSATs 
pollutants pollutants 

Decreases of all Decreases of all Decreases in all 
pollutants pollutants MSATs 


Increases of all Decreases of some Increases in all MSATs 


pollutants pollutants; increases of 
other pollutants 


Decreases of some 


Hudson County 


Nassau County 


Putnam County Decreases of some Increases in all MSATs 


pollutants; increases of | pollutants; increases of 
other pollutants other pollutants 
Rockland County Decreases of all Decreases of some Decreases in all 
pollutants pollutants; increases of | MSATs 
other pollutants 
Suffolk County Decreases of some Decreases of all Increases in all MSATs 
pollutants; increases of | pollutants 
other pollutants 
Westchester County | Decreases of some Decreases of some Decreases in all 


MSATs 


pollutants; increases of 
other pollutants 


pollutants; increases of 
other pollutants 


MSATs (2045) 


Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Decreases of some 
MSATs; increases of 
others 

Decreases in all 
MSATs 

Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Increases in all MSATs 
Increases in all MSATs 


Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Decreases of some 
MSATs; increases of 
others 


Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Decreases of some 
MSATSs; increases of 
others 


Decreases in all 
MSATs 


Decreases of some 
MSATs; increases of 
others 


The Project Sponsors also developed and evaluated a modified tolling scenario, Tolling Scenario G, following 
completion of a preliminary analysis of Tolling Scenarios A through F, specifically in response to concerns 
about truck diversions. Scenario G was developed as a potential modification to the Base Plan (Tolling 
Scenario A) that would reduce the number of trucks that would divert around the Manhattan CBD. This 
modification, Tolling Scenario G, has lower toll rates for trucks than the other tolling scenarios (see 
Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” Section 2.4.2.4 for more information). 


Traffic modeling for the Project indicates that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in some traffic 
diversions around Manhattan, into the Bronx and northern New Jersey and Staten Island in all tolling 
scenarios. These circumferential diversions are due to implementation of the tolling in the Manhattan CBD, 
as drivers and trucks traveling to and from Long Island and Pennsylvania would divert around Manhattan 
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to avoid the tolling in the Manhattan CBD. These diversions would be most pronounced at the approach to 
the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge in Queens, across the South Bronx and the George Washington Bridge, and 
into northern New Jersey. Diversions to the south would occur across the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge and 
through Staten Island. Diversions would be greatest in Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F, and smallest in Tolling 
Scenario G. 


To address concerns related to the potential effects on local air quality from those traffic diversions, the 
Project Sponsors conducted additional, more detailed analyses for four highway segments near 
environmental justice neighborhoods. These segments were selected based on the potential increases in 
diesel-truck traffic that might occur due to the Project, community concern, and/or existing high volumes 
of Annual Average Daily Traffic. The following locations were evaluated: 


e FDR Drive at 10th Street, Manhattan, New York 

e 1-95 west of the George Washington Bridge, Fort Lee, New Jersey 
e Cross Bronx Expressway (I-95) at Macombs Road, Bronx, New York 
e Robert F. Kennedy Bridge approach, Queens, New York 


For the FDR Drive, where Project-related changes would be related to automobiles and no trucks are 
permitted, the Project Sponsors conducted additional evaluation of the potential Project-related effects on 
CO. For the three other highway segments, because of the concern about increases in truck traffic, the 
Project team conducted detailed microscale PM analyses at these locations. The analyses for all four 
highway segments concluded that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on air 
quality at any of those locations. Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” provides more information on these analyses. 


Changes in Traffic Volumes and VMT in Environmental Justice Neighborhoods vs. Non- 
Environmental Justice Neighborhoods 


The air quality analyses presented in Chapter 10 conclude that no adverse effects to air quality would occur 
at local intersections or along highway segments due to the CBD Tolling Alternative in any of the tolling 
scenarios. This section compares the changes in traffic volumes, and particularly VMT, that would occur in 
environmental justice neighborhoods to those that would occur in non-environmental justice 
neighborhoods. Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” provides 
more detailed information on where increases and decreases in traffic volumes would occur due to 
diversions, as well as acomparison of Project-related changes in VMT in environmental justice communities 
vs. non-environmental justice communities. 


Tolling Scenarios A, B, C, and G, with the lowest level of discounts, exemptions, and/or crossing credits, 
would reduce the overall traffic volumes entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD with the least potential 
effect on travel patterns and diversions. However, VMT would increase slightly in Staten Island and the 
Bronx due to drivers to and from New Jersey diverting around the Manhattan CBD to avoid paying the CBD 
toll. Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F, with higher discounts, exemptions and/or crossing credits would create 
the highest overall reduction in traffic entering and leaving the Manhattan CBD, but with higher potential 


changes in travel patterns and diversions to several highways. 


17-30 August 2022 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


Overall, increases in traffic volumes due to diversions would occur near some environmental justice 
communities, and decreases would occur at other locations near environmental justice communities, 
depending on the tolling scenario. The environmental justice communities experiencing the largest 
increases in traffic volumes, including trucks, from circumferential diversions would be along I-95 in 
northern New Jersey and in Queens at the approach to the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge. Environmental justice 
communities experiencing the largest decreases in traffic volumes, including trucks, would be along the 
Long Island Expressway (I-495) in Queens, Hell’s Kitchen in Manhattan (near the Lincoln Tunnel), and in 
areas of New Jersey south of the Lincoln Tunnel. Decreases would result primarily from traffic no longer 
traveling from Long Island through the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, across the Manhattan CBD, and through 
the Lincoln Tunnel into New Jersey. As shown in Subchapter 4A: 


e = Within New York City, non-environmental justice areas would have slightly higher reductions in VMT in 
most tolling scenarios compared to environmental justice areas. 


e Within the Manhattan CBD, environmental justice areas would have substantially higher reductions in 
VMT for all tolling scenarios compared to non-environmental justice areas. 


e Within New York City areas outside the Manhattan CBD closest to the Manhattan CBD crossings (i.e., 
near 60th Street; the Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, and the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel), environmental justice areas would have slightly lower reductions in VMT 
compared to non-environmental justice areas for Tolling Scenarios A, B, and G (tolling scenarios 
without crossing credits) and slightly higher reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice 
areas for Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F (tolling scenarios with crossing credits). 


e Within areas of New York City outside but relatively close to the Manhattan CBD (i.e., the Upper East 
Side, Upper West Side, East Harlem, and western portions of Queens and Brooklyn), environmental 
justice areas would experience similar but slightly lower reductions in VMT compared to 
non-environmental justice areas. 


e Within other areas of New York City outside the Manhattan CBD, environmental justice areas would 
experience slight reductions in VMT, while non-environmental justice areas would experience increases 
in VMT. 


e Outside New York City in other New York counties north of New York City, environmental justice areas 
would experience slightly higher reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice areas for 
Tolling Scenarios C, D, E, and F. 


e InNew Jersey and Long Island counties, environmental justice areas would experience similar or deeper 
reductions in VMT compared to non-environmental justice areas for all tolling scenarios. 


Figure 17-7, Figure 17-8, and Figure 17-9 illustrate the predicted changes in VMT for Tolling Scenarios A, D, 
and G relative to the location of environmental justice census tracts. Those three tolling scenarios represent 
the range of changes that would occur in all tolling scenarios evaluated. 


August 2022 17-31 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


Figure 17-7. Predicted Changes in Vehicle-Miles Traveled in Tolling Scenario A Relative to Environmental Justice Neighborhoods 


VMT Change - Tolling Scenario A 
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Source: WSP, Best Practice Model, 2021. 
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Figure 17-8. Predicted Changes in Vehicle-Miles Traveled in Tolling Scenario D Relative to Environmental Justice Neighborhoods 


\VMT Change - Tolling Scenario D 
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Figure 17-9. Predicted Changes in Vehicle-Miles Traveled in Tolling Scenario G Relative to Environmental Justice Neighborhoods 


VMT Change - Tolling Scenario G 
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During the public outreach phase of the Project, several commenters raised questions about the type and 
location of diversions in the Bronx, and particularly on the Cross Bronx Expressway, the Bruckner 
Expressway, and the Major Deegan Expressway. Additional analysis was conducted to address these 
questions and is described in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling.” As described there, increases in VMT in the Bronx would be driven largely by increases in VMT 
on the Cross Bronx Expressway between the Alexander Hamilton Bridge and the two Long Island Sound 
crossings (Whitestone and Throgs Neck Bridges). Personal vehicle VMT would comprise most of the VMT 
increases on the Cross Bronx Expressway, with commercial truck VMT contributing roughly 25 percent of 
the overall VMT increase in all tolling scenarios. This increase in truck VMT would equate to up to 7 
additional trucks during the 4-hour AM period, 40 additional trucks during the 6-hour midday period, and 
10 additional trucks during the 4-hour PM period. 


In addition, as noted earlier, following completion of preliminary analysis of Tolling Scenarios A through F, 
and in response to concerns raised during environmental justice outreach for the Project, the Project 
Sponsors identified a potential modification to the Base Plan (Tolling Scenario A) that would reduce the 
number of trucks that would divert around the Manhattan CBD, particularly those diverting to the South 
Bronx and Staten Island. This modification, Tolling Scenario G, would apply the same toll rates to all vehicle 
classes instead of charging higher rates small and large trucks and buses. As with Tolling Scenario A, there 
would be no crossing credits in Tolling Scenario G, and taxis, FHVs, buses, and small or large trucks would 
pay the Manhattan CBD toll each time they access the Manhattan CBD. Tolling Scenario G would 
substantially reduce the diversion of trucks from the Manhattan CBD, resulting in a total daily increase in 
truck traffic on the Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Dam Road of 50 trucks (as compared to 704 for 
Tolling Scenario B and 536 for Tolling Scenario F, the two tolling scenarios with the highest truck diversions). 


MTA Actions to Improve Air Quality 


As an independent action, MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to zero-emission 
buses, which will reduce air pollutants and improve air quality near bus depots and 
along bus routes. TBTA coordinated with MTA NYCT, which is committed to prioritizing 
service to traditionally underserved communities and particularly for areas with 
concerns related to air quality and climate change, and has developed a new an 


approach that actively incorporates these priorities in the deployment phasing process 
of the bus-fleet transition. Based on feedback and concerns raised during public 
outreach for the Project related to environmental justice, MTA NYCT will prioritize 
transitioning the fleet at two bus depots in Upper Manhattan and the Bronx: the 
Kingsbridge Depot and Gun Hill Depot when MTA NYCT receives its next major 
procurement of battery electric buses later in 2022. Both of these depots are in and 
provide service to environmental justice neighborhoods. 
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17.6.1.4_ Traftic-Related Effects on Noise 

Participants in the environmental justice outreach sessions in fall 2021 commented that changes in traffic 
conditions due to the CBD Tolling Alternative would adversely affect noise levels in nearby environmental 
justice neighborhoods. The EA includes an analysis of the potential for increased noise levels resulting from 
changes in traffic conditions with the CBD Tolling Alternative in Chapter 12, “Noise.” 


The noise assessment was conducted for locations where traffic analysis was performed, where the results 
of the traffic studies indicated the potential for changes in noise levels to occur as a result of the Project. 
The assessment was completed for AM, midday, PM, and late-night peak periods at the same 102 local 
intersections for which detailed traffic analyses were conducted (Figure 17-6). Those intersections are the 
locations most likely to have increases in traffic, based on the regional transportation modeling for the 
Project. Of these 102 intersections, approximately half are in environmental justice neighborhoods, 
reflecting the concerns that were expressed during public outreach. 


As described in Chapter 12, “Noise,” the analysis found that projected noise-level changes versus the No 
Action Alternative on all roadways evaluated would be below 3 dB(A),** a level that is barely perceptible to 
most listeners. At locations near bridge and tunnel crossings, the maximum predicted noise level increase 
of 2.9 dB(A), which was predicted in Manhattan adjacent to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel in Tolling Scenario 
D, would not be perceptible. Similarly, the maximum predicted noise level on local streets where traffic 
would increase, an increase of 2.5 dB(A) at Trinity Place and Edgar Street in Lower Manhattan, would not 
be perceptible. Consequently, with the CBD Tolling Alternative, ambient noise levels would not be 
perceptibly different from those without the Project. Noise-level changes at approximately 90 percent of 
the evaluated roadways would range from -1 dB(A) to +1 dB(A), and less than 1 percent of the roadways 
evaluated would show an increase between 1 dB(A) and 2 dB(A). 


As a result, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in no adverse effects on ambient noise levels related 
to traffic changes with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


17.6.1.5 Increases to Transit Ridership 

Some participants in the fall 2021 public outreach related to environmental justice raised concerns that the 
Project has the potential to overburden local bus service as people shift from automobile to transit to avoid 
the toll. The EA includes a detailed evaluation of the Project’s effects on transit ridership in Subchapter 4C, 
“Transportation: Transit.” 


With all tolling scenarios for the CBD Tolling Alternative, some people who currently drive to and from the 
Manhattan CBD would shift to using transit instead. Overall, ridership on the extensive public transit system 
linking the Manhattan CBD with the surrounding region would increase by 1 to 2 percent relative to the No 
Action Alternative. 


16 The noise analysis considers noise levels in dB(A), or A-weighted decibels, a unit of sound that accounts for those 
frequencies most audible to the human hearing range. Generally, the average human is unable to perceive noise-level 
changes until the changes measure more than 3 dB(A) and can readily perceive changes of 5 dB(A) or more (for more 
information on noise levels and human perception, see Chapter 12, “Noise”). 
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The region’s transit users, including environmental justice populations, would experience increases in 
ridership on transit vehicles and at transit stations. Analysis presented in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: 
Transit,” shows that there is sufficient capacity throughout the system, including commuter rail, Port 
Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) rail, subway, and bus, to accommodate this increase in passengers. 


In early public outreach, some participants expressed concerns regarding increases in bus ridership that 
could result from Project implementation. Commenters asked if additional buses would be needed to 
account for ridership increases. Based on the line-haul capacity analysis results presented in Subchapter 4C, 
which examined bus ridership at the point where the route would be the most crowded, no buses would 
cross the threshold for requiring detailed line-haul analysis; therefore, no adverse effects on bus lines are 
projected. This means that no new buses would be required to support ridership increases as a result of 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


17.6.1.6 Changes in Passenger Flows at Transit Stations 

The analysis in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” concludes that most transit stations throughout 
the regional public transportation system have adequate capacity to accommodate the projected increase 
in passengers that would occur as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative, as people switch from automobile 
to transit to avoid the new CBD toll. However, analysis of the tolling scenarios with the greatest predicted 
increase in passengers at transit stations reveals that vertical circulation elements within four MTA NYCT 
subway stations in New York City and the PATH/NJ TRANSIT rail terminal in Hoboken, NJ, could become 
overcrowded by the additional riders during peak periods. These stations are in or adjacent to 
neighborhoods with environmental justice census tracts. In addition, since the majority of people who 
travel in the region use public transit, including minority populations, some of the passengers using the 
affected stairways and escalators are environmental justice populations. 


Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” identifies measures to mitigate the effects on these vertical 
circulation elements, and these measures would eliminate the adverse effects at these locations. These 
affected stations, the specific location within the station where the adverse effect would occur, and the 
proposed mitigation measures are as follows: 


e 42nd Street-Times Square subway station (Manhattan), Stair ML6/ML8 connecting mezzanine to 
uptown Nos. 1/2/3 subway lines platform: Remove the center handrail and standardize the riser, so 
that the stair meets code without the hand rail. Mitigation likely needed for Tolling Scenario E, and 
possibly for Tolling Scenarios D and F. Requires future monitoring, which will be conducted for the 
selected tolling scenario. 


e = Flushing-Main Street subway station (Queens), Escalator E456 connecting street to mezzanine level: 
Increase speed from 100 feet per minute to 120 feet per minute. Mitigation likely needed for Tolling 
Scenarios A, C, D, E, F; and possibly for Scenario B. Requires future monitoring, which will be conducted 
for the selected tolling scenario. 


e Union Square subway station (Manhattan), Escalator E219 connecting the L subway line platform to 
the Nos. 4/5/6 subway line mezzanine: Increase speed from 100 feet per minute to 120 feet per minute. 
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Mitigation likely needed for Tolling Scenarios A, C, D, E, F; and possibly for Scenario B. Requires future 
monitoring, will be conducted for the selected tolling scenario. 


e PATH Hoboken Station (New Jersey), Stair 01/02: Monitor pedestrian volumes on Stair 01/02, then 
implement improved signage and wayfinding to divert some people from Stair 01/02 if agreed 
thresholds are met. 


All passengers, including environmental justice populations, would benefit from the proposed mitigation 
measures and, consequently, the changes in transit ridership would not result in adverse effects on 
environmental justice populations. 


17.6.1.7 Changes in Pedestrian Circulation on Sidewalks Near Transit Hubs 

The CBD Tolling Alternative in all tolling scenarios would result in new pedestrian trips near transit hubs as 
a result of people who shift from driving to using transit as a result of the new toll. New pedestrian trips 
would occur at transit stations throughout the local study area, including areas that are in or adjacent to 
environmental justice census tracts. In addition, the sidewalks near transit stations throughout the local 
study area are already used by thousands of pedestrians each day, and some of these are minority and low- 
income populations. 


Within the Manhattan CBD, walking and cycling are heavily used modes of travel because people often bike 
or walk between transit stations or parking lots and garages to reach their destination, and many others 
make their trips entirely by bicycle or on foot. Walking and cycling are also heavily used modes of travel in 
the local study area. Within the Manhattan CBD, and particularly the densely developed commercial and 
office corridors, and in the densely developed neighborhoods and communities in the local study area, 
pedestrian infrastructure elements (sidewalks, marked crosswalks, and pedestrian signals) are common. 


Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicyclists,” examines the potential for new pedestrian 
trips to result in crowding at crosswalks, corners, and sidewalks near transit stations. In most cases, there 
is adequate capacity at corners and crosswalks and on sidewalks to absorb the additional pedestrian trips 
without adversely affecting pedestrian conditions there. 


The analysis identified the potential for adverse effects to pedestrian flows in the Herald Square/Penn 
Station area (in the Manhattan CBD) on one sidewalk and two crosswalks. By repainting the crosswalks to 
widen the area available to legally cross the street and removing a planter on the sidewalk, the Project 
Sponsors will mitigate the adverse effects on pedestrian circulation at these three locations. 


One of the affected locations (Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street) is within an environmental justice 
census tract and the other two (Eighth Avenue between West 34th and West 35th Streets, and Sixth Avenue 
at West 34th Street) are adjacent to both environmental justice census tracts and non-environmental 
justice tracts. The Herald Square/Penn Station New York area is a major hub for transit and accommodates 
high volumes of pedestrians in peak and off-peak hours, and the proposed mitigation would alleviate the 
effects of increased pedestrian activity at the analysis locations, including effects on environmental justice 
populations. 
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Therefore, the change in pedestrian trips associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
adverse effects on environmental justice populations. 


17.6.1.8 Potential for Indirect Displacement 

During public outreach for the Project related to environmental justice, the Environmental Justice Technical 
Advisory Group raised concerns about the potential involuntary displacement of environmental justice 
populations. 


Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” presents an 
analysis of this issue that concludes that involuntary displacement would be unlikely to occur as a result of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative. The analysis concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
changes in market conditions that would increase real estate values, so as to result in increased rents; the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in an increase in the cost of goods within the Manhattan CBD; and 
certain residents of the Manhattan CBD would be entitled to a New York State tax credit to offset their 
tolls. 


In terms of increased real estate values, any changes in residential patterns related to residents moving 
closer to transit would be broadly distributed throughout the regional study area because of the wide 
variety of factors that influence a household’s decision about where to live. In addition, in areas to which 
people might move to avoid the toll or be close to transit, the value of residential property and rents is 
already influenced by the existing proximity to transit. While there could be some additional value to living 


close to transit (i.e., the value of living near a commuter station) in the future with the CBD Tolling 
Alternative, there is value to such proximity under existing conditions. Within the Manhattan CBD in 
particular, residential property values are already well established and influenced by factors such as the 
area’s central location in New York City and its proximity to transit. While a reduction in traffic congestion 
could increase residential sales prices and thus could exert upward pressure on rents, this factor would not 
be substantial enough to markedly influence rents or residential property market conditions given the other 
factors already influencing New York City’s residential real estate market (i.e., its central location and 
proximity to transit, jobs, cultural amenities, etc.). 


Moreover, the substantial number of apartments in the Manhattan CBD that have protected rents (e.g., 
apartments under the jurisdiction of the New York City Housing Authority and apartments that are 
protected by New York State’s rent control and rent stabilization laws) would not be subject to market- 
driven price increases. Furthermore, the Manhattan CBD already has the highest cost of living and highest 
home prices and rents in the region, and it is unlikely that many individuals would seek to move to the 
Manhattan CBD specifically to avoid the toll or because of a reduction in congestion. Therefore, the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not substantively affect population characteristics of the Manhattan CBD or other 
transit hubs by attracting new residents seeking to avoid the toll. 


Furthermore, the cost of new tolls with the CBD Tolling Alternative would not be likely to result in an 
increase in the cost of goods within the Manhattan CBD, as discussed below in Section 17.6.1.9. 
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In addition, residents whose primary residence is inside the Manhattan CBD and whose New York adjusted 
gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000 would be entitled to a New York State tax credit 
equal to the aggregate amount of Manhattan CBD tolls paid during the taxable year. 


For these reasons, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on environmental justice 
populations related to indirect displacement. 


17.6.1.9 Potential Effects on Cost of Good's 

During public outreach for the Project related to environmental justice, the Environmental Justice Technical 
Advisory Group raised concerns about the potential for the introduction of a new CBD toll to affect the 
price of price of consumer goods in the Manhattan CBD. 


Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” presents an analysis of the CBD Tolling Alternative’s potential to affect 
the price of goods in the Manhattan CBD, including the cost at smaller businesses such as local bodegas 
and delis. That analysis describes that the new CBD toll would increase the cost of shipping to the 
Manhattan CBD for some shippers (because of the price of the new toll) but reduce it for others (because 
of travel time savings and the potential for reduced parking fees). The specific change to costs would vary 
greatly depending on the toll rate, whether there is a cap on the number of tolls per day, and the number 
of times a truck is detected entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD. Businesses in the Manhattan CBD 
that would be more likely to be affected by increased delivery costs associated by tolling increases are small 
businesses that have a high rate of deliveries, and most specifically small retail businesses such as grocery 
stores, restaurants, and small “bodega” market convenience stores, since they are dependent on frequent 
deliveries of smaller loads and delivery of goods represent a higher portion of their operating costs. There 
are approximately 600 such businesses within the Manhattan CBD, representing slightly less than 1 percent 
(0.7 percent) of all businesses within the Manhattan CBD. 


The analysis in Chapter 6 concludes that the incremental toll costs that are passed along to receiving 
businesses would be passed in a diluted fashion, because shippers would allocate the toll costs among the 
multiple receivers on a journey. Shippers to small retail stores like bodegas typically make many stops and 
consequently would share a toll cost would be shared among those multiple receivers. An incremental cost 
to any one retail store would be passed along as an incremental cost to consumers but would represent a 
very small component of the retail price charged to the consumer. Consequently, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would be unlikely to result in an appreciable increase in the cost of goods in the Manhattan 
CBD. 


17.6.2 Potential Adverse Effects in the Regional Study Area 

The analysis considers the potential regional effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on environmental justice 
populations for the topics identified in Table 17-1 earlier in this chapter. It considers how implementation 
of the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect the regional population in terms of increased costs (tolls), 
changes in trip time, and changes in transit conditions. The discussion includes the following topics, based 
on the issues included in Table 17-1: 
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e Potential effects associated with the increased cost for drivers (Section 17.6.2.1) 
e Potential effects on employment for taxi and FHV drivers (Section 17.6.2.2) 


17.6.2.1 Increased Cost for Drivers 

During early public outreach for the Project in fall 2021, members of the public raised concerns related to 
the increased cost of travel to the Manhattan CBD for low-income drivers, low- and middle-income families 
in the Manhattan CBD, and residents of the Manhattan CBD traveling regionally to visit family and friends 
outside the Manhattan CBD. 


As discussed earlier, most people (76 percent) in the regional study area travel to and from the Manhattan 
CBD by public transportation using the region’s robust transit network and the transit share is higher for 
minority and low-income populations (82 and 79 percent, respectively). With the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
most people, including minority and low-income populations, would continue to use public transportation 
to travel to and from the Manhattan CBD and would not be adversely affected by the new toll. With the 
new toll, some people would switch from driving to transit to travel to and from the Manhattan CBD. This 
is consistent with the purpose of the Project, which is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” describes that all 
areas of New York City outside the Manhattan CBD have transit access to the Manhattan CBD and would 
not be isolated from community services or ties within the Manhattan CBD. It also discusses that while 
most community facilities and services within the Manhattan CBD serve a local clientele, some do serve 
people in a wider area. Most community facilities and services in the Manhattan CBD are close to transit 
services, making this a viable mode choice for access to those community facilities. The analysis in 
Subchapter 5A concludes that since the majority of trips to and from the Manhattan CBD are made by 
transit, community cohesion and access to employment would not be adversely affected. 


Given the region’s robust transit network, most people, including minority and low-income populations, 
would have alternative travel options to avoid the CBD toll. However, for some people, switching to transit 
is not a viable option because they have poor access to transit, commuting by transit is inefficient with long 
travel times, they have work hours during times of limited transit service, or they need access to a private 
automobile for their work. For these individual drivers who do not have viable alternatives, the new toll 
would represent an adverse effect. Other people would choose to drive because it is more convenient for 
them and they would benefit from the reduced congestion within the Manhattan CBD. 


The costs incurred by individuals driving to or through the Manhattan CBD would vary widely, depending 
on individual circumstances and the specific tolling scenario. The greatest cost would be incurred by those 
who make frequent driving journeys to the Manhattan CBD during peak hours. Driving to and from the 
Manhattan CBD is already expensive given the very limited availability of free or low-cost parking and the 
cost of off-street parking or taxi/FHV fares. Individuals who drive less frequently would incur lower costs 
because of the toll. Appendix 4A.3, “Transportation: Representative Commuting Costs by Auto and Transit,” 
presents information about the wide range of costs and travel times for people who travel to and through 
the Manhattan CBD today. 
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This section considers the specific effects of that increased cost on minority and low-income drivers. 


Minority Drivers 


As presented earlier in this chapter, more than half (about 52 percent) of the population of the regional 
study area identifies as minority and close to half of the people who work in the Manhattan CBD identify 
as minority. Most minority workers who commute to the Manhattan CBD use transit (82 percent). 
Approximately 10 percent of the minority workers (close to 73,000 people) commute by vehicle to the 
Manhattan CBD, a similar proportion to that of the overall population. These minority workers come from 
locations throughout the regional study area, with higher numbers coming from New York City and the 
immediately surrounding areas with higher populations and higher proportions of minority population. 
These areas are well-served by the regional public transportation network. For individual minority drivers 
who do not have viable alternatives other than driving to reach the Manhattan CBD, the new toll would 
represent an adverse effect. 


One group of minority drivers who would be adversely affected by the new CBD toll is taxi and FHV drivers, 
who would need to pay the CBD toll for entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD, including at the start 
of their work day, in tolling scenarios that do not have caps or exemptions for taxis and FHV drivers (Tolling 
Scenarios A, D, and G).”’ According to the TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, while about half of all FHV and taxi 
passenger pickups were in Manhattan, the majority of taxi and FHV drivers (80 percent) do not live in 
Manhattan. Section 17.6.2.2 below provides more information on the potential effects of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative on taxi and FHV drivers. 


Low-Income Drivers 


An estimated 79 percent of low-income populations who work in the Manhattan CBD use transit to make 
their commute and approximately 9 percent) rely on automobiles for their commute to work in Manhattan. 
An estimated 16,100 low-income people (including people who live within the Manhattan CBD) use an 
automobile for their commute to work in the Manhattan CBD. 


These low-income workers come from locations throughout the regional study area, with higher numbers 
coming from New York City and the immediately surrounding areas with larger populations and higher 
proportions of low-income population. These areas are well-served by the regional public transportation 
network. Considering the availability of alternative modes of transit, many low-income drivers would have 
other alternatives available for their trip to work. 


However, as noted earlier, switching to transit is not a viable option for some people, because they have 
poor access to transit, commuting by transit is inefficient with long travel times, they have work hours 
during times of limited transit service, or they need access to a private automobile for their work. For 
individual low-income drivers who do not have viable alternative modes other than driving to reach the 


7 As detailed in Section 17.6.2.2, the Project Sponsors also considered modifications to these three tolling scenarios that 


would include caps and/or exemptions for taxi and FHV drivers. 


17-42 August 2022 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


Manhattan CBD, the new toll would represent an adverse effect. The size of cost increase would depend 
on the tolling scenario and each driver’s specific route and travel patterns. 


17.6.2.2 Effects on Taxi and For-Hire Vehicle Drivers in New York City 

The analysis in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” concludes that some tolling scenarios could reduce VMT 
by taxis and FHVs, and particularly for yellow cabs operating in Manhattan. The predicted change in overall 
taxi/FHV travel characteristics indicates that there could be some shift in business practices within the 
industry, particularly for yellow cabs operating in Manhattan, where under some tolling scenarios the 
predicted reductions in VMT could exceed 10 percent. Under scenarios with predicted reductions in VMT, 
there could also be reductions in taxi and FHV employment, as described in this section. 


According to TLC’s 2020 Fact Book, there were 185,000 TLC-licensed drivers in New York City in 2019. In 
April 2022, 72,244 TLC-licensed drivers made at least one FHV trip in New York City, while 9,560 made at 
least one yellow taxi trip. A TLC-licensed driver can work for any sector of the industry (yellow cab, green 
cab, or FHV) at any time, if the license is active. In 2019 there were 13,587 yellow cabs, 2,895 green cabs, 
and 101,663 FHVs. In April 2022, there were 7,053 yellow cabs, 1,027 green cabs, and 70,281 FHVs that 
made at least one trip. The number of drivers was larger than the number of cabs and FHVs, because drivers 
typically share vehicles. Before the COVID-19 pandemic, the number of licensed yellow cabs was steady 
between 2015 and 2019, limited by the number of total medallions (permits for yellow cabs) available from 
the TLC. In contrast, the number of licensed green cabs decreased by 48 percent between 2016 and 2019 
as the emerging FHV technology gained popularity and the 


New York City’s Commitment to 
Supporting Taxi and FHV Drivers 


number of licensed FHVs increased by 50 percent over that 
period. ® 

In 2019, New York City became the first city in 
TLC-licensed vehicles completed more than 1,000,000trips | the world to implement a_ trip-based, 
a day on average in 2019. Most trips in yellow cabs | guaranteed minimum pay standard for high- 


(97 percent) originated in Manhattan and most drop-offs | Volume FHV drivers, whether they drive their 
own vehicle or lease an FHV. The TLC also 
modified rules for yellow and green taxis to 
2020 TLC Fact Book, 56 percent of the passenger pickups increase driver income protections, including 
in Manhattan were by FHV and 45 percent were by taxi. reducing the daily maximum credit card 


Similarly, 54 percent of all passenger drop-offs in | Surcharge and increasing accessible dispatch 
fees. 


occurred within the other four boroughs. According to the 


Manhattan were by FHV and 46 percent were by taxi. The 
2020 TLC Fact Book notes that high-volume FHVs “are | In 2021, the City implemented a medallion 
relief program and loan guaranty program to 
provide relief for owners with five or fewer 
medallions. Both programs provide financial 


assistance and free legal representation to 
The number of active vehicles differs from the number of help negotiate with lenders to reduce loan 


universally used both in and outside of Manhattan,” but 
does not provide more specific statistics. 


licensed vehicles, because not every licensed vehicle is | balances and lower monthly payments. 
actively in use during a given time period. In 2018, during 


18 New York City TLC. 2018 Fact Book and 2020 Fact Book. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2018 tlc_factbook.pdf; 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/tlc/downloads/pdf/2020-tlc-factbook.pdf. 
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peak activity periods, as many as 12,610 active yellow cabs, 4,026 green cabs, and 90,284 active FHVs were 
providing trips in New York City.?° 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, reductions in vehicle volumes and VMT in the Manhattan CBD and other 
locations within the regional study area would benefit taxi and FHV drivers. With less congestion and 
improved speeds, drivers can reach their customers more quickly and transport them to their destinations 
more quickly. By improving the trip times, the CBD Tolling Alternative could facilitate more fares during 
drivers’ shifts and increase their receipts. 


Under some tolling scenarios, there could be an increase in taxi and 
FHV fares that could reduce demand and industry revenues for taxis 
and/or FHVs. As detailed in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” the 
tolling scenarios assess a variety of tolling policies for taxis and FHVs ’ Tolling Scenario A with Tolls 


Modified Tolling Scenarios 
Addressing Taxi/FHV Policies 


ranging from charging a toll each time a taxi or FHV enters the for Taxis/FHVs capped once 
Manhattan CBD to a complete exemption from paying the Manhattan per day 

CBD toll. Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G would have no limit to the % Tolling Scenario D with Tolls 
number of times taxis and FHVs would pay the CBD toll each day, for Taxis/FHVs capped once 


per day 

Tolling Scenario D_ with 
Taxi/FHV Tolling Exemption 
Tolling Scenario G with Tolls 
for Taxis/FHVs capped once 
per day 


Tolling Scenarios B and F would limit (cap) the number of times taxis 
and FHVs would pay the CBD toll to once each day, and Tolling 
Scenarios C and E would exempt taxis from the CBD toll and limit the 
number of times that FHVs would pay the toll to three times a day. In 
addition, in response to concerns expressed during the public 
outreach process with respect to the anticipated effects of the Project 
on taxi and FHV drivers, additional analyses were conducted of modified tolling scenarios with caps and 
exemptions for taxis and FHVs, as discussed later in this section. 


The TLC requires that passengers reimburse the taxi driver for any toll costs during the trip; when no 
passengers are in the vehicle, drivers pay the toll today as part of the cost of doing business. TLC’s rules for 
high-volume FHVs (i.e., Uber and Lyft) require that these FHV services collect and remit to the TLC 
information on the itemized fare for the trips charged to the passengers, including the fare, toll, taxes and 
gratuities. Any charge implemented as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative would likely follow the existing 
framework. Thus, when present, the customer would be responsible for paying the tolls and the receipt 
would be itemized to show this. If no customer is present, the vehicle would be charged unless exempted 
or capped. 


Table 17-12 shows the projected reductions in daily taxi/FHV VMT in New York City relative to the No Action 
Alternative for each of the tolling scenarios without modifications.*° The VMT estimates shown in the table 


18 The New York City TLC’s 2018 Fact Book presents an annual number for licensed yellow cab, green cab, and FHVs, while data 


on the number of active vehicles is reported on a monthly basis. In the case of green cabs, the highest monthly statistic for 
active vehicles (4,026 in January 2018) was greater than the number of reported average annual licensed vehicles (3,579 
vehicles in 2018); this is likely due to a downward trend in licensed green cab vehicles over 2018. For this reason, the 
numbers of licensed and active vehicles should not be used to estimate the percentage of licensed vehicles that are active. 
This level of data is not provided in the 2020 Fact Book. 


20 Taxis and FHVs are a single mode in the Best Practice Model and therefore cannot be presented separately. 


17-44 August 2022 


Chapter 17, Environmental Justice 


do not include cruising miles without a customer, and only reflect daily VMT for travel when the taxi/FHV 
has a customer. As shown in the table, the effects of the tolling scenarios would include the following: 


e Under Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G, which would have uncapped tolls for both taxis and FHVs, there 
would be reductions in overall daily VMT in New York City for taxis and FHVs (by 5.1 percent, 
8.8 percent, and5.9 percent, respectively), and larger reductions in the Manhattan CBD, the core 
service area for yellow taxis, of 6.6 percent for Tolling Scenario A, 16.6 percent for Tolling Scenario D, 
and 8.6 percent for Tolling Scenario G. Reductions in Manhattan overall would be 10.9 percent for 
Tolling Scenario A, 16.7 percent for Tolling Scenario D, and 12.3 percent for Tolling Scenario G. 


e Under Tolling Scenarios B and F, taxis and FHVs would be tolled a maximum once per day, There would 
be a nominal overall decrease in taxi/FHV VMT in New York City; under both these tolling scenarios 
there would be slight increases in taxi/FHV VMT within the Manhattan CBD (due to the relatively 
inelastic price sensitivity of auto commuters combined with the scenarios’ easing congestion, which in 
turn would increase the utility of commuting by taxi/FHV within the Manhattan CBD). Reductions in 


Manhattan overall would be less than 3 percent. 


e Tolling Scenarios C and E, which would exempt taxis but would toll FHVs up to three times a day, would 
result in 3.4 percent and 5.2 percent reductions in overall daily taxi/FHV VMT in New York City, 
respectively. In the Manhattan CBD, Tolling Scenario C would reduce VMT by 3.5 percent and Tolling 
Scenario E would reduce VMT by 7.9 percent; in Manhattan overall, VMT reductions would be larger. 
Given that taxis would not be tolled under Tolling Scenarios C and E, it is likely that taxis would 
experience increases in VMT while FHVs would experience greater VMT reductions. With Tolling 
Scenarios C and E, taxi drivers would not pay a toll, so there would be no additional toll cost for the 
driver or customer. 


In addition, in response to concerns expressed during the public outreach process with respect to the 
anticipated effects of the Project on taxi and FHV drivers, the Project Sponsors considered modified Tolling 
Scenarios A and D with a cap on tolls of once per day for taxis and FHVs (like Tolling Scenarios B and F), a 
modified Tolling Scenario D with both taxis and FHVs exempt from the toll, and a variation of Tolling 
Scenario G (referred to as Tolling Scenario G1) with a cap on tolls of once per day for taxis and FHVs. The 
effects of the modifications would be as follows: 


e Tolling Scenario A with Tolls for Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — The cap would result in about 
22 percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD as compared to original Tolling 
Scenario A. To still meet the congestion and revenue objectives of the Project, tolls would need to be 
raised 10 percent to 15 percent on all vehicle classes in Tolling Scenario A to offset forgone taxi and 
FHV revenues. This would further reduce personal vehicles and trucks at the Manhattan CBD boundary 
by 2 percent to 3 percent compared to Tolling Scenario A. However, the decline in personal vehicles 
and trucks would be mostly offset by the increase in taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD. As a 
result, the volumes of all vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would not change overall. 
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Table 17-12. Change in Taxi/For-Hire Vehicle Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled in New York City vs. No Action 
Alternative, 2023 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
GEOGRAPHIC AREA AN | B Cc ) E F G 


Taxi Toll Policy Exempt Exempt 
Once per Up to 3 Up to 3 Once per 
FHV Toll Policy All Entries Day Times Daily | AllEntries | Times Daily Day All Entries 


Bronx County 5,717 ~6,426 -9,346 -3,991 -1,959 -7,831 
(-2.1%) (-2.4%) (-3.4%) (-1.5%) (-0.7%) (-2.9%) 

Kings County (Brooklyn) -20,648 -10,247 -37,923 -27,854 -7,095 -39,183 
(-5.5%) (-2.7%) (-10.2%) (-7.5%) (-1.9%) (-10.5%) 

New York County -19,553 -51,989 | -119,349 -73,223 -17,076 -87,944 
(Manhattan) (-2.7%) (-7.3%) (-16.7%) (-10.2%) (-2.4%) (-12.3%) 
Inside Manhattan CBD +15,020 -11,371 -54,476 -25,621 +4,962 -27,757 
(+4.6%) (-3.5%) (-16.8%) (-7.9%) (+1.5%) (-8.6%) 

Outside Manhattan CBD -34,573 -40,618 -64,873 -47,602 -22,038 -60,187 
(-8.8%) (-10.4%) (-16.6%) (-12.2%) (-5.6%) (-15.4%) 

Queens County +21,258 -10,804 -47,911 -19,342 +4,979 -7,812 
(+2.0%) (-1.0%) (-4.4%) (-1.8%) (+0.5%) (-0.7%) 

Richmond County (Staten -5,071 -4,940 -4,539 -6,002 -4,370 -4,917 
Island) (-8.9%) (-8.7%) (-8.0%) (-10.5%) (-7.7%) (-8.6%) 
NEW YORK CITY TOTAL -29,731 -84,406 | -219,068 | -130,412 -25,521 | -147,687 


(-1.2%) | (-3.4%) | (-8.8%) | (5.2%) | (-1.0%) |  (-5.9%) 
Source: Best Practice Model, WSP 2021. 
Note: Projections include VMT only during fares and do not include cruising without passenger(s). 


e Tolling Scenario D with Tolls for Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — The cap would result in about 
25 percent more taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD compared to the original Tolling Scenario 
D. Since original Tolling Scenario D (with uncapped tolling of taxis and FHVs) would have annual net 
revenue higher than the Project objectives by about $300 million, this modified Tolling Scenario D 
would continue to meet the revenue objective without needing to raise toll rates from those in original 
Tolling Scenario D. 


e Tolling Scenario D with Taxi/FHV Tolling Exemption — Exempting taxis and FHVs from the Manhattan 
CBD toll would increase the number of additional taxis and FHVs entering the Manhattan CBD by up to 
50 percent compared to original Tolling Scenario D. No change in the toll rate would be required for 
this modified tolling scenario. 


e Tolling Scenario G with Tolls for Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day — Capping the tolls paid by taxis 
and FHVs would reduce the VMT for taxis and FHVs in New York City by 1.7 percent relative to the No 
Action Alternative. In the Manhattan CBD, VMT for taxis and FHVs would increase relative to the No 
Action Alternative by 3.1 percent. Given this cap, toll rates for other vehicles would be approximately 
10 percent higher than in original Tolling Scenario G. This toll increase was low enough so as not to 
notably affect the results from Tolling Scenario G. More importantly, with this modification Tolling 
Scenario G would still address the concerns regarding commercial truck traffic in the South Bronx, 
although the daily number of trucks on the Cross Bronx Expressway at Macombs Road would increase 
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from 50 with original Tolling Scenario G to 251 in this modified scenario, which is still lower than every 
other tolling scenario except Tolling Scenario C. 


Figure 17-10 illustrates how the different tolling policies would affect taxi and FHV VMT. Exemptions and 
caps decrease the toll burden on taxi/FHV drivers, while increasing the toll rate for other drivers to meet 
the Project’s congestion and revenue objectives. If taxis and FHVs are charged for each trip, the demand 
for their service would decline, particularly in New York City, reducing trips and better meeting the Project 
objectives, but creating new direct costs and/or potential job insecurity. 


Figure 17-10. Changes in Daily Taxi/FHV VMT in the Manhattan CBD, CBD Tolling Alternative Tolling 
Scenarios Compared to the No Action Alternative 
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Tolling Scenario and Taxi/FHV Toll Policy 


Source: Best Practice Model, WSP 2021. 


Under tolling scenarios that would toll taxis and/or FHVs more than once a day, customers could choose to 
avoid the toll by switching to transit, walking, or biking to their destination in the Manhattan CBD, thereby 
reducing the frequency of taxi/FHV utilization. The potential decrease in overall demand for taxis and/or 
FHVs in Manhattan, ranging from 7 percent to 17 percent in tolling scenarios without a once-a-day cap on 
taxi/FHV tolls, could reduce employment in the taxi and/or FHV industries. This would occur in unmodified 
Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G; for FHV drivers, it would also occur in Tolling Scenarios C and E. The projected 
reductions in VMT indicate potential economic costs within an industry in flux where journeys have already 
been shifting from taxis to FHVs and could correlate to lost revenues for both taxis and FHVs operating in 
New York City. Since driver income is directly related to the miles they travel with paying customers, these 
reductions could result in reductions in taxi and FHV employment. Thus, tolling scenarios that toll taxis 
and/or FHVs more than once a day would result in an adverse effect on the drivers of those vehicles in New 
York City, who largely identify as minority populations. 
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17.6.3 Conclusions: Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 

Based on the information presented in the previous subsections of Section 17.6, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not result in adverse effects on environmental justice populations in most of the topic areas 
reviewed. Table 17-13 summarizes the results of the analysis. 


The Project would result in the following potential adverse effects on environmental justice populations: 


e The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD toll in all tolling scenarios would adversely affect 
minority and low-income drivers who currently drive to the Manhattan CBD and do not have alternative 
transportation modes available. 


e Tolling Scenarios that would toll taxis and/or FHVs once or more a day (unmodified Tolling Scenarios A, 
D, and G; and Tolling Scenarios C and E for FHV drivers) would adversely affect taxi and/or FHV drivers 
in New York City, who largely identify as minority populations, as follows: 


— The cost of the new toll would adversely affect taxi and FHV drivers, who would need to pay the 
Manhattan CBD toll, including at the start of their workday, in tolling scenarios that toll their 
vehicles more than once a day. 


— The new CBD toll would reduce VMT associated with taxis and/or FHVs in Manhattan. Since the 
income of taxi and FHV drivers is directly related to the miles they travel with paying customers, 
this would reduce the income of taxi and FHV drivers and this reduction would be large enough 
that job losses could occur in tolling scenarios that toll their vehicles more than once a day. 


In Tolling Scenarios B and F, and the modified Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G, these adverse effects would 
not occur. 
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Table 17-13. Summary of Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 


ADVERSE 
EA CHAPTER/ EFFECT: 
ENVIRONMENTAL GENERAL 
CATEGORY TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION POPULATION? 


Traffic Results: Some diversions to different crossings to 
Manhattan CBD or around the Manhattan CBD 
altogether, depending on tolling scenario. As traffic, 
including truck trips, increase on some circumferential 
highways, simultaneously there is a reduction in traffic on 
other highway segments to the CBD. 


The introduction of the CBD Tolling Program may 
produce increased congestion on highway segments 
approaching on circumferential roadways used to avoid 
Manhattan CBD tolls, resulting in increased delays and 
queues in midday and PM peak hours on certain 
segments in some tolling scenarios: 

Westbound Long Island Expressway (I-495) near the 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel (midday) 

Approaches to westbound George Washington Bridge on 
1-95 (midday) 

Southbound and northbound FDR Drive between East 
10th Street and Brooklyn Bridge (PM) 

Other locations will see an associated decrease in 
congestion particularly on routes approaching the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Shifts in traffic patterns, with increases in traffic at some 
locations and decreases at other locations, would change 
conditions at some local intersections within and near the 
Manhattan CBD. Of the 102 intersections analyzed, most 
intersections would see reductions in delay. 


Roadways throughout 
the 28-county study 
area; greatest effect 
closest to Manhattan 
CBD 


4A - Regional 
Transportation 


Three highway 
segments 


4B - Transportation: 
Highways and Local 
Intersections 


363 locations (All Day) 
102 locations (AM, 
Midday, and PM) 

57 locations (Overnight) 


Four locations with 
potential adverse 
effects that would be 
addressed with signal 
timing adjustments 


Potential adverse effects on four local intersections in 
Manhattan: Trinity Place and Edgar Street (midday); East 
36th Street and Second Avenue (midday); East 37th 
Street and Third Avenue (midday); East 125th Street and 
Second Avenue (AM, PM) 


August 2022 


ANALYSIS OF 
ADVERSE EFFECT 
ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE 
POPULATIONS? 


Based on public 
comments, 
required further 
evaluation; see 
Sections 17.6.1.1 

and 17.6.1.2 


Yes; see Section 
17.6.1.1 


Yes; see Section 
17.6.1.2 


Yes; see Section 
17.6.1.2 


ANALYSIS CONCLUSION 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 
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Table 17-13. Summary of Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 


ANALYSIS OF 
ADVERSE EFFECT 
ADVERSE ON 
EA CHAPTER/ EFFECT: ENVIRONMENTAL 


ENVIRONMENTAL GENERAL JUSTICE 
CATEGORY TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION POPULATION? | POPULATIONS? ANALYSIS CONCLUSION 


The Project would generate a dedicated revenue source 
for investment in the transit system. 


Based on public 


Transit ridership would increase by 1 to 2 percent conimaents Neadvemeetacton 
4C — Transportation: | systemwide for travel to and from the Manhattan CBD, _ Regional public Fei 
Transit b | lashiti ta transit ratherth transportation system required further environmental justice 

ecause some people would shift to transit rather than p y: evaluation: see populations 


driving. Increases in transit ridership would not result in 
adverse effects on line-haul capacity on any transit 
routes. 


Section 17.6.1.5 


Hoboken Terminal — 
PATH station 
42 St-Times Square - 


subway station 
(Manhattan) 


Flushing-Main St 
subway station 
(Queens) 

Union Sq subway 
station (Manhattan) 
Court Sq subway 
station (Queens) 


Transit Stations: Increased ridership would affect 
passenger flows at transit stations, with the potential for 
adverse effects at certain vertical circulation elements 
(.e., stairs and escalators) in five transit stations 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


4C - Transportation: 


Transit (Cont'd) 17.6.1.6 


Pedestrian Circulation: Increased pedestrian activity on 

sidewalks outside transit hubs because of increased 

transit use. At most locations, increases not large enough | Herald Square/Penn 
to result in adverse effects. At one location in the Station NY 
Manhattan CBD, the increase could adversely affect 

pedestrian circulation. 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


4E - Transportation: 
Pedestrians and 
Bicycles 


Yes; see Section 
17.6.1.7 


es Yes; see Section 
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Table 17-13. Summary of Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 


ADVERSE 


EA CHAPTER/ 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
CATEGORY TOPIC 


EFFECT: 
GENERAL 


SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION 


Community Cohesion: Changes to travel patterns, 
including increased use of transit, and increased cost for 
people who drive to the CBD 


28-county study area 


5A - Social Indirect Disol N heh ; 
Conditions: ndirect isp acement: 0 notable c anges in 
Population socioeconomic conditions or cost of living so as to induce Manhattan CBD 


potential involuntary displacement of residents 


Access to Employment: Increased cost for people who 


drive to work in the Manhattan CBD 28-county study area 
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ANALYSIS OF 
ADVERSE EFFECT 
ON 
ENVIRONMENTAL 
JUSTICE 
POPULATIONS? 
Based on public 
comments, 
required further 


ANALYSIS CONCLUSION 


Potential adverse effect on 
low-income drivers who do 


evaluation see not have alternative 
Sections 17.6.1.5, transportation modes to 
17.6.1.6, and reach the Manhattan CBD 


17.6.2.1 
Based on public 
comments, 
required further 
evaluation; see 
Section 17.6.1.8 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


Potential adverse effect on 
low-income drivers who do 
not have alternative 
transportation modes to 
reach the Manhattan CBD (all 


Based on public 
comments, 
required further 
evaluation; see 
Section 17.6.2.1 
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Table 17-13. Summary of Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 


ANALYSIS OF 
ADVERSE EFFECT 


ADVERSE ON 
EA CHAPTER/ EFFECT: ENVIRONMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL GENERAL JUSTICE 
CATEGORY TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION POPULATION? | POPULATIONS? ANALYSIS CONCLUSION 


Based on public 
Manhattan CBD 


comments, 

6 - Economic , 
Conditions Taxi and FHV Drivers: Depending on the tolling scenario, 

the toll could reduce taxi and FHV revenues for New York 

City drivers due to a reduction in taxi/FHV VMT with New York Cit 

passengers within the CBD. The industry would remain y 

viable overall, but adverse effects, including job losses, 

could occur to taxi and FHV drivers. 


required further 
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No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


Price of Goods: Cost of new toll would not result in 
changes in the cost of most consumer goods in the 
Manhattan CBD evaluation; see 


Section 17.6.1.9 


Potential adverse effect on 
New York City taxi and/or 
FHV drivers, who largely 
identify as minority 
populations, due to the cost 
of the new toll and potential 
job losses related to 
reductions in VMT in tolling 
scenarios that toll their 
vehicles more than once a 
day (unmodified Tolling 
Scenarios A, D, and G; and 
Tolling Scenarios C and E for 


Yes; see Section 
17.6.2.2 
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Table 17-13. Summary of Potential Adverse Effects on Environmental Justice Populations 


ANALYSIS OF 
ADVERSE EFFECT 


ADVERSE ON 
EA CHAPTER/ EFFECT: ENVIRONMENTAL 
ENVIRONMENTAL GENERAL JUSTICE 
CATEGORY TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS LOCATION POPULATION? | POPULATIONS? ANALYSIS CONCLUSION 


Regional Air Quality Benefits: On a regional (mesoscale) — 
0 


level, reductions in VMT would reduce air pollutants and | 28-county study area 
N 


greenhouse gases 


Local Intersections: Changes in air emissions at local ; 
Local intersections 
intersections due to traffic volume changes 


Highway Segments: Changes in air emissions on Selected highway 

highway due to traffic volume changes segments 

Truck Volume Changes: Changes in emissions related to | Circumferential 

truck traffic diversions | roadways near the CBD | 


Based on public 

comments, No adverse effect on 
required further environmental justice 
evaluation; see populations 
Section 17.6.1.4 


Based on public 
comments, 
required further 
evaluation; see 
Section 17.6.1.3 


No adverse effect on 
environmental justice 
populations 


10 - Air Quality 


Traffic-Related Noise: Imperceptible increases or Bridge and tunnel 
decreases in noise levels resulting from changes in traffic | crossings and local 
volumes streets 


12 - Noise 
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17.6.4 Offsetting Benefits 

While the introduction of a new CBD toll would result in adverse effects to individuals who currently drive 
to the Manhattan CBD and do not have alternative transportation modes available, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would also have substantial benefits associated with reduced vehicle congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD, a primary goal of the Project. The Project would address the demonstrated need to reduce 
vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD, which would benefit all drivers traveling to and near the 
Manhattan CBD, especially those who value their travel-time savings more than the toll cost. The reduced 
congestion would produce other related benefits in the Manhattan CBD, including travel-time savings, 
improved travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved safety for vehicles, pedestrians, 
and bicyclists, and improved air quality in the Manhattan CBD and regionwide. 


These congestion-reduction benefits would result in economic benefits as well. Travel-time savings 
associated with both work and non-work journeys are an economic benefit because they increase a 
person’s productivity and overall utility by reducing time spent on less productive activities (i.e., traveling 
to a destination). In addition, reductions in vehicle volumes and VMT in the Manhattan CBD and other 
locations within the regional study area would benefit those who continue to drive in the Manhattan CBD, 
including delivery vehicles and taxi and FHV drivers. With less congestion and improved speeds, drivers can 
reach their customers more quickly and transport them to their destinations more quickly. By improving 
the trip times, the CBD Tolling Alternative could facilitate more fares during taxi and FHV drivers’ shifts and 
increase their receipts. Reduced congestion would also facilitate the more efficient and cost-effective 
distribution of goods and services by truck in the Manhattan CBD. Transit riders who use buses, including 
minority and low-income passengers, would benefit from the CBD Tolling Alternative through congestion 
reduction that would result in travel-time savings, improved travel-time reliability, and improved safety. 


Reduced regional air pollution would provide an important benefit to all residents of the region, particularly 
for environmental justice populations who experience adverse health effects related to air pollution, such 
as asthma. Most environmental justice populations who live in the Manhattan CBD would experience lower 
localized pollutant emissions due to reduced traffic. Additional information on where traffic would 
decrease is provided in Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” 
and described and illustrated earlier in this chapter in Section 17.6.1.3. 


In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would establish a reliable, recurring local source of funding for MTA 
capital projects, which would allow MTA to reinvest in and improve its transportation network. As discussed 
earlier, approximately 76 percent of the people who travel to the Manhattan CBD for work use public 
transportation to make their trip and this percentage is higher for minority commuters (82 percent) and 
low-income commuters (79 percent). MTA’s transportation network is critical for mobility in the region, 
and improvements to the network would allow it to absorb increasing transit ridership and further reduce 
vehicle congestion. 
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17.7. POTENTIAL DISPROPORTIONATELY HIGH AND ADVERSE EFFECTS 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A require FHWA to identify whether its actions could have 
a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low-income and minority populations, after accounting for 
mitigation and offsetting benefits. 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A both define a disproportionately high and adverse effect 
on an environmental justice population occurs when the following occurs: 


e Anadverse effect is predominantly borne by a minority population and/or a low-income population; or 
e An adverse effect would occur to a minority population and/or low-income population that would be 
appreciably more severe or greater in magnitude than the adverse effect that would occur to the 


non-minority population and/or non-low-income population. 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A both describe that in making determinations regarding 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on minority and low-income populations, mitigation and 
enhancement measures that will be implemented and all offsetting benefits to the affected minority and 
low-income populations may be taken into account, as well as the design, comparative impacts, and the 
relevant number of similar existing system elements in non-minority and non-low-income areas. 


Based on the previous steps in this analysis, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in two potential 
adverse effects on environmental justice populations, after taking into account measures to avoid, 
minimize or otherwise mitigate adverse effects and taking into account offsetting benefits: 1) a potential 
adverse effect on minority and low-income drivers due to the increased cost associated with the new toll; 
and 2) a potential adverse effect on minority taxi and FHV drivers resulting from a decrease in employment. 


17.7.1 Evaluation of Adverse Effect on Minority and Low-Income Drivers 

The previous sections of this chapter describe that most people in the regional study area travel to and 
from the Manhattan CBD by public transportation using the region’s robust transit network. With the CBD 
Tolling Alternative, most people, including minority and low-income populations, would continue to use 
public transportation to travel to and from the Manhattan CBD and would not be adversely affected by the 
new toll. 


Most people who currently drive to the Manhattan CBD have alternative travel options to avoid the CBD 
toll. However, for some people, switching to transit is not a viable option because they have poor access to 
transit, commuting by transit is inefficient with long travel times, they have work hours during times of 
limited transit service, or they need access to a private automobile for their work. For these individual 
drivers who do not have viable alternatives, the increased cost of travel to the Manhattan CBD due to the 
new toll would represent an adverse effect. The size of cost increase would depend on the tolling scenario 


and each driver’s specific route and travel patterns. 
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17.7.1.1 Minority Drivers 

The effect of the cost associated with the new CBD toll on minority drivers who have no viable alternative 
mode for reaching the Manhattan CBD other than private vehicle would be the same effect as experienced 
by the general population. This effect would not be predominantly borne by a minority population. As 
discussed earlier, approximately 52 percent of the region’s population identifies as minority, and slightly 
less than half of the people who travel to the Manhattan CBD for work identify as minority. About 10 
percent of the minority commuters to the Manhattan CBD, or approximately 73,000 commuters, commute 
by private vehicles. This is approximately 5 percent of all commuters to the Manhattan CBD. 


In addition, the adverse effect on minority drivers would not be more severe or greater in magnitude for 
the minority population than for the general population. 


Consequently, the potential adverse effect on minority drivers associated with the cost of the new toll 
would not be a disproportionately high and adverse effect. 


17.7.1.2_ Low-/ncome Drivers 

The cost of the new CBD toll would not be predominantly borne by low-income drivers. As described earlier, 
approximately 14 percent of the region’s commuters to the Manhattan CBD are low-income and 9 percent 
of the people who drive to the Manhattan CBD are low-income. 


However, for low-income drivers who have no viable alternative to reach the Manhattan CBD other than 
private vehicle, the effect of that cost would be appreciably more severe than the effect on the non-low- 
income population, because the cost of the toll would represent a larger proportion of each driver’s 
available income. The specific cost associated with the new toll would vary for each driver, depending on 
the route, time of day, frequency of the trip, and the tolling scenario. In addition, while the lowest tolls 
would be available to drivers who use E-ZPass, some low-income drivers may have difficulty maintaining an 
E-ZPass account. There is no fee for setting up an E-ZPass account and TBTA already offers a Pay-Per-Trip 
option and a Reload Card for cash customers to replenish their E-ZPass. However, there is a $10 refundable 
deposit required for customers who do not have a credit card account linked to their account. 


Overall, therefore, the adverse effect on low-income drivers associated with the cost of the new toll would 
constitute a disproportionately high and adverse effect. 


17.7.2. Evaluation of Adverse Effect on Taxi and FHV Drivers 

A potential adverse effect would occur to taxi and/or FHV drivers in New York City, who largely identify as 
minority populations, in tolling scenarios that toll their vehicles more than once a day. This would occur in 
unmodified Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G; for FHV drivers it would also occur in Tolling Scenarios C and E. 
The adverse effect would be related to the cost of the new CBD toll and the reduction of VMT for taxis 
and/or FHVs, which would result in a decrease in revenues that could lead to losses in employment. This 
adverse effect would occur predominantly to a minority population and therefore would be a 
disproportionately high and adverse effect. 
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17.8 FURTHER EVALUATION FOR POTENTIAL DISPROPORTIONATELY HIGH AND ADVERSE 
EFFECTS 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A state that FHWA will ensure that any actions that have 
the potential for a disproportionately high and adverse effect on minority or low-income populations will 
only be carried out if: 


1. “Further mitigation measures or alternatives that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high 


and adverse effect are not practicable.” 
2. “Asubstantial need for the program, policy or activity exists, based on the overall public interest.” 


3. “Alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations have either: (a) adverse 
social, economic, environmental, or human health impacts that are severe; or (b) would involve 
increased costs of extraordinary magnitude.” 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A further explain, “In determining whether a mitigation 
measure or an alternative is ‘practicable,’ the social, economic (including costs) and environmental effects 
of avoiding or mitigating the adverse effects will be taken into account.” 


17.8.1 Substantial Need for CBD Tolling Program 

As described in Chapter 1, “Introduction,” the purpose of the Project is to reduce traffic congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant 
to acceptance into FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program. Chapter 1 also documents the compelling need for 
the Project, including the need to reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD and the need to create 
a new, local recurring funding source for MTA’s capital projects. 


17.8.2 No Other Alternatives Available 

In consideration of a range of potential strategies for reducing congestion, and in light of the purpose, need, 
and objectives for this Project, FHWA and the Project Sponsors evaluated 12 preliminary alternatives 
described in Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives.” Based on that evaluation, FHWA and the Project Sponsors 
determined that only one alternative, the CBD Tolling Alternative, would meet the established purpose and 
need and all of the Project objectives. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative is the only reasonable 


alternative for the Project. 


17.8.3. Mitigation for Potential Disproportionately High and Adverse Effect on Low-Income 
Drivers 

For low-income travelers, a wide variety of discounted and lower cost transportation options are currently 

available in the New York City metropolitan region, including: 


e Transit Fare Discount for Individuals in Low-Income Households. Beyond the Manhattan CBD, New York 
City residents between the ages of 18 and 64 who reside in a household with an income below the 
Federal poverty threshold, and are not receiving full carfare from the Department of Social 
Services/Human Resources Administration or any other New York City agency, are eligible for the Fair 
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Fares program, which allows travel at half the full fare cost on MTA subway; local, limited, and SBS 
buses; and Access-A-Ride paratransit. 


Transit Fare Discount for Persons with Disabilities and Those 65 Years of Age and Older. Even broader 
geographically, MTA subway, bus, and rail riders who are 65 and older or are persons with disabilities 
are eligible for a Reduced Fare program, which allows travel on transit at half the full fare cost. This 
program is not restricted to New York City residents. 


Student Transit Fare Discount. MTA works with the New York City Department of Education so that 
students have access to education. Student MetroCards” are distributed by schools to students whose 
home is one-half mile or farther from their school. These MetroCards allow three free rides each school 
day between 5:30 a.m. and 8:30 p.m., including free transfers between buses or between the subway 
and local, limited, and SBS buses. 


Free Ferry Service. The Staten Island Ferry, which operates 24 hours a day, seven days a week, every 
day of the year, runs free ferry service from Staten Island to the Manhattan CBD. 


Reduced-Fare Bike Share. Citi Bike, in partnership with Healthfirst and NYCDOT, provides reduced cost 
membership of $5/month (roughly one-third the typical membership) for low-income individuals 16 
years and older who are residents of New York City Housing Authority facilities or receive Supplemental 
Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) benefits. 


24-Hour Public Transportation Widely Available. As described in other chapters of this EA, New York 
City and the surrounding region has an extensive regional transportation network that operates seven 
days a week all year long. The services within New York City operate 24 hours a day. 


E-ZPass Payment Options. To make the convenience of E-ZPass available for as many customers as 
possible, TBTA offers a Pay-Per-Trip option and a Reload Card for customers without credit cards to 
replenish their E-ZPass. 


Even with all of these programs offered or supported by the Project Sponsors, as discussed earlier, the cost 


of the new toll would result in a disproportionately high and adverse effect on low-income populations who 


need to drive into and out of the Manhattan CBD. To address this adverse effect on low-income drivers, 


the Project Sponsors will implement the following mitigation measures: 


Tax Credit for Tolls Paid: The Project will include a tax credit for CBD tolls paid by residents of the 
Manhattan CBD whose New York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000. (As 
shown in Figure 17-11, 33 percent of the households in the Manhattan CBD have household incomes 
below $60,000.) TBTA will coordinate with the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance 
(NYS DTF) so that documentation that may be needed for those eligible for the New York State tax 
credit is available. 


Education/Outreach/Coordination on the Tax Credit: TBTA will post information on the Project website 
related to the tax credit and a link to the appropriate location on the NYS DTF website that guides 
eligible drivers to information on filing their taxes. 


MetroCard is the primary payment method for the New York City subway and New York City and MTA buses. 
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Figure 17-11. Income Distribution for Households in the Manhattan CBD 


33% of Manhattan CBD Households have incomes below $60,000 10.1% 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau, ACS 2015-2019 5-Year Estimates. 


e Elimination of the E-ZPass Tag Deposit Fee: For all drivers, the best way to reduce toll costs associated 
with the CBD Tolling Program would be to use E-ZPass, since toll rates would be lower for those who 
use E-ZPass than for those who do not. As noted, TBTA already offers a Pay-Per-Trip option and a Reload 
Card for cash customers to replenish their E-ZPass. However, there is a $10 refundable deposit required 
for customers who do not have a credit card account linked to their account. Recognizing that these 
tend to be low-income customers, TBTA, as one of the Project Sponsors, will eliminate the required 
refundable deposit for customers who want E-ZPass but do not have a credit card connected to their 
account. This will benefit all TBTA E-ZPass tag holders who do not have a credit card connected to their 
account, whether or not they drive to the Manhattan CBD. 


e Enhanced Promotion of Existing E-ZPass Payment and Plan Options: TBTA will provide enhanced 
promotion of existing E-ZPass payment and plan options, including the ability for drivers to pay per trip 
(rather than a pre-load balance) and refill their accounts with cash at participating retail partners. 


e Education/Outreach on Transit Discounts: TBTA will coordinate with MTA to provide outreach and 
education on eligibility for existing discounted transit fare products and programs, including those for 
individuals 65 years of age and older, those with disabilities, and those with low incomes, about which 
many may not be aware. 


e Establishment of an Environmental Justice Community Group: The Project Sponsors commit 
to establishing an Environmental Justice Community Group that would meet on a bi-annual basis, with 
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the first meeting six months after Project implementation, to share updated data and analysis and hear 
about potential concerns. 


In addition, the Project Sponsors are committed to implementing the following enhancement: 


e = Enhancement: Prioritizing Equity in Improving Bus Service in New York City. New York City’s buses serve 
a greater share of low-income and minority households compared to other modes of transportation, 
including subways. MTA developed an approach which combines considerations of equity and air 
quality to identify Equity Priority Areas for its bus network redesigns. Equity Priority Areas are used to 
target improvements and investments to promote equity and access to opportunities in these transit- 
dependent, historically marginalized and underserved areas to promote equitable transportation and 
access to opportunities. The recently implemented bus network redesigns in Staten Island and the 
Bronx have been well-received. Network redesigns in Queens and Brooklyn are progressing. TBTA 
commits to working with NYCT to address areas identified in the EA where bus service could be 
improved as the Brooklyn and Manhattan Bus Network Redesigns move forward. 


17.8.4 Mitigation for Potential Disproportionately High and Adverse Effect on Taxi and FHV 
Drivers 

To address the disproportionately high and adverse effects on taxi and/or FHV drivers, the Project Sponsors 

will implement the following mitigation for taxi and/or FHV drivers if a tolling scenario is implemented with 

tolls of more than once per day for their vehicles: 


e Mitigation Related to Toll Cost: The Project Sponsors commit to working with the appropriate city and 
state agencies so that when passengers are present, they pay the toll, rather than the driver. 


e Mitigation Related to Potential Job Losses: 


— TBTA will work with NYCT to institute an Employment Resource Coordination Program to connect 
drivers experiencing job insecurity with a direct pathway to licensing, training, and job placement 
with MTA or its affiliated vendors at no cost to the drivers (the $60-S70 fee for a bus operator’s 
exam will be waived, and the $10 fee for a commercial driver’s license test will be reimbursed). Thi 


n 


program will include resources and information on how to become a driver with MTA’s paratransit 
carriers or a bus or train operator. 


— For those who may not want a commercial driver’s license, TBTA will coordinate with MTA to submit 
a request to the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) for a pilot program that will increase eligibility 
of taxi and FHV drivers to use their vehicles to provide paratransit trips and will implement this 
program if approved. This will increase work opportunities for roughly 140,000 TLC-licensed drivers 


and improve service quality for the nearly 170,000 paratransit customers eligible for paratransit 
service through MTA’s Access-A-Ride program. Drivers wishing to be part of the Access-A-Ride 
broker program would still need to meet broker driving training requirements, including training to 
work with people with disabilities. If FTA approves the program, the six-month pilot program could 
begin ahead of implementation of the CBD Tolling Program and will include data collection to 
measure progress and test the pilot program against a set of key performance indicators. MTA will 
produce a report to summarize the pilot program performance after six months for evaluation by 
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MTA, FTA, and the TLC. Should the pilot program show progress toward success, MTA will propose 
that the pilot continue for a full year. If the pilot program shows success after one year, MTA, FTA, 
and the TLC may extend the pilot program, making the program permanent, or discontinue the pilot 
and return to existing policy. 


17.9 CONCLUSION 


Consistent with USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A, the environmental justice analysis 
included a review of Project effects to identify appropriate study areas, identification of existing minority 
and low-income populations in the study areas, identification of potential adverse effects of the Project on 
environmental justice populations, and consideration of whether the CBD Tolling Alternative would result 
in disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations. 


Public engagement is a critical component of USDOT’s and FHWA’s policies and practices related to 
environmental justice. FHWA and the Project Sponsors conducted an extensive early public outreach 
program for the Project during preparation of this EA with a specific focus on coordinating with and 
obtaining feedback environmental justice populations and representatives of environmental justice 
communities that could be affected by the Project. 


The environmental justice analysis concluded that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse 
effects on environmental justice populations in most of the topic areas reviewed. However, the Project would 
result in disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations, as follows: 


e The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD toll would have a potentially disproportionately high 
and adverse effect on low-income drivers who currently drive to the Manhattan CBD and do not have 
alternative transportation modes available. 


e Apotential disproportionately high and adverse effect would occur to taxi and FHV drivers in New York 
City, who largely identify as minority populations, in tolling scenarios that toll their vehicles more than 
once a day. This would occur in unmodified Tolling Scenarios A, D, and G; for FHV drivers, it would also 
occur in Tolling Scenarios C and E. The adverse effect would be related to the cost of the new 
Manhattan CBD toll and the reduction of VMT for taxis and FHVs, which would result in a decrease in 
revenues that could lead to losses in employment. 


To address the potential disproportionately high and adverse effects on low-income drivers and taxi and 
FHV drivers, the Project Sponsors will implement the following mitigation measures, described in more 
detail earlier in this chapter: 


e For low-income drivers: 
— Tax credit for tolls paid 
—  Education/outreach/coordination on the tax credit 


— Elimination of the E-ZPass tag deposit fee 
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— Enhanced promotion of Existing E-ZPass Payment and Plan Options 
— Education/outreach on Transit Discounts 
— Establishment of an Environmental Justice Community Group 


— Enhancement: Prioritizing equity in improving bus service in New York City 


e For New York City taxi and/or FHV drivers if a tolling scenario is implemented with tolls of more than 
once a day for their vehicles: 


— Toll Cost: The Project Sponsors commit to working with the appropriate city and state agencies so 
that when passengers are present, they pay the toll, rather than the taxi/FHV driver. 


— Potential Job Losses: 
= Institute an Employment Resource Coordination Program. 


=" Implement a pilot program, subject to FTA approval, to increase eligibility of taxi and FHV 
drivers to use their vehicles to provide paratransit trips. 


The Project would address the demonstrated need to reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD, 
which would benefit all drivers traveling to and near the Manhattan CBD, especially those who value their 
travel-time savings more than the toll cost. The reduced congestion would produce other related benefits, 
including travel-time savings, improved travel-time reliability, reduced vehicle operating costs, improved 
safety for vehicles, pedestrians, and bicyclists, and improved air quality in the Manhattan CBD and 
regionwide. 


Reductions in vehicle volumes and VMT in the Manhattan CBD and other locations within the regional study 
area would benefit those who continue to drive in the Manhattan CBD, including delivery vehicles and taxi 
and FHV drivers. Transit riders who use buses, including minority and low-income passengers, would 
benefit from the CBD Tolling Alternative through congestion reduction that would result in travel-time 
savings, improved travel-time reliability, and improved safety. 


Reduced regional air pollution would provide an important benefit to all residents of the region, particularly 
for environmental justice populations who experience adverse health effects related to air pollution, such 
as asthma. Most environmental justice populations who live in the Manhattan CBD would experience lower 
localized pollutant emissions due to reduced traffic. 


In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would establish a reliable, recurring local source of funding for MTA 
capital projects, which would allow MTA to reinvest in and improve its transportation network. Most people 
throughout the region use public transportation to travel to and from the Manhattan CBD. As discussed 
earlier, approximately 76 percent of the people who travel to the Manhattan CBD for work use public 
transportation and this percentage is higher for minority commuters (82 percent) and low-income 
commuters (79 percent). MTA’s transportation network is critical for mobility in the region, and 
improvements to the network would allow it to absorb increasing transit ridership and further reduce 
vehicle congestion. 


Table 17-14 summarizes the effects of the environmental justice analysis presented in this chapter. 
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Table 17-14. Summary of Effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative Related to Environmental Justice 


TOLLING SCENARIO POTENTIAL 
TOPIC SUMMARY OF EFFECTS ADVERSE MITIGATION AND ENHANCEMENTS 
TBBEE EFFECT 


DATA SHOWN IN 


Mitigation needed. The Project will include a tax credit for CBD tolls paid by residents of the 
Manhattan CBD whose New York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less than $60,000. 
TBTA will coordinate with the New York State Department of Taxation and Finance (NYS DTF) to 
ensure availability of documentation needed for drivers eligible for the New York State tax credit. 


TBTA will post information related to the tax credit on the Project website, with a link to the 
appropriate location on the NYS DTF website to guide eligible drivers to information on claiming the 
credit. 


The increased cost to drivers 
with the new CBD toll would 
disproportionately affect low- 
income drivers to the 
Manhattan CBD who do not 
have an alternative 
transportation mode for 
reaching the Manhattan CBD. 


TBTA will eliminate the $10 refundable deposit currently required for E-ZPass customers who do not 
have a credit card linked to their account, and which is sometimes a barrier to access. 


Potential 
disproportionately 
high and adverse 
effects on low- 
income drivers 


The increased cost to drivers with the new CBD toll would disproportionately affect low-income 


Nentelve drivers to the Manhattan CBD in all tolling scenarios. 


Yes TBTA will provide enhanced promotion of existing E-ZPass payment and plan options, including the 
ability for drivers to pay per trip (rather than a pre-load balance) and refill their accounts with cash at 
participating retail locations, and discount plans already in place, about which they may not be aware. 


TBTA will coordinate with MTA to provide outreach and education on eligibility for existing discounted 
transit fare products and programs, including those for individuals 65 years of age and older, those 
with disabilities, and those with low incomes, about which many may not be aware. 


The Project Sponsors commit to establishing an Environmental Justice Community Group that would 
meet on a bi-annual basis, with the first meeting six months after Project implementation, to share 
updated data and analysis and hear about potential concerns. 


A potential disproportionately Mitigation needed for New York City taxi and/or FHV drivers if a tolling scenario is 

high and adverse effect would caps or exemptions for taxis and FHV drivers. implemented with tolls of more than once per day for their vehicles. The Project Sponsors will 
occur to taxi and FHV drivers | Change in daily work with the appropriate city and state agencies so that passengers pay the toll, rather than the 

in New York City, who largely | taxi/FHV VMT with driver. 


ee da pasor ter in the +15,020 TBTA will work with MTA NYCT to institute an Employment Resource Coordination Program to 
eae Sop ieae One (+4.6%) connect drivers experiencing job insecurity with a direct pathway to licensing, training and job 


scenarios that toll their Action Alternative: _ placement with MTA or its affiliated vendors at no cost to the drivers. 
vehicles more than once a Scenarios included in 


Potential day. This would occur in EA For those who may not want a commercial driver’s license, TBTA will coordinate with MTA NYCT to 

disproportionately unmodified Tolling Scenarios submit a request to the Federal Transit Administration for a pilot program that will help increase 

high and adverse A, D, and G; for FHV drivers, it Yes eligibility of taxi and FHV drivers to use their vehicles to provide paratransit trips. 

effects on taxiand | would also occur in Tolling 

FHV drivers Scenarios C and E. The 
adverse effect would be 
related to the cost of the new 
Manhattan CBD toll and the 
reduction of VMT for taxis and 
FHVs, which would result in a 
decrease in revenues that 
could lead to losses in 
employment. 


Net change in daily Tolls 


taxi/FHV trips to CBD 
relative to scenarios 
included in EA: 
Additional analysis to 
assess effects of caps 
or exemptions +50% 


Tolls capped at Tolls 
capped at 1x/ Pas capped at 
1x / Day: +3% 1x / Day: 

+2% Exempt: +2% 
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17.10 ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT 


Public engagement is a critical component of USDOT’s and FHWA’s policies and practices related to 
environmental justice. FHWA and the Project Sponsors conducted an extensive early public outreach 
program for the Project during preparation of this EA with a specific focus on coordinating with and 
obtaining feedback from environmental justice populations and representatives of environmental justice 
communities that could be affected by the Project. This section describes the extensive environmental 
justice public outreach program that FHWA and the Project Sponsors developed for the Project. See 
Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation” for additional details on outreach methods and 
general public involvement efforts for the Project. 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors used comments and feedback provided during this early public outreach 
to inform the environmental justice analysis and overall preparation of this EA as described throughout this 
chapter. Asummary of issues raised and how they were addressed in the environmental justice analysis is 
provided in Section 17.4 of this chapter. 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors began outreach for the Project to environmental justice populations in 
August 2021. Using preliminary data and analyses collected during development of this EA, the Project 
Sponsors identified social media and traditional media outlets that would reach a wide audience of minority 
and low-income populations in the 28-county regional study area. The Project Sponsors relied on contact 
information from MTA’s Office of Diversity, NYCDOT, and Metropolitan Planning Organizations and Councils 
of Government that represent counties within the study area to begin a contact list and have updated that 
list as members of the public have expressed interest in the Project. The Project Sponsors used the contact 
list to circulate information about the Project and public meeting opportunities. In addition, FHWA and the 
Project Sponsors corresponded with Federally recognized and state recognized Native American tribes with 
current or historical presence within the regional study area to inform them about the Project and to offer 
an opportunity to meet with them to provide further information and discuss any concerns. 


17.10.1 Environmental Justice Webinars 

The Project Sponsors held webinars to engage with environmental justice populations throughout the 
regional study area. Promotional materials and the Project website (https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP 
described that the purpose of these meetings was to provide information to and get input from 
environmental justice populations. The Project Sponsors targeted sessions to the three states in the study 
area, Connecticut, New Jersey, and New York, but people were welcome to attend any session. Although 
advertised as environmental justice webinars, any member of the public could attend and speak at the 


sessions. 


The Project Sponsors advertised the environmental justice webinars through social media, traditional 
media, signs and posters on public transportation and at stations, and announcements on the Project 
Sponsors’ websites. As described in Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation,” the Project 
Sponsors advertised meetings on 33 media outlets including English and foreign language publications 
throughout the 28-county region. The meetings were also advertised on radio stations, and the Project 
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Sponsors conducted digital advertising through Geo Fencing, Twitter, and World Journal. Advertisements 
for the webinars were translated to Spanish, Chinese, Haitian Creole, Bengali, Korean, Italian, Portuguese, 
and Russian, which are the most prominent non-English languages used by residents of the regional study 
area. 


The Project Sponsors hosted six environmental justice webinars in October 2021 (October 7, 12, 13, 26, 27, 
and 28) and three environmental justice webinars in December 2021 (December 7, 8, and 9, 2021). The 
meetings began at 6:00 p.m. Table 17-15 lists the dates and times of each webinar and provides an 
overview of the participation at each webinar. 


Table 17-15. Environmental Justice Webinars 


TOTAL 
UNIQUE TOTAL 


MEETING | MEETING ZOOM YOUTUBE TOTAL 
START END WEBINAR LIVE ORAL TOTAL 
MEETING LOCATION DATE TIME TIME VIEWERS | VIEWERS | COMMENTS Q&A 


TOTALS 


The webinars were targeted to different geographic areas; however, the webinars were open to anyone 
who wished to participate regardless of where they lived or worked. Meeting attendees were able to 
participate via computer or telephone. Meeting attendees could sign up to speak for two minutes either in 
advance of or during the meeting. Attendees also had the opportunity to communicate via the Question- 
and-Answer function of the web platform. The webinars continued beyond the two-hour duration as 
necessary to accommodate all speakers. 


American Sign Language interpretation and closed captioning were available at each webinar. Additional 
language interpretation in any language were made available upon advance request. Individuals who are 
hearing impaired could dial 711 to be connected free of charge with a communications assistant. To provide 
additional accessibility, the Project Sponsors live-streamed public webinars and posted recordings of all 
public presentations for on-demand viewing in multiple languages via YouTube. 


The participation in the environmental justice webinars is shown in Table 17-15 and described below. It 
should be noted that environmental justice populations also participated in the 10 public webinars held in 
September and October 2021. There were approximately 1,150 participants in these public webinars. As 
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part of these webinars, attendees could take an optional survey, which included questions about their 
demographic characteristics. Based on the results received, approximately one-third of meeting attendees 
identified as environmental justice populations. (Refer to Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public 
Participation,” for more information about the public webinars.) 


17.10.1.1 Environmental Justice Webinars 1 through 6 

The Project Sponsors held Environmental Justice Webinars 1 through 6 in October 2021. The webinars 
introduced the participants to the Project, using the same presentation at each webinar. The webinars 
began with a live introduction and overview of attendees from the Project Sponsors. This was followed by 
a recorded presentation. The first half of the presentation was the same as for the early outreach public 
webinars (see Chapter 18, “Agency Coordination and Public Participation”). It provided an overview of the 
Project’s purpose, needs, and objectives; identified the two alternatives studied in detail in this EA (No 
Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative); described the tolling scenarios and range of potential tolls; 
and identified the topics to be studied in the EA. The second half of the presentation focused specifically 
on the environmental justice analysis for this EA. It described the regulatory framework for this 
environmental justice analysis, the methodology for preparing the analysis, an overview of identified 
environmental justice populations in the regional study area; and a preliminary list of the Project’s potential 
benefits to and effects on environmental justice populations. The presentation also described the 
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group and the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working 
Group, and the Project Sponsors explained how participants could sign up to participate in the 


Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group. The presentation concluded with the Project schedule, 
a description of future public engagement opportunities, and information on the Project website. 


Following the presentation, the Project Sponsors moderated the oral testimony. Although the Project 
Sponsors gave speakers an opportunity to sign up in advance, anyone in attendance could speak. 
Comments and questions could be submitted via the Question-and-Answer function of the webinar as well. 
The Project Sponsors responded to questions sent via the Question-and-Answer function, providing factual 
and technical responses, along with logistical information. There were 36 speakers and 155 Question- and- 
Answer submissions during the October webinars. Each webinar was recorded, and the public could view 
the YouTube recording on the Project’s website at any time following the meeting. The oral and written 
comments were logged in the Project’s record. 


17.10.1.2 Environmental Justice Webinars 7 through 9 

The Project Sponsors hosted Environmental Justice Webinars 7 through 9 in December 2021. These 
webinars followed the same format as Environmental Justice Webinars 1 through 6 and included a live 
introduction followed by a recorded presentation. The presentation reviewed the purpose, need, and 
objectives for the Project and the approach to the environmental justice analysis. Then, the presentation 
identified the demographic characteristics of the regional study area and identified environmental justice 
populations. The presentation continued with a description of travel characteristics of environmental 
justice populations with a focus on travel to and from the Manhattan CBD. It followed with an overview of 
the tolling scenarios and travel demand forecasting, including preliminary results for changes in automobile 
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trips, transit ridership, and taxi/FHV trips. The presentation concluded with an overview of the MTA 2020- 
2024 Capital Program. 


Following the presentation, the Project Sponsors moderated the oral testimony. Although the Project 
Sponsors gave speakers an opportunity to sign up in advance, anyone in attendance could speak. 
Comments and questions could also be submitted via the Question-and-Answer function of the webinar. 
The Project Sponsors responded to questions sent via the Question-and-Answer function, providing factual 
and technical responses, along with logistical information. There were 7 speakers and 42 Question-and- 
Answer function submissions during the December webinars. Each meeting was recorded, and the public 
could view the YouTube recording through the Project’s website at any time following the meeting. The 
oral and written comments were logged in the Project’s record. 


17.10.2 Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group 

The Project Sponsors invited community leaders, advocacy groups, industry groups, and community 
members from the regional study area with expertise in environmental justice considerations to participate 
in an Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group. The Project Sponsors invited 37 groups to participate 
in the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group. The following 16 groups accepted the invitation to 


participate: 

e ALIGN e National Action Network 

e Chhaya e New Jersey Environmental Justice Alliance 

e Community Voices Heard e = =New York City Environmental Justice Alliance 
e Connecticut Coalition for Environmental Justice e South Bronx Unite 

e El Puente e UPROSE 

e Good Old Lower East Side (GOLES) e Urban League of Greater Hartford 

e Hispanic Federation e WE ACT for Environmental Justice 

e NAACP Metropolitan Council Region e Youth Ministries for Peace and Justice (YMP4J) 


Representatives of 14 groups participated in the first meeting of the Environmental Justice Technical 
Advisory Group, which was held on October 13, 2021, from 1:00 p.m. to 3:00 p.m. Following introductions 
by the Project Sponsors and the participants, the Project Sponsors presented Project information. Meeting 
participants were invited to interject with questions or comments during the presentation. The 
presentation included a Project overview (purpose and need, alternatives studied in this EA, the 
environmental topics covered in this EA, and schedule), identification of the potential benefits and effects 
of the Project on environmental justice populations, the process to assess potential effects on 
environmental justice populations, an overview of the race and income characteristics of the regional study 
area, the initial identification of environmental justice populations in the regional study area, and an 
overview of public engagement activities, including targeted outreach to environmental justice 
populations. Asummary was prepared to document the meeting, including questions and comments raised 
by the participants and the responses provided by the Project Sponsors. 
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Following the meeting, the Project Sponsors prepared a summary of the topics raised by the meeting 
participants and topics for which additional information was requested. The Project Sponsors circulated 
the list of topics with the members of the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group and requested 
their input on the list as well as any additional topics or concerns that would like to discuss further. The 
Project Sponsors developed the materials for the second meeting of the Environmental Justice Technical 


Advisory Group based on these requests. 


A second meeting of the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group was held on November 3, 2021, 
from 10:00 a.m. to 12:00 p.m., and representatives of 11 groups participated. The presentation provided 
more information on topics raised at the first meeting using the list of topics and input from members 
described above. The topics included modes of travel to the Manhattan CBD by environmental justice 
populations, demographic characteristics of Manhattan CBD residents, access to transit within the regional 
study area, an overview of the tolling scenarios, the process for travel demand forecasting, preliminary 
traffic analysis results, preliminary findings on indirect displacement and changes in air quality emissions, 
and an overview of the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program. A summary was prepared to document the 
meeting, including questions and comments raised by the participants and the responses provided by the 
Project Sponsors. 


The Project Sponsors held a third meeting of the Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group on 
February 9, 2022, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. Representatives of seven groups attended. The presentation 
included additional information to respond to previous questions and concerns raised in the second 
meeting, including how the Project would change traffic volumes in environmental justice areas, changes 
in traffic at local intersections, potential effects on air quality, effects of the Project on bus ridership levels, 
and concerns related to the potential for indirect displacement because of the Project. A summary was 
prepared to document the meeting, including questions and comments raised by the participants and the 
responses provided by the Project Sponsors. 


17.10.3 Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group 

The Project Sponsors established an Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group. This group 
comprises interested members of the public with a focus on environmental justice concerns. The Project 
Sponsors provided information about the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group during the 
initial, broad public outreach any person or group could request to join. People could suggest themselves 
or others as participants in this group. Members requested participation in the Environmental Justice 
Stakeholder Working Group using a form on the Project website or by contacting the Project Sponsors using 
the telephone hotline. 


When expressing interest in the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group, interested members of 
the public provided information about the purpose of their participation and their expertise or interest in 
environmental justice considerations. Some people expressed an interest in the study itself or on topics 
that are more general than or not germane to environmental justice considerations. Twenty-seven people 
expressed interest in participating in the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group, and the Project 
Sponsors invited these 27 people to each meeting. Some of these people represented particular interest 
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groups or industries, including people representing bus advocacy groups or bus companies and people 
representing motorcycle riders. 


The first meeting of the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group was held on November 9, 2021, 
from 6:00 p.m. to 8:05 p.m. Nineteen of the 27 members participated in the meeting. Following 
introductions by the Project Sponsors and the participants, the Project Sponsors presented Project 
information. Participants were invited to interject with questions or comments during the presentation. 
The presentation included the Project overview (purpose and need, alternatives studied in detail in this EA, 
the environmental topics covered in this EA, and schedule), the regulatory framework on environmental 
justice and the process to assess potential effects on environmental justice populations, the definitions of 
minority and low-income populations and charts and maps showing the identification of environmental 
justice populations in the regional study area, preliminary results on the Project’s potential effects on traffic 
and the taxi/FHV industry, an overview of comments received during the early public outreach for this EA, 
and potential topics of discussion for the group. A summary was prepared to document the meeting, 
including questions and comments raised by the participants and the responses provided by the Project 
Sponsors. 


Following the meeting, the Project Sponsors prepared a summary of the topics raised by the meeting 
participants and topics for which additional information was requested. The Project Sponsors circulated 
the list of topics with the members of the Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group and requested 
their input on the list as well as any additional topics or concerns that they would like to discuss further. 
The Project Sponsors developed the materials for the second meeting of the Environmental Justice 
Stakeholder Working Group based on these requests. 


Asecond meeting was held on November 30, 2021, from 6:00 p.m. to 8:15 p.m., and 19 of the 27 members 
participated. The presentation provided more information on topics raised at the first meeting based on 
the list of topics and member input described above. The topics included information on the race of 
residents of the regional study area, a more detailed description of the travel demand modeling process, 
predicted changes in vehicular and transit trips with the CBD Tolling Alternative (including patterns of travel 
by low-income individuals), preliminary results of the traffic analysis (including potential effects in the South 
Bronx and the Lower East Side), and changes in transit ridership by mode and at regional transit hubs. A 
summary was prepared to document the meeting, including questions and comments raised by the 
participants and the responses provided by the Project Sponsors. 


17.10.4 Future Outreach to Environmental Justice Populations 

During the public review of this EA, FHWA and the Project Sponsors will hold additional meetings with the 
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group and Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group. 
They will also hold additional environmental justice webinars. 


In addition, the Project Sponsors will conduct outreach targeted to taxi and FHV drivers. Working with the 
TLC, the Project Sponsors will distribute information to TLC’s industry-wide email distribution list of nearly 
200,000 industry contacts. This list includes nearly 175,000 drivers and thousands of other industry 
contacts working for yellow taxi, green cab, livery, and black car owners; FHV companies; luxury limousine 
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companies; commuter van companies; paratransit drivers; medallion brokers; leasing agents; and base 
owners. 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors will consider comments raised about environmental justice considerations 
and will address the comments as part of FHWA’s NEPA decision document. 


Following completion of the NEPA process, so that ongoing concerns related to environmental justice can 
be addressed, the Project Sponsors will establish an Environmental Justice Community Group that will meet 
on a bi-annual basis, with the first meeting six months after implementation of the Project, to share 
updated data and analysis and hear about potential concerns. 
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18. Agency Coordination and Public Participation 


18.1 INTRODUCTION 


The FHWA and the Project Sponsors have and continue to provide meaningful opportunities for public 
participation throughout the environmental review process for the CBD Tolling Program (the Project). This 
chapter describes agency coordination and public participation activities for the Project. In recognition of 
the social distancing requirements resulting from the unprecedented COVID-19 pandemic, the Project 
Sponsors are carrying out a program that incorporates virtual public meetings and other tools that do not 
require in-person or on-site participation, in addition to traditional public involvement methods. 


18.2 COORDINATION WITH COOPERATING AND PARTICIPATING AGENCIES 


18.2.1 Agencies Invited to Participate in the Process 


Agencies have been invited to participate in the NEPA process and advise on the scope of this EA, the 
potential effects of the Project and any measures to avoid, minimize or otherwise mitigate potential 
adverse effects, and issues and concerns identified by the interested public. FHWA and the Project Sponsors 
have also engaged with tribal nations in the study area. 


In consideration of the resources that the Project could affect, the analyses conducted for this EA, and 
other important issues for this Project, FHWA and the Project Sponsors developed a list of agencies to invite 
to participate in the NEPA process. FHWA consulted with agencies on particular topics (i.e., Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), coastal zone consistency), sought agency expertise in the 
analysis of resources (i.e., transportation, environmental justice), and sought input from the agencies on 
the conclusions of this EA. Table 18-1 lists the agencies that FHWA invited to participate along with their 
role in or expertise about the Project. 


Table 18-1. Agencies Invited to Participate in the National Environmental Policy Act Process and Their 
Role or Expertise 


ROLE AGENCY INVOLVEMENT/EXPERTISE 


Federal Transit Administration 


U.S. National Park Service 


Funds transit capital projects that may also be funded with 
revenue generated through the Project 


Federal 
Agencies 


Consultation on National Historic Landmarks 
Section 309 Clean Air Act (CAA), NEPA, environmental justice 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 
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ROLE 
State 
Transportation 
Agencies 


New York State 
Resource 
Agencies 


Other New York 
State Agencies 
Regional 
Transportation 
Agencies 


New York City 
Resource 
Agencies 


18-2 


AGENCY INVOLVEMENT/EXPERTISE 


Connecticut Department of Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Transportation study area 

New Jersey Department of Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Transportation study area 

New Jersey Transit Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 
study area 

New Jersey Turnpike Authority Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 
study area 

New York State Department of Air quality conformity (Section 309 of the CAA), threatened and 

Environmental Conservation endangered species coordination 

New York State Department of State | Coastal zone consistency 

New York State Office of Parks, = Section 106, NHPA 

Recreation and Historic Preservation (= Cultural resource review/coordination 

New York State Division of Homeland |For informational purposes given their role in emergency 

Security management 

Connecticut Metropolitan Council of Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Governments study area 

Delaware Valley Regional Planning Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Commission study area 


Dutchess County Transportation Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Council study area 

New York Metropolitan Transportation |= — Air quality conformity 

Council * Inclusion in fiscally constrained Transportation 
Improvement Plan 

= Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the 
regional study area 


North Jersey Transportation Planning | Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 

Authority study area 

Orange County Transportation Council | Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 
study area 


Port Authority of New York and New __ /Has jurisdiction over several sites upon which it is preferable to 
Jersey locate tolling system infrastructure and tolling equipment 

South Central Regional Council of Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 
Governments study area 

Western Connecticut Council of Agency with transportation expertise in a portion of the regional 
Governments study area 


Mayor’s Office of Environmental Agency with expertise in environmental considerations in New 
Coordination York City 

New York City Department of City = Local Waterfront Revitalization Plan consistency 
Planning = Agency with expertise in social, economic, and 
environmental considerations in New York City 

New York City Department of = — Agency with expertise in environmental considerations in 
Environmental Protection New York City 

= Coordination during construction 

New York City Department of Parks Agency with jurisdiction over parkland where tolling system 
and Recreation infrastructure and tolling equipment might be located 
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18.2.2 Agency Coordination 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors held the following agency meetings during the course of the preparation 
of this EA: 


e August 29, 2019, with MTA, New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) staff, and 
Interagency Consultation Group regarding Transportation Conformity 


e April 15, 2021, Project presentation to NYMTC’s Program, Finance and Administration Committee 
(PFAC) as a prelude to the Project’s inclusion in the Federal Fiscal Years 2022—2050 Regional 
Transportation Plan, adopted by NYMITC’s principal members on September 9, 2021, and 
accompanying Transportation Conformity Determination adopted by PFAC on August 19, 2021 


e September 9, 2021, for Federal agencies and New York State resource agencies listed in Table 18-1 to 
introduce the EA process 


e September 10, 2021, for regional transportation agencies and New York City resource agencies listed 
in Table 18-1 to introduce the EA process 


e April 19, 2022, follow-up meeting with the Interagency Coordination Group to discuss Project-level 
conformity with regard to conducting particulate matter hot-spot analyses on highway segments 


e Planned for August 4, 2022, a second meeting with the Federal agencies and New York State resource 
agencies prior to the EA Notice of Availability 


e Planned for August 8, 2022, a second meeting with the regional transportation agencies and New York 
City resource agencies prior to the EA Notice of Availability 


18.3 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT ACTIVITIES 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors are committed to providing meaningful opportunities for public 
involvement during the environmental review process for the Project to inform the public, encourage open 
discussion of Project details and issues, and provide opportunities for commenting. Meaningful 
opportunities for public input, as described in this section, are occurring during the environmental review 
process and will continue through construction of the Project. 


The public involvement strategy for the Project focuses on outreach to the 28-county regional study area 
where travel patterns could change because of the Project (described in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis 
Framework”). 
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18.3.1 Public Outreach Tools and Efforts 


The Project Sponsors have used and continue to use the following outreach tools to communicate with the 
public throughout the NEPA environmental review process: 


e Project Website: The Project Sponsors maintain a Project website hosted by MTA (mta.info/CBDTP), 
which is the primary platform to share Project information, download published documents, and 
advertise virtual public information webinars. The website provides links to recordings of public 
meetings. The website provides an opportunity to sign up for the Project’s email list and to provide 
comments. The website address appears on Project information material, including meeting notices 
and media releases. 


e Project Fact Sheet: The Project Sponsors have developed a Fact Sheet that includes: an overview of the 
Project, its location, its purpose, expected benefits, information about how tolls would be set, how 


people would pay the tolls, how the money would be used, public meeting opportunities, 
environmental justice opportunities for participation, and contact information. The Fact Sheet is 
available in nine languages: English, Spanish, Chinese, Haitian Creole, Bengali, Korean, Russian, Italian, 
and Portuguese. These Fact Sheets have been made available through the following means: via the 
Project website; emailed to the mailing list; and shared with Federal, State, and local agencies, officials, 
and community organizations to post and disseminate. 


e Social Media: The Project Sponsors use social media to provide information about both public 
engagement activities and general Project information. Appropriate existing MTA channels on 
Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram are used to direct members of the public to the various engagement 
opportunities. The social-media posts also provide a link to the comment form on the Project website. 
The MTA social-media effort encompasses the entire 28-county regional study area. In addition, TBTA 
was able to target zip codes with higher percentages of low-income and minority populations in the 
study area to provide information related to environmental justice webinars described in 
Section 18.3.2, and the Stakeholder Working Group described in Section 18.3.3. Information about 
virtual public meetings and opportunities to comment on social-media channels can be translated by 
users into multiple languages using in-app language settings. 


e Database and Email List: The Project Sponsors maintain a master contact list of approximately 
2,300 entries. Interested stakeholders may sign up for the list on the Project website, or directly by 
email. The Project Sponsors use the contact list to send email updates and official notifications of 
Project milestones and public meetings. 


e Media: The Project Sponsors use online and print advertising in English and non-English outlets 
throughout the 28-county regional study area, as well as radio announcements to publicize the Project 
and public participation opportunities. In recognition of Executive Order 12898 described in 
Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” the Project Sponsors developed this list to emphasize 
communication to environmental justice populations in the 28-county study area. Below is a list of 
media outlets used by MTA for the Project: 
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— Print o EISol 
o New Haven Register o Haiti Liberte 
o Connecticut Post o Haitian Times 
o Stamford Advocate o Haitian Voice 
o Middletown Times Herald Record o Korea Daily 
o Poughkeepsie Journal o La Voz Hispana CT 
o Bergen Record o Luso Americano 
o Courier News o  Russkaya Reklama 
o Daily Record o Weekley Bengalee 
o New Jersey Herald o 24Horas Newspaper 
o Jersey Journal/NJ.com oO El Diario (New York) 
o Newark Star-Ledger/NJ.com o El Especialito (Essex, Hudson, Union) 
o Times of Trenton o El Hispano (bilingual) 
o Warren Reporter o Korean Bergen News 
o AM New York Metro o World Journal/Chinese Daily News 
o Daily News o Americano Newspaper 
o Journal News/Lohud — Digital 
o Newsday © Twitter (sponsored ads) 
o Staten Island Advance o World Journal (sponsored ads) 


18.3.2. Early Outreach Webinars 


The Project Sponsors conducted a series of early outreach webinars to obtain public input for consideration 
in the development of this EA. (See Section 18.5.2 for information regarding public webinars during the EA 
comment period.) Table 18-2 provides details about the 19 meetings (10 were advertised as general 
webinars and 9 for environmental justice community members throughout the regional study area). The 
Project Sponsors used all the public outreach tools described in Section 18.3.1 to publicize the early 
outreach webinars. In addition, MTA posted digital ads and posters in nine languages in all subway stations 
and commuter rail stations, and posters in nine languages on all its bus routes. This effort along with the 
far reaching print and digital media ads, addressed both the environmental justice populations identified 
in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” as well as the Title VI of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (Title VI) census 
tracts identified in Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community 
Cohesion.” 


The webinars were assigned to different geographic areas; however, the webinars were open to anyone 
who wished to participate regardless of where they lived or worked. 1,066 people signed up to participate 
in these webinars. The agenda for each webinar included introductions by the Project Sponsors, a recorded 


presentation, and a public comment session. 


Meeting attendees were asked to fill out an optional survey, which included demographic questions. The 
survey received 309 responses, approximately one-third of which were from individuals who identified 


themselves as minority. 
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Table 18-2. _ Early Outreach Virtual Webinars 


TOTAL 
UNIQUE TOTAL 
ZOOM YOUTUBE TOTAL 
MEETING MEETING WEBINAR LIVE ORAL 
MEETING LOCATION DATE START TIME END TIME VIEWERS VIEWERS COMMENTS 


Sn 
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Meeting attendees could sign up to speak for two minutes either in advance of or during the meeting. 398 
people spoke at these webinars. Attendees also had the opportunity to communicate via the 
Question & Answer function in real time with Project Sponsors. The Project Sponsors did not respond to 
Project comments via the Question & Answer function but used this to address factual, technical, and 
logistical questions. 


Meeting attendees were able to participate via computer or telephone. Meeting information and the 
opportunity to sign up was accessed through the Project website and via the Project telephone hotline. 
Most webinars were two hours long and took place at different times of day over multiple days. Some 
webinars continued beyond the two-hour duration as necessary to accommodate all speakers. 


American Sign Language and closed captioning were available at each webinar. Additional language 
interpretation services were made available upon advance request. Individuals who are hearing impaired 
could dial 711 to be connected free of charge with a communications assistant. The webinars were 
streamed live on YouTube, and recordings were subsequently posted on YouTube for on-demand viewing. 
As of February 2022, there were over 14,000 views of these recordings, combined. 


18.3.3. Environmental Justice Advisory and Working Groups 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors have and continue to follow Executive Order 12898 regarding 
environmental justice, as described in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice.” In addition to the nine webinars 
specific to environmental justice populations, two environmental justice groups have been established to 
allow for more in-depth discussion and engagement by FHWA and Project Sponsors with environmental 
justice populations: an Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group and Environmental Justice 
Stakeholder Working Group. See Section 17.10 for more details on environmental justice public 
engagement activities. 


18.3.4 Coordination with Stakeholder Groups 

The Project Sponsors have and will continue to respond to requests for meetings with stakeholder groups 
during the preparation and public review of this EA for the Project. The following list includes the meetings 
held to date: 

e October 13, 2021, Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group 

e November 3, 2021, Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group 

e November 9, 2021, Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group 

e November 29, 2021, South Bronx Unite 

e November 30, 2021, Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group 


e December 14, 2021, Federal Law Enforcement Agencies (Drug Enforcement Administration, 
Department of Homeland Security/Immigration and Customs Enforcement, Department of Justice/ 
Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives, and Federal Bureau of Investigation) 
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e January 12, 2022, Connecticut, New Jersey, and New York Trucking Associations 
e January 25, 2022, Environmental Defense Fund 

e February 9, 2022, Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group 

e March 9, 2022, Taxi and Limousine Commission 

e Planned for August 19, 2022, Environmental Justice Stakeholder Working Group 


e Planned for August 22, 2022, Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group Meeting 


18.3.5 Outreach During Construction 


The Project Sponsors will develop a specific construction communications plan and implement it to inform 
affected road users, area residences and businesses, appropriate agencies, and the public about anticipated 
construction activities, including their schedule and duration, and any potential roadway or lane closures, 
sidewalk closures or other impacts to pedestrians, commuter alternatives, and any potential temporary 
impacts on traffic during construction. 


18.4 OVERVIEW OF COMMENTS RECEIVED DURING EARLY OUTREACH ACTIVITIES 


During the early outreach activities from August 26, 2021, through publication of this EA described in 
Section 18.3, the Project Sponsors received 7,338 comments through the following means: 


e 5,936 via online form submitted through the Project website 

e 179 emails 

e 534 during the public webinars, both oral and submitted via the Question & Answer function 
e 610 via U.S. Postal Service 


e 79 via voicemail messages on the Project’s telephone hotline 


Each of these comments has been collected, archived, and categorized by method of submission, 
identification of submitter, and content of submission. These comments have been considered during the 
development of this EA. 


The following is a summary of comments received via all means listed above, organized by the major 
themes where these topics are discussed and analyzed in the EA. Comments received during early outreach 
are based on limited publicly available information as analyses had not yet been completed and published. 
The sections below follow the order of this EA’s Table of Contents. 


18.4.1 Purpose and Need 


Commenters stated that the Project is a method to improve the regional transportation network, citing 
that it is an integral step to making urban transportation more efficient, sustainable, and equitable. Others 
stated that roads and highways in the region are clogged with cars and increasing the financial cost of 
driving into the Manhattan CBD is a method to reduce traffic congestion both in the Manhattan CBD and 
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across the region. Others stated that excess traffic in the Manhattan CBD and the region contributes to 
negative economic, public health, and environmental impacts that would be reduced as part of the Project. 


Commenters stated that residents of New York City, most of whom depend on public transportation, would 
benefit directly from the revenue the Project would generate and infuse into the subway, bus, and rail 
systems. Others stated that there is need for transit investment to enhance accessibility for those with 
disabilities, and to address resiliency, considering extreme weather and climate change. Others stated that 
transit investments would benefit the entire region. 


Other commenters questioned the purpose of the Project and suggested that congestion in the Manhattan 
CBD is caused by a lack of enforcement, resulting in illegally parked cars, as well as inappropriate use of 
government-issued parking placards. 


Commenters stated that the Project would result in increased costs passed on to consumers and would 
discriminate against areas with poor transit access and against persons with disabilities and the elderly. 


Other commenters stated that this is not the right time to impose a toll while the region is still recovering 
from the COVID-19 pandemic. 


Refer to Chapter 1, “Introduction,” for more information on the Project’s Purpose and Need. 


18.4.2. Transportation — Highways and Local Intersections 


Commenters stated that the Project would reduce traffic within the Manhattan CBD as well as on streets 
and highways that connect to the CBD. 


Other commenters stated that the Project would not alleviate traffic congestion within the Manhattan CBD 
or along highways that intersect and provide access to Lower Manhattan. Commenters stated that tolling 
would cause an increase in traffic to areas outside of the Manhattan CBD, and that tunnels and highways 
in other areas of the city (including low-income and minority populations) would bear the brunt of 
increased congestion due to shifting driving patterns. 


Commenters stated that roadways that have been narrowed to accommodate bicycle infrastructure or the 
increase in FHV licenses have caused traffic congestion. 


Commenters stated support for increased use of motorcycles as a means to reduce traffic congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD. 


Refer to Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections” for more information on the 
traffic analysis and potential notable changes in traffic as a result of the CBD Tolling Alternative. Chapter 17, 
“Environmental Justice,” presents additional assessment. 
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18.4.3. Transportation — Parking 


Commenters stated that implementation of tolling would result in an increase in traffic in neighborhoods 
just outside the Manhattan CBD as drivers search for parking there. 


Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” and Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: Neighborhood 
Character,” examine the potential effects on parking supply and demand in neighborhoods near the 
Manhattan CBD boundary. 


18.4.4 Transportation — Pedestrians and Bicycles 


Commenters stated that the Project would be a method to increase bicycle and pedestrian safety in the 
Manhattan CBD, potentially encouraging drivers to reconsider nonessential trips or switch to transit. Others 
stated that congestion often leads to angry and frustrated drivers who block intersections and bike lanes. 
Commenters stated that by discouraging driving through tolling, congestion would decrease. It was noted 
that reducing private-vehicle traffic would free up space to create additional bike lanes and pedestrian 


friendly spaces. 


Other commenters stated that bike lanes take up roadway space and cause congestion. Citi Bike stands 
located in the street were also noted to cause congestion. Cyclists not following traffic rules and delivery 
people on fast-moving motorized bicycles and riding on the sidewalks were also concerns. 


Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles,” examines the potential safety effects of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative. It also describes bicycle infrastructure in the Manhattan CBD. 


18.4.5 Social Conditions — Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion 


Commenters focused on the following specific populations or organizations who live or operate in the 
Manhattan CBD boundary or must cross the boundary and would therefore be affected: 


e Persons with disabilities 

e Nonprofit social service providers 
e FHV drivers 

e Older adults who live in the zone 


e Low- and middle-income families who live in the zone 
Commenters stated that that low- and middle-income residents would leave New York City. 


Commenters stated that those with disabilities would be affected and should be exempted from the tolling. 
Others stated that funds generated by the Project should be spent on making transit more accessible for 
persons with disabilities. Commenters asked that persons with disabilities who have parking permits be 
exempt from the toll (this would include private vehicles). 
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Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion,” describes the 
potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on disabled populations. The subchapter also examines the 
potential for the CBD Tolling Alternative to inhibit travel for certain social groups or between certain 
neighborhoods. 


18.4.6 Social Conditions — Neighborhood Character 


Commenters stated that tolls would improve public streetscapes for residents and visitors of the 
Manhattan CBD by freeing up space for playgrounds, plazas, and outdoor restaurants. Others stated that 
safer streets and sidewalks would improve throughout the Manhattan CBD for everyone. Commenters 
stated that decreasing the number of vehicles would benefit everyone who lives, works, and visits the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Commenters discussed the Manhattan CBD boundary proximity to Lincoln Square flagging the many 
cultural institutions found there as traffic is already a significant problem for drivers, delivery vehicles, and 
pedestrians around Lincoln Square. 


Commenters questioned the term “Central Business District,” stating that the area is residential, not just 
commercial in nature. Others stated the Project would punish residents and small businesses in the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Commenters stated concerns about traveling regionally to visit family and friends outside of the Manhattan 
CBD, noting that tolling may make it cost prohibitive. Commenters who are patients from regional locations 
and outer boroughs expressed concerns about having to pay tolls for attending medical appointments at 
hospitals within the Manhattan CBD. 


Refer to Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: Neighborhood Character,” for more information on the EA 
analysis of neighborhood character. 


18.4.7. Social Conditions — Public Policy 


Commenters noted that the Project is consistent with various plans, policies, or laws: 


e Climate Leadership and Community Protection Act 
e Americans with Disabilities Act 
e New York City’s Open Streets program 


Other commenters stated that the Project would be inconsistent with the Americans with Disabilities Act 
as it could result in an economic burden for persons with disabilities who rely on FHVs. 


Refer to Subchapter 5C, “Social Conditions: Public Policy,” for more information regarding the EA analysis 
of public policy. 
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18.4.8 | Economic Conditions 


Commenters stated that the Project would “price out” residents and visitors of the Manhattan CBD. Others 
stated that tolling would economically penalize residents with small children, elderly with limited mobility, 
persons with disabilities, and those workers who work during off hours who are less well served by the 
transit system. Others stated that the Project would decrease property values in the Manhattan CBD and 
potentially cause long-term consequences such as abandonment of residential areas below 60th Street. 


Commenters stated that New Yorkers are overtaxed already and that low-income residents, many on fixed 
incomes, would be unable to afford costs associated with the tolls. Commenters also stated that the Project 
is discriminatory based on geographic location, and the Project would increase the cost of living for 
residents living below 60th Street. Others stated that tolling would cause an increase in fees for other 
services in the Manhattan CBD such as deliveries. They stated that businesses would not absorb the added 
cost but would immediately hand it off to the consumer. 


Other commenters stated that businesses may choose to move to other locations outside of the Manhattan 
CBD if tolls are enacted, or that businesses may be forced to close, causing empty storefronts. Commenters 
stated that the Project would hurt tourist areas like Chinatown and Broadway. They stated that people 
drive in from outside the city to visit those areas and may be fearful to take public transportation home 
late at night. Commenters stated that tolls may make it so that fewer people would be able to attend 
concerts, sporting events, and other cultural events in Manhattan. Taxi/FHV drivers who commented stated 
that there could be economic hardship specific to their industry if the Project were implemented and they 
were not exempted. 


Commenters stated that tolls would make it easier for goods and products to be delivered throughout the 
Manhattan CBD because fewer vehicles would be on the roadways. Others stated that with less traffic, 
more streets can be converted to bus-only lanes, therefore speeding up travel times for bus riders. Other 
commenters stated that the tolls could stimulate the economy and create jobs. They stated that the Project 
is expected to raise more than $1 billion annually, which will be used to make needed improvements to the 
transit system. 


Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions,” provides an economic profile and regional context of the Manhattan 
CBD boundary and assesses the potential effects of the Project on a regional and more localized 
neighborhood or specific industry basis. 


18.4.9 Parks and Recreational Resources 


Commenters stated that the Project would have positive benefits for parks or recreational space, green 
space, or open space. Others noted that reducing the volume of public space dedicated to cars would free 
up space for additional green space or opportunities for green infrastructure. Examples cited included 
converting street space to playgrounds, pocket parks, and pedestrian plazas. Commenters also noted that 
existing parks would benefit from reduced traffic noise. 
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Commenters stated that the Project would likely have negligible impacts in or immediately around Central 
Park. 


Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” examines the potential effects of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative on Central Park. The CBD Tolling Alternative does not include closing any streets to create green 
spaces. 


18.4.10 Visual Resources 


Commenters stated concern about the physical design of tolling infrastructure as well as any associated 
signage or visual clutter. Others stated concern that the system would feature strobe lights. They stated 
that those lights would affect adjacent neighbors. 


Commenters stated that truck and car traffic cause visual blight and that reducing their numbers would 
improve the visual environment. 


Chapter 9, “Visual Resources,” describes the visual environment within the Manhattan CBD, including key 
features of the area, and it describes the potential visual effects of tolling system infrastructure and tolling 
equipment within the Manhattan CBD. 


18.4.11 Air Quality 


Commenters stated support for the Project for air quality improvements. Commenters mentioned 
vehicular exhaust and soot as being detrimental to air quality. Others stated concerns about asthma levels 
and overall health impacts from poor air quality. Others commented on the contribution of vehicles to 
overall greenhouse gas emissions, and the negative impacts of climate change on the study area. Others 
stated their concern about potential impacts of emissions on environmental justice populations due to 
diminished air quality conditions that could result from increases in traffic levels and congestion on local 
streets and highways. 


During early public outreach for the Project, participants in the environmental justice outreach sessions 
raised concerns that the CBD Tolling Alternative would divert traffic to circumferential highways around 
the Manhattan CBD and that these additional vehicles would adversely affect the nearby neighborhoods 
by degrading air quality. Other participants were concerned that changes in traffic at local intersections, 
including on the Lower East Side in the Manhattan CBD and in the South Bronx outside the Manhattan CBD, 
would adversely affect air quality nearby. 


Chapter 10, “Air Quality,” includes an assessment of regional and local (intersection-level) changes in air 
quality as a result of the Project. The chapter concludes that the Project would not result in any adverse 
localized effects on air quality and would reduce regional emissions. The Project Sponsors screened all 
Scenarios (including G) and analyzed the areas with the highest truck traffic, highest increases in trucks, 
and a site in the south Bronx due to community concerns. 
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18.4.12 Energy 


Commenters stated that the Project would be an important way to reduce fuel consumption and the use 
of combustion engines. 


For more information regarding the EA analysis of energy, refer to Chapter 11, “Energy.” 


18.4.13 Noise 


Commenters noted noise benefits associated with the Project stating that traffic in the Manhattan CBD 
generates noise. Commenters cited car horns and general traffic noise as a nuisance. They also noted that 
emergency vehicles stuck in traffic are a source of noise and that the Project would help reduce those 
sounds. Other commenters illustrated the impacts of current noise by explaining that they have trouble 
putting children to sleep or getting work done. Others noted that environmental justice populations bear 
the brunt of noise pollution. Commenters noted health benefits from a less noisy environment. Others 
commented whether the Project could reduce the use of loud dirt bikes and motorcycles. 


Commenters noted a potential for increased noise in areas just outside the Manhattan CBD boundary from 
people looking for parking. Others stated that there would be a decrease in noise pollution and that areas 
like Jersey City and Hoboken—where congestion is also bad—would also benefit from the Project. 
Commenters stated that the Project may redistribute traffic throughout the day, resulting in an increase in 
the amount of traffic noise at night. 


Chapter 12, “Noise,” examines potential increases in traffic noise at locations that may realize an increase 
in traffic because of the CBD Tolling Alternative. The chapter concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not result in perceptible increases in noise. 


18.4.14 Environmental Justice 


Commenters stated that the Project would benefit low-income and minority populations who depend on 
the transit system. Commenters stated that low-income populations represent the largest share of public 
transit riders in New York City and would benefit from public transit improvements. Commenters stated 
that the Project would not only decrease the number of traffic-causing vehicles on the road but would 
generate a ripple effect of positive health and environmental benefits due to the reduced emissions 
associated with fewer road-miles being driven. 


Commenters noted the potential for displacement of environmental justice community members should 
improvements to the public transit system contribute to neighborhood gentrification. Others stated that 
the Project would increase traffic in some environmental justice populations outside the Manhattan CBD, 
which would diminish air quality. Commenters stated that CBD tolling could reinforce segregation or other 
racial disparities for environmental justice populations outside the zone. 


As described in Section 18.4 and Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” FHWA and the Project Sponsors have 
provided meaningful opportunities to engage with environmental justice populations to address their 
concerns. Chapter 17 examines the potential effects of the Project on identified environmental justice 
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populations in the 28-county regional study area and describes how concerns raised during public outreach 
related to environmental justice have been addressed. 


As an independent action, MTA is currently transitioning its fleet to zero-emission buses, which will 
reduce air pollutants and improve air quality near bus depots and along bus routes. MTA is committed to 
prioritizing service to traditionally underserved communities and particularly for areas with concerns 
related to air quality and climate change, and has developed a new Environmental Justice Scoring 
framework to actively incorporate these priorities in the deployment phasing process of the bus fleet 
transition. Based on feedback and concerns raised during public outreach for the Project related to 
environmental justice, MTA will prioritize transitioning the fleet at two bus depots in Upper Manhattan and 
the Bronx—the Kingsbridge Depot and Gun Hill Depot—when MTA receives its next major procurement of 
battery electric buses later in 2022. Both of these depots are in and provide service to environmental justice 
neighborhoods. 


18.4.15 Comments Outside the Scope of this Environmental Assessment 


Certain comments received were outside the scope of this Project, which is specific to the Value Pricing 
Pilot Program (VPPP) application and the CBD Tolling Alternative as established by the MTA Reform and 
Traffic Mobility Act. 


Commenters offered specific suggestions about aspects of the toll rate that will not be determined in this 
EA. Project toll rates will ultimately be set by a vote of the TBTA Board after the environmental review 
process and after the Traffic Mobility Review Board makes its recommendations. 


18.5 AVAILABILITY OF THIS EA, EA PUBLIC HEARINGS, AND WAYS TO PROVIDE COMMENTS 
ON THIS EA 


This EA is available for public viewing at the Project’s website. 


For further information about viewing this EA, virtual public hearings, or providing comments on the Project 
during the public comment period, please contact: 


CBD Tolling Program 

c/o Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority 
2 Broadway, 23rd Floor 

New York, NY 10004 

Telephone: 646-252-7440 

Fax: 212-504-3148 

Email: CBDTP@mtabt.org 
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Individuals may offer comments on this EA in the following ways: 


e Via the Project website: mta.info/CBDTP 

e Via U.S. Postal Service to the address listed above 
e Via email to the email address listed above 

e Via fax 

e Via telephone 


The comment period begins on Wednesday, August 10, 2022, and ends on Friday, September 9, 2022. 


18.5.1 Repositories for Reviewing the Environmental Assessment 


Table 18-3 lists the locations where this EA is available for public viewing. 


Table 18-3. Repositories for Reviewing the Environmental Assessment 


REPOSITORY CITY OR COUNTY/STATE FACILITY ADDRESS 


FHWA New York (Albany) FHWA New York Division Office O'Brien Federal Building, Room 719 
Albany, NY 12207 
(518) 431-4127 


New Jersey (Trenton) FHWA New Jersey Division Office | 840 Bear Tavern Road, Suite 202 
West Trenton, NJ 08628 
(609) 637-4200 
Connecticut (Hartford) FHWA Connecticut Division Office | 450 Main Street, Suite 612 
Hartford, CT 06103 
(860) 659-6703 
TBTA New York (New York City) 2 Broadway 
New York, NY 10004 
(212) 878-7000 
NYSDOT New York (New York City) | Region 11 Hunter's Point Plaza 
47-40 21st St. 
Long Island City, NY 11101 
(718) 482-4526 
NYCDOT New York (New York City) 55 Water Street 
New York, NY 10041 
(212) 639-9675 
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REPOSITORY CITY OR COUNTY/STATE FACILITY 
LIBRARIES Bronx County The Bronx Library Center* 
(New York City 
Counties) 


Kings County (Brooklyn) Brooklyn Central Library 

New York County New York Public Library - 

(Manhattan) Schwarzman Building 

Queens County Queens Public Library - Central 
Library 

Richmond County (Staten New Dorp Library 


Island) 


LIBRARIES Nassau County, NY Hempstead Public Library 
(Long Island 
Counties) 
Suffolk County, NY Middle Country Public Library 
LIBRARIES Dutchess County, NY Poughkeepsie Public Library 
(New York 
Counties North 
ad York Orange County, NY Middletown Thrall Library 
ity 
Putnam County, NY Mahopac Public Library 
Rockland County, NY Finkelstein Memorial Library 
Westchester County, NY White Plains Public Library 
LIBRARIES Bergen County, NJ North Bergen Free Public Library 
(New Jersey 
Counties) 


Essex County, NJ Montclair Public Library 
Hudson County, NJ Jersey City Free Library 
Hunterdon County, NJ Hunterdon County Library 


August 2022 


ADDRESS 
310 East Kingsbridge Road 
Bronx, NY 10458 
(718) 579-4244 
10 Grand Army Plaza 
Brooklyn, NY 11238 
(718) 230-2100 


476 5th Avenue 


New York, NY 10018 
(917) 275-6975 


89-11 Merrick Boulevard 
Jamaica, NY 11432 
(718) 990-0700 


309 New Dorp Lane 
Staten Island, NY 10306 
(718) 351-2977 


115 James A. Garner Way 
Hempstead, NY 11550 
(516) 481-6990 


575 Middle Country Road 
Selden, NY 11784 
(631) 585-9393 


93 Market Street 
Poughkeepsie NY 12601 
(845) 485-3445 


11-19 Depot Street 
Middletown, New York 10940 
(845) 341-5454 


668 Route Six 
Mahopac, NY 10541 
(845) 628-2009 


24 Chestnut Street 
Spring Valley, NY 10977 
(845) 352-5700 


100 Martine Avenue 
White Plains, NY 10601 
(914) 422-1400 


8411 Bergenline Avenue 
North Bergen, NJ 07047 
(201) 869-4715 


50 S. Fullerton Avenue 
Montclair, NJ 07042 
(973) 744-0500 

472 Jersey Avenue 
Jersey City, NJ 07302 
(201) 547-4526 

314 State Route 12 #3 
Flemington, NJ 08822 
(908) 788-1444 
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REPOSITORY CITY OR COUNTY/STATE FACILITY ADDRESS 


LIBRARIES Mercer County, NJ Hickory Corner Branch 2751 Brunswick Pike 
(New Jersey Lawrence Township, NJ 08648 
Counties) (609) 448-1330 


(continued) Middlesex County, NJ Middlesex County Library 1300 Mountain Avenue 
Middlesex, NJ 08846 
(732) 356-6602 
Monmouth County, NJ Monmouth County Library 125 Symmes Road 
Manalapan, NJ 07726 
(732) 431-7220 
Morris County, NJ Morris County Library Main 30 Hanover Avenue 
Whippany, NJ 07981 
(973) 285-6930 
Ocean County, NJ Ocean County Library 101 Washington Street 
Toms River, NJ 08753 
(732) 349-6200 
Passaic County, NJ Passaic Public Library 195 Gregory Avenue 
Passaic, NJ 07055 
(973) 779-0474 
Somerset County, NJ Somerset County Library System 1 Vogt Drive 
Bridgewater, NJ 08807 
(908) 458-8415 
Sussex County, NJ Sussex County Main Library 125 Morris Turnpike 
Newton, NJ 07860 
(973) 948-3660 
Union County, NJ Union Public Library 1980 Morris Avenue 
Union, NJ 07083 
(908) 851-5450 
Warren County, NJ Richard D. Gardner Branch 2 Shotwell Drive 
Belvidere, NJ 07823 
(908) 818-1280 
LIBRARIES Fairfield County, CT Fairfield Public Library 1080 Old Post Road 
(Connecticut Fairfield, CT 06824 
Counties) (203) 256-3155 
New Haven County, CT New Haven Free Public Library 133 Elm Street 
New Haven, CT 06510 
(203) 946-8130 
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REPOSITORY CITY OR COUNTY/STATE FACILITY ADDRESS 


GOVERNMENT | Bronx County Bronx County Clerk’s Office 851 Grand Concourse, Room 118 
OFFICES Bronx, NY 10451 
(New York City (718) 618-3300 
Counties) Kings County (Brooklyn) Brooklyn Borough Hall 209 Joralemon St. 
Brooklyn, NY 11201 
(718) 802-3808 
New York County New York County Clerk’s Office 60 Centre Street, Room 161 
(Manhattan) New York, NY 10007 
(646) 386-3600 
Queens County Queens County Clerk’s Office 88-11 Sutphin Boulevard, #106 
Jamaica, NY 11435 
(718) 298-0600 
Richmond County (Staten Staten Island Community Board 1 1 Edgewater Plaza, Room 217 
Island) Office Staten Island, NY 10305 
(718) 981-6900 
GOVERNMENT | Nassau County, NY Nassau County Clerk’s Office 240 Old Country Road 
OFFICES Mineola, NY 11501 
(Long Island (516) 571-2660 
Counties) Suffolk County, NY Suffolk County Department of 335 Yaphank Avenue 
Public Works, Transportation Riverhead, NY 11901 
Office (631) 852-4010 
GOVERNMENT | Dutchess County, NY Dutchess County Executive 22 Market Street 
OFFICES Record Room Poughkeepsie, NY 12601 
(New York (845) 486-2000 
Counties North — Orange County, NY Orange County Clerk's Office 255 Main Street 
of New York Goshen, NY 10924 
City) (845) 291-2690 
Putnam County, NY Putnam County Clerk’s Office 40 Gleneida Avenue, Room 100 
Carmel, NY 10512 
(845) 808-1142 
Rockland County, NY Rockland County Clerk’s Office 1 South Main Street, Suite 100 
New City, NY 10956 
(845) 638-5070 


Westchester County, NY Westchester County Clerk’s Office | 110 Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd, 
Room 330 

White Plains, NY 10601 

(914) 995-4218 
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REPOSITORY CITY OR COUNTY/STATE FACILITY 
GOVERNMENT | Bergen County, NJ Bergen County Clerk’s Office 
OFFICES 
(New Jersey 
Counties) Essex County, NJ Essex County Clerk’s Office 

Hudson County, NJ Hudson County Register Office 
Hunterdon County, NJ Hunterdon County Clerk’s Office 
Mercer County, NJ Mercer County Planning 
Department 
Middlesex County, NJ Middlesex County Clerk’s Office 
Monmouth County, NJ Monmouth County Clerk of the 
Board’s Office 
Morris County, NJ Morris County Clerk’s Office 
Ocean County, NJ Ocean County Planning Board’s 
Office 
Passaic County, NJ Passaic County Clerk's Office 
Somerset County, NJ Somerset County Office of 
Planning, Policy and Econ. Dev. 
Office 
Sussex County, NJ Sussex County Clerk's Office 
Union County, NJ Union County Bureau of 
Transportation Planning Office 
Warren County, NJ Warren County Clerk’s Office 
GOVERNMENT | Fairfield County, CT Western Connecticut Council of 
OFFICES Governments 
(Connecticut 
Counties) New Haven County, CT Connecticut Metro Council of 


Governments 


* Digital access only 


ADDRESS 
1 Bergen County Plaza 
Hackensack, NJ 07601 
(201) 336-7000 


495 Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd 
Newark, NJ 07102 
(973) 621-4920 


257 Cornelison Avenue, 4th Floor 
Jersey City, NJ 07302 
(201) 395-4760 


71 Main Street 
Flemington, NJ 08822 
(908) 788-1214 


640 S. Broad Street 
Trenton, NJ 08650 
(609) 989-6545 


75 Bayard Street, 4th Floor 
New Brunswick, NJ 08901 
(732) 745-3365 


1 East Main Street 
Freehold, NJ 07728 
(732) 431-7387 


10 Court Street 
Morristown, NJ 07963 
(973) 285-6120 


129 Hooper Avenue 
Toms River, NJ 08754 
(732) 929-2054 


401 Grant Street, Room 130 
Paterson, NJ 07505 
(973) 881-4127 


20 Grove Street 
Somerville, NJ 08876 
(908) 231-7021 


1 Spring Street 
Newton, NJ 07860 
(973) 579-0250 


10 Elizabethtown Plaza 
Elizabeth, NJ 07207 
(908) 558-2273 


413 2nd Street 
Belvidere, NJ 07823 
(908) 475-6211 


1 Riverside Road 
Sandy Hook, CT 06482 
(475) 323-2060 

1000 Lafayette Blvd 
Bridgeport, CT 06604 
(203) 366-5405 
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18.5.2 Virtual Public Hearings During Environmental Assessment Comment Period 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors are hosting virtual public hearings to solicit public comments on this EA. 
Similar to the webinars described in Section 18.3.2, these virtual hearings are being conducted using the 
Zoom Webinar platform and will be posted to YouTube. They will include a presentation and the 
opportunity to comment orally. The presentation will include information on how to submit comments via 
other means, such as via the Project website, email, fax, telephone, and U.S. Postal Service during the public 
comment period. 


The Project Sponsors are using all the public outreach tools described in Section 18.3.1 to publicize the 
public hearings during the EA comment period. In addition, MTA is posting digital ads and posters in nine 
languages in all subway stations and commuter rail stations, and posters in nine languages on all its bus 
routes. This effort along with the far-reaching print and digital media ads, address both the environmental 
justice populations identified in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” as well as the Title VI census tracts 
identified in Subchapter 5A, “Social Conditions: Population Characteristics and Community Cohesion.” 


Hearing attendees can participate via computer or telephone. Hearing information is available through the 
Project website and via the Project telephone hotline. Publicly accessible computers can be reserved at the 
library repositories listed in Table 18-3 to participate in these hearing. 


Table 18-4 provides information on these hearings scheduled in August 2022. 


Table 18-4. Public Hearing Dates and Times 


PUBLIC HEARING 
SESSION NO. DATE TIME 


1 Thursday, August 25, 2022 5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (EDT) 
Saturday, August 27, 2022 10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. (EDT) 


1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. (EDT) 
1:00 p.m. to 4:00 p.m. (EDT) 
6:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (EDT) 
10:00 a.m. to 1:00 p.m. (EDT) 
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19. Section 4(f) Evaluation 


19.1 INTRODUCTION 


Section 4(f) of the Department of Transportation Act of 1966 (now 49 United States Code [USC] Section 
303 and 23 USC Section 138; U.S. Department of Transportation [USDOT] Act) applies to the use of publicly 
or privately owned historic sites determined eligible for or listed on the National Register of Historic Places 
(NRHP); and publicly owned parks}, recreation areas, and wildlife and waterfowl refuges (collectively, 
Section 4(f) properties). The requirements of Section 4(f) apply to FHWA and other agencies of USDOT. 


19.2 REGULATORY FRAMEWORK 


Section 4(f) of the USDOT Act stipulates that FHWA and other USDOT operating administrations may not 
approve the use of Section 4(f) properties unless they have determined that the following conditions apply: 


e There is no feasible and prudent alternative that would avoid the use of the Section 4(f) property; and 


e The Project includes all possible planning to minimize harm to that property resulting from such use 
(23 Code of Federal Regulations [CFR] Section 774.3(a)); or 


e The use of the Section 4(f) property, including any measures(s) to minimize harm (such as any 
avoidance, minimization, mitigation, or enhancement measures) will have a de minimis impact, as 
defined in 23 CFR Section 774.17, on the property. 


Pursuant to 23 CFR Section 774.17, a project uses a Section 4(f) property when: 


e Land from the Section 4(f) property is permanently incorporated into a transportation facility; 


e There is a temporary occupancy of land that is adverse in terms of the statute’s preservation purpose, 
as determined by the criteria in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d) (e.g., when all or part of the Section 4(f) 
property is required for a project’s construction-related activities); or 


e There is a “constructive” use of a Section 4(f) property, as determined by the criteria defined in 23 CFR 
Section 774.15(a). 


The permanent incorporation of land in a transportation facility occurs when land from a Section 4(f) 
property is purchased outright as transportation right-of-way, or when a project acquires a property 
interest that allows permanent access onto a property, such as a permanent easement for maintenance. 


Temporary occupancy results when a Section 4(f) property is required for a project’s construction activities 
and the land is not permanently incorporated into a transportation facility upon the completion of 


1 There are plazas adjacent to commercial and residential buildings in the local study area that are privately owned but are 


designated as publicly accessible open space. These plazas are considered Section 4(f) properties for this analysis. 
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construction, but the activities are considered adverse in terms of the protected features of the property. 
As outlined in 23 CFR Section 774.13(d), when the following five conditions are met, a temporary occupancy 
is not considered a “use” for the purposes of Section 4(f): 


1. Duration must be temporary, i.e., less than the time needed for construction of the project, and there 
should be no change in ownership of the land; 


2. Scope of the work must be minor, i.e., both the nature and the magnitude of the changes to the 
Section 4(f) property are minimal; When there is a constructive use of a Section 4(f) property as 
determined by the criteria in 23 CFR § 774.15; 


3. There are no anticipated permanent adverse physical impacts, nor will there be interference with the 
protected activities, features, or attributes of the property, on either a temporary or permanent basis; 


4. The land being used must be fully restored, i.e., the property must be returned to a condition which is 
at least as good as that which existed prior to the project; and 


5. There must be documented agreement of the official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource 
regarding the above conditions. 


Constructive use occurs when there is no permanent incorporation or temporary occupancy of land, but 
the proximity impacts (e.g., visual and noise) of a project are so severe that the protected activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify a resource for protection under Section 4(f) are substantially impaired. 


A de minimis impact involves the use of Section 4(f) property that is generally minor in nature. A de minimis 
impact is one that—after considering avoidance, minimization, mitigation, and enhancement measures 
that are committed to by the applicant—results in no adverse effect to a historic site and no adverse effect 
to the activities, features, or attributes qualifying a park, recreation area, or refuge for protection under 
Section 4(f). As set forth in the Section 4(f) regulations (23 CFR Part 774), once FHWA determines that a 
transportation use of Section 4(f) property results in a de minimis impact, an analysis of avoidance 
alternatives is not required, and the Section 4(f) evaluation process is complete. 


As defined in the Section 4(f) regulations, FHWA may make a finding of de minimis impact on a historic site 
when the following have occurred: 


1. FHWA has considered the views of any consulting parties participating in the Section 106 consultation 
process, as established by the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulation (36 
CFR Part 800). 


2. The Section 106 process results in a determination of no adverse effect with the written concurrence 
of the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) and the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) if that agency is participating in the Section 106 consultation. 


2 NPS has oversight of National Historic Landmarks, and therefore, it is an official with jurisdiction over Central Park. The 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation did not participate in the Section 106 consultation process for the CBD Tolling 
Program. 
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3. The SHPO, and the ACHP if participating in the Section 106 consultation, are informed of FHWA’s intent 
to make a de minimis impact finding based on their written concurrence in the Section 106 


determination of no adverse effect. 


FHWA may determine that the impacts of a transportation project on a publicly owned park, recreation 
area, and wildlife or waterfowl refuge that qualifies for Section 4(f) protection may be de minimis if: 


1. The transportation use of the Section 4(f) property, together with any impact avoidance, minimization, 
and mitigation or enhancement measures incorporated into the project, does not adversely affect the 
activities, features, or attributes that qualify the resource for protection under Section 4(f); 


2. The public has been afforded an opportunity to review and comment on the effects of the project on 
the protected activities, features, or attributes of the Section 4(f) property; and 


3. The official(s) with jurisdiction over the property are informed of FHWA’s intent to make the de minimis 
impact finding and concur in writing that the project will not adversely affect the activities, features, or 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). 


Section 4(f) regulations identify exceptions to the requirement of Section 4(f) approval. The exception to 
the requirement of Section 4(f) approval for the use of historic transportation facilities identified in 23 CFR 
Section 774.13(a)(3) is relevant to the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative, and states: 


Maintenance, preservation, rehabilitation, operation, | modernization, 
reconstruction, or replacement of historic transportation facilities, if the 
Administration concludes, as a result of the consultation under 36 CFR 800.5, 
that: 


(i) Such work will not adversely affect the historic qualities of the facility that 
caused it to be on or eligible for the National Register, or this work achieves 
compliance with Section 106 through a program alternative under 36 CFR 800.14; 
and 


(ii) The official(s) with jurisdiction over the Section 4(f) resource have not objected 
to the Administration conclusion that the proposed work does not adversely 
affect the historic qualities of the facility that caused it to be on or eligible for the 
National Register, or the Administration concludes this work achieves compliance 
with 54 U.S.C. 306108 (Section 106) through a program alternative under 36 CFR 
800.14. 


The following sections identify the CBD Tolling Alternative’s potential to use Section 4(f) properties in 
accordance with Section 4(f) regulations. 


19.3 DESCRIPTION OF THE PROPOSED ACTION 


The purpose of the Project is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will 
generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into the FHWA’s Value 
Pricing Pilot Program. 
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The Project would address the following needs: 


e Reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


e Create a new local, recurring funding source for MTA capital projects. 


FHWA in cooperation with TBTA—an affiliate of MTA—NYSDOT, and NYCDOT (collectively the Project 
Sponsors) have established the following objectives to further refine the Project purpose: 


e Reduce daily vehicle-miles traveled within the Manhattan CBD. 
e Reduce the number of vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD daily. 


e Create a funding source for capital improvements and generate sufficient annual net revenues to fund 
$15 billion for capital projects for the MTA Capital Program. 


e Establish a tolling program consistent with the purposes underlying the New York State legislation 
entitled the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act. 


19.4 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors are evaluating two alternatives for the Project: 


e The No Action Alternative, in which a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD would not be implemented. With the No Action Alternative, existing tolls at bridges 
and tunnels connecting to Manhattan—which are managed and collected by TBTA and the Port 
Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ)—would remain in effect, and the other East River and 
Harlem River bridges connecting to Manhattan would remain untolled. With the No Action Alternative, 
MTA will implement its 2020-2024 Capital Program and subsequent capital programs, to the extent 
practical, using available sources to fund projects. However, without a new stream of revenue, MTA 
would have to delay or forgo important transit and commuter railroad projects and improvements in 
its capital plan. 


e The CBD Tolling Alternative would implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion 
in the Manhattan CBD consistent with the Traffic Mobility Act. The CBD Tolling Alternative would place 
tolling system equipment (including signage) on existing infrastructure or new infrastructure with a 
similar appearance to existing streetlight poles, signal poles, sign poles, mast arms, or overhead 
structures on city streets and sidewalks. Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” provides more information 
on the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


19.5 HISTORIC SITES 


As set forth in the Section 4(f) regulations (23 CFR Section 774.11(e)), Section 4(f) applies to the use of 
historic sites (i.e., any prehistoric or historic district, site, building, structure, or object) that are listed on or 
eligible for listing on the NRHP, unless one of the exceptions defined in the regulations (23 CFR 
Section774.13) applies. Section 4(f) historic sites are identified through the consultation process 
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established under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act and its implementing regulation (36 
CFR Part 800). Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” documents the Section 106 consultation 
process for the Project. Table 19-1 lists the Section 4(f) historic sites that have been identified in the Section 
106 Area of Potential Effects (APE). These sites are mapped in Figure 19-1 through Figure 19-7. The historic 
sites qualify as Section 4(f) resources because they are either listed on the NRHP or have been determined 
eligible for listing on the NRHP. 


There are 41 historic sites that are listed on or eligible for listing on the NRHP in the Area of Potential Effects 
(APE) for historic resources. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in the use of 40 of these Section 
A(f) properties for the following reasons: 


e At 30sites, the Project would have no effect on the historic site pursuant to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act. Therefore, in accordance with Section 4(f) regulations, there would be no use 
of these Section 4(f) properties, and no further review of these properties under Section 4(f) is 
required. 


e Four sites are historic transportation facilities, and the exception to the requirement of Section 4(f) 
approval for use of these properties to install tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
applies in accordance with 23 CFR Section 774.13(a)(3). 


e Atsix sites, the Project Sponsors would install new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement, access agreement, or other transfer 
of property to the Project Sponsors. Therefore, there would be no Section 4(f) use of these properties. 


The Project Sponsors would replace four poles at three locations in Central Park, which is listed on the 
NRHP and is also a National Historic Landmark. FHWA intends on finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would have a de minimis impact on Central Park in accordance with the criteria described in Section 19.2. 


e Through the Section 106 process, FHWA and the Project Sponsors consulted with National Park Service 
(NPS), SHPO, New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks), and other consulting 
parties regarding the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative, including the replacement of four 
poles in Central Park, on the historic attributes and features of Central Park. The new tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be of a design similar to existing streetlights, signs, 
and other equipment within Central Park, and to the extent feasible, equipment would match the color 
of other infrastructure within the park. 


e With the above measures incorporated into the Project, FHWA found that the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not have an adverse effect on Central Park. SHPO concurred with FHWA’s finding. (Refer to 
Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation.”) 


e NPS, SHPO, and NYC Parks are the agencies with jurisdiction over Central Park with respect to its historic 
designation. FHWA informed NPS, SHPO, and NYC Parks of its intent to make a de minimis effect finding 
for the CBD Tolling Alternative. These agencies concurred with the Section 106 determination and the 
proposed de minimis impact finding. (Refer to Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 
106 Finding Documentation” and Appendix 19, “Section 4(f) Correspondence.”) 
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Table 19-1. Section 4(f) Historic Sites 
FIGURES 


19-2 TO 19-7 SECTION 106 

MAP NO. ADDRESS/NAME PROJECT CHANGE EFFECT FINDING SECTION 4(f) USE 
1 Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge | Minor changes — installation of tolling equipment on bridge structure No adverse Exception from Section 4(f) 
effect approval in accordance with 
23 CFR Section 774.13 


2 Manhattan Bridge Minor changes - installation of steel girder with tolling equipment No adverse Exception from Section 4(f) 
effect approval in accordance with 
23 CFR Section 774.13 
3 South Street Seaport Historic | = _ Minor changes - installation of a pole with equipment cabinet in a parking lot No adverse No use 
District and Extension within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement, access effect 
agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project Sponsors 
= Minor change to setting 
4 Holland Tunnel = No physical changes to tunnel structure No effect No use 
= Minor change to setting 
5 Tribeca North Historic = Minor changes - installation of one new pole with mast arm with tolling No adverse No use 


District equipment in location of existing sidewalk light pole within the public right-of-way effect 
without the need for an easement, access agreement, or other transfer of 
property to the Project Sponsors 

= Minor change to setting 


6 Tribeca West Historic District | No physical changes or changes to immediate setting No effect No use 
7 | American Thread Building _|_ No physical changes or changes to immediate setting | Noeffect No use 


8 Gansevoort Market Historic Minor changes - installation of one new pole with equipment cabinet on No adverse No Use 
District sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement, access 
agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project Sponsors 
Minor change to setting 


] Whitehall Building No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 

10 Public Baths No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 

11 21 West Street No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 

= | sidewalk on same block | 
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FIGURES 
19-2 TO 19-7 
MAP NO. 


12 


13 


14 
15 


16 


17 


18 


19 
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SECTION 106 
ADDRESS/NAME PROJECT CHANGE EFFECT FINDING 
U.S. Post Office - Morgan No physical changes No effect 


General Mail Facility Minor change in setting - new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalks 


406-426 West 31st Street No physical changes No effect 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on adjacent sidewalk 


| U.S. General Post Office "No physical changes or changes to immediate setting | Noeffect | 


Pennsylvania Railroad North | No physical changes or changes to immediate setting No effect 
River Tunnel (used by 
| Amtrak and NJ TRANSIT) | | | 
St. Michael’s Roman = No physical changes No effect 
Catholic Church Complex? Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 
Master Printers Buildings No physical changes No effect 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block 


Webster Apartments? No physical changes No effect 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 
Harding Building/Garment No physical changes or changes to immediate setting No effect 
Center Historic District" 


Paddy's Market Historic = — Minor changes - installation of two new poles with mast arms with tolling No adverse 
District equipment on sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an effect 


easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 
= Minor change to setting 


Former Pinehill Crystal No physical changes or changes to immediate setting No effect 
Water Company 


Hill Building? No physical changes or changes to immediate setting 
500 West 37th Street No physical changes or changes to immediate setting 
Underhill Building? No physical changes or changes to immediate setting 


SECTION 4(f) USE 


No use 


No use 


No use 
No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No Use 


No use 


No use 
No use 
No use 


Chapter 19, Section 4(f) Evaluation 


FIGURES 
19-2 TO 19-7 SECTION 106 
MAP NO. ADDRESS/NAME PROJECT CHANGE EFFECT FINDING SECTION 4(f) USE 
25 408 West 39th Street = No physical changes No effect No use 


= — Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 


26 523-539 Ninth Avenue No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement, 


access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project Sponsors 


27 Lincoln Tunnel Minor changes - installation of tolling equipment at the three portals of the tunnel No adverse Exception from Section 4(f) 
within right-of-way controlled by the PANYNJ effect approval in accordance with 
23 CFR Section 774.13 
28 St. Raphael Roman Catholic No physical changes No effect No use 
Church and Rectory Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 
29 500-506 West 42nd Street No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 
30 McGraw-Hill Publishing No physical changes or changes to immediate setting No effect No use 
Company Building 
31 The High Line Minor changes - installation of tolling equipment on underside of viaduct structure No adverse Exception from Section 4(f) 
within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement or transfer of effect approval in accordance with 
property, but requires an access agreement for future maintenance 23 CFR Section 774.13 
32 Former French Hospital No physical changes No effect No use 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 
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19-2 TO 19-7 
MAP NO. 


33 


34 


35 
36 


37 


38 


39 


August 2022 


ADDRESS/NAME 


Lithuanian Alliance of 
America 


Hotel Irwin 


PROJECT CHANGE 
No physical changes 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalk on same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 


No physical changes. 
Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 


sidewalk on same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 
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SECTION 106 
EFFECT FINDING 


No effect 


Engine Co. 34 Firehouse No physical changes or changes to immediate setting 


P.S. 191 Hudson Honors 
School 


Cova Building 


No physical changes 

Minor change to setting — new pole with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 

No physical changes 

Minor change to setting - 2 new poles with mast arm with tolling equipment on 
sidewalks on same block within the public right-of-way without the need for an 
easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 
Sponsors 


No effect 


59th Street-Columbus Circle | No physical changes or changes to setting No effect 
Subway Station 


Central Park2 


Minor changes 
Replacement of four existing poles at three detection locations with new 
poles with tolling equipment along the interior park roads 
Replacement of existing light pole with new pole with tolling equipment on 
Fifth Avenue sidewalk 


Installation of a new pole with mast arm on Central Park West sidewalk 
within the public right-of-way without the need for an easement, access 
agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project Sponsors 
No easement or transfer of property, but requires access agreement for future 
maintenance 


Minor changes to setting 


No adverse 
effect 


SECTION 4(f) USE 
No use 


No use 


No use 
No use 


No use 


No use 


De minimis impact 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
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FIGURES 


19-2 TO 19-7 SECTION 106 
MAP NO. ADDRESS/NAME PROJECT CHANGE EFFECT FINDING SECTION 4(f) USE 

Upper East Side Historic Minor changes - installation of one new pole with mast arm with tolling No adverse 

District equipment on sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an effect 

easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 

Sponsors 

Minor changes to setting 


Upper East Side Historic Minor changes - installation of one new pole with mast arm with tolling No adverse 

District Boundary Increase equipment on sidewalk within the public right-of-way without the need for an effect 

and Additional easement, access agreement, or other transfer of property to the Project 

Documentation Sponsors 

Minor changes to setting 
Source: Cultural Resource Information System at https://cris.parks.ny.gov 
NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission “Discover NYC Landmarks” at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/lpc/index.page 

Notes: Refer to the Section 106 Finding Documentation in Appendix 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources: Section 106 Finding Documentation,” for more information about the potential 


changes associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 
1 The Harding Building is the only building in the Garment Center Historic District (NRHP-Listed) that is in the Area of Potential Effect. 
2 The NRHP and New York City Landmark boundaries differ for Central Park at the location of the corner of the park at Central Park South (59th Street) and Fifth Avenue; this corner is 
included as part of the Grand Army Plaza Scenic Landmark (Resource No. 43) but excluded from the New York City Scenic Landmark boundaries (Resource No. 39a on Figure 19-6). 
Grand Army Plaza is included within the Central Park NRHP and National Historic Landmark boundaries (Resource No. 39b on Figure 19-6). 
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Figure 19-1. Key Map of Section 4(f) Historic Sites 
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Figure 19-4 


Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) _——— a | 


ZZZZ,_ Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
[_] Detail Inset Map (see Figures 19-2 to 19-7) 


Sources: NYC Open Data, NYC Planimetrics, https://data.cityofnewyork.us/Transportation/NYC-Planimetrics/wt4d-p43d; New 


York City Department of City Planning (NYCDCP), BYTES of the BIG APPLE, https://www1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data- 
maps/open-data.page; ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 


August 2022 19-11 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 19, Section 4(f) Evaluation 


Figure 19-2. Section 4(f) Historic Sites - Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 
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Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge Manhattan Bridge , 


fo) Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more new poles 
or new tolling system equipment mounted on existing infrastructure in that general location) 


C1) Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) 
NR-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge Boundaries (approximate) 


Note: NYCL Boundary for the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
Includes Queensboro Bridge Plaza as shown 


Sources: TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: New York Statewide Digital Orthoimagery Program (NYSDOP) High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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Figure 19-3. Section 4(f) Historic Sites — Brooklyn Bridge and Holland Tunnel 
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Brooklyn Bridge or Holland Tunnel 

@ Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 3} Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) Historic Districts 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more ae ‘ South Street Seaport Historic District (NB-listed 
new poles or new tolling system equipment mounted on [___] Seba aeoeneaiany [__] : ee ? ; : : 
existing infrastructure in that general location [|] M-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge P__| South Street Seaport Historic District Extention (NR-listed) 

Boundaries (approximate, =——— i ig i Het ni 

© Potential Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment (aop ) L—— 4 Tribeca North historic District (NR-eligible) 

on PANYNJ Property In Place of All Other Detection Points [_____} Tribeca West Historic District (VYCHD, NR-eligible) 


at and Near the Holland Tunne! 


Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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Figure 19-4. Section 4(f) Historic Sites — Battery Park Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
(RIS SEs 2H pw 
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Battery Park Underpass Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 


@ = Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more new poles 
or new tolling system equipment mounted on existing infrastructure in that general location 
— existing open road tolling infrastructure would be used for the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel) 


9} Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) 


Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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Figure 19-5. Section 4(f) Historic Sites — Lincoln Tunnel 
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o) Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more new poles 
or new tolling system equipment mounted on existing infrastructure in that general location) 


fe) Potential Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
on PANYNJ Property In Place of All Other Detection Points 
at and Near the Lincoin Tunnel 


Historic Districts 
@ Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) P11 Garment Center Historic District 
[_____] NR-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge Boundaries [) Paday’s Market Historic District 
(approximate) 
EN High Line 


Sources:  TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 
2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 


August 2022 19-15 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Chapter 19, Section 4(f) Evaluation 


Conta Park: 


EAST RIVER 


Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more new poles 
or new tolling system equipment mounted on existing infrastructure in that general location) 


&@ Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) 
| ______| Central Park (NR-listed, NHL) 
NR-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge Boundaries (approximate) 
Historic Districts 
{__] Upper East Side Historic District (NR-listed) 
[Upper East Side Historic District Boundary Increase and Additional Documentation (NR-listed) 


(0) 1,000 FEET 


Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 


19-16 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
Chapter 19, Section 4(f) Evaluation 


R Drive at East 25th Street and West Side Highway/Route 9A at Gansevoort Street 
: | IS SS ae 


ox 
7 
x 
K 
<t 
Wy 


FDR Drive/East 25th Street ; ae AOOFEET West Side Highway/Gansevoort Street 


0 100 250 FEET 


oO Proposed Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
(each circle represents a detection location, which may include one or more new poles 
or new tolling system equipment mounted on existing infrastructure in that general location 
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© Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 19-1) 
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Sources: | TBTA. October 2021. New York State, NYS Interactive Mapping Gateway: NYSDOP High Resolution Imagery 2000 — 2018. http://gis.ny.gov/gateway/mg/index.html. 
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19.6 USE OF PUBLICLY OWNED PARKS, RECREATION AREAS, AND WILDLIFE AND 
WATERFOWL REFUGES 


19.6.1 Recreation Areas and Wildlife and Waterfowl Refuges 


No designated recreation areas or wildlife and waterfowl refuges are within or adjacent to the Manhattan 
CBD, which is the area where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, including new signage, 
would be located. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in the use of any such resources. 


19.6.2 Publicly Owned Parks 


There are 82 parks (defined here as including publicly accessible plazas) adjacent to or near locations where 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be located. Figure 19-8 provides a map of these 
parks and plazas, and Table 19-2 provides information on each park or plaza, the potential change resulting 
from implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, and the proposed conclusion regarding the Section 
A(f) use of the property. Table 19-2 includes parks and plazas owned by NYC Parks, the New York City 
Economic Development Corporation, New York City Department of Education, Hudson River Park Trust, 
and private property owners. All these parks and plazas are publicly accessible, and therefore, they are 


considered Section 4(f) properties. 


Except for the installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on the underside of the 
High Line and within and adjacent to Central Park, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not place tolling 
infrastructure or tolling system equipment within parks and plazas in the local study area. Tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be within the street, sidewalk, or immediately adjacent 
areas of these other parks, and would not require a change in ownership or restrict the access to or use of 
the property. The presence of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment—which would be 
similar in nature and character to existing infrastructure already present along streets and sidewalks 
throughout New York City—would not substantially impair the protected activities, features, or attributes 
that qualify these resources for protection under Section 4(f) (i.e., constructive use).? 


3 Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” provides information on why the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely 
affect activities in parks near proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 
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Figure 19-8. Section 4(f) Parks 
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Table 19-2. Section 4(f) Parks 


FIGURE 19-8, SECTION 4(f) 
MAP NO. OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE USE 


1 Riverside Park South Riverside Boulevard between West 59th Street and | New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
West 72nd Street the adjacent block at the southern portion of the park and 
outside the park boundary 
2 Waterline Square West 60th Street between Freedom Place South New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
and Riverside Boulevard the same block outside of the park boundary 
3 P.S. 452 playground 210 West 61st Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 
4 The Regent Plaza 45 West 60th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 
5 Broadway Malls Broadway from West 59th Street to West 168th New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Street the same block outside of the park boundary 
6 Trump International 1 Central Park West New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Hotel Plaza the same block outside of the park boundary 
7 Columbus Circle Broadway and Central Park South New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 


8 Central Park Fifth Avenue to Eighth Avenue, 59th Street to = Four existing poles replaced with new poles with tolling De minimis 
110th Street equipment at three detection locations on the interior impact 
park roads 
Existing light pole replaced with new pole with tolling 
equipment on Fifth Avenue sidewalk 
New pole installed with mast arm on Central Park West 
sidewalk 
No easement or transfer of property, but requires 
access agreement for future maintenance 


9 Grand Army Plaza Fifth Avenue and Central Park South New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 

10 Savoy Plaza 200 East 61st Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 

11 Tramway Plaza Second Avenue between East 59th Street and New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 

East 60th Street the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 

12 Evansview Plaza 303 East 60th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 

the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
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FIGURE 19-8, SECTION 4(f) 
MAP NO. OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE USE 


13 Landmark Plaza 300 East 59th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 


14 Honey Locust Park 1130 Second Avenue New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
15 Bridge Tower Place First Avenue and East 60th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Plaza the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
16 Bridgemarket Public East 59th Street between First and York Avenues New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Plaza the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
17 Queensboro Oval York Avenue between East 59th and East 60th New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Streets the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
18 Twenty-Four 501 East 60th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Sycamores Park the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
19 Andrew Haswell FDR Drive and East 60th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Green Park the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
20 Sutton Place Park East 57th Street and Sutton Place New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 
21 Sutton Parks 25 Sutton Place South New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same block outside of the park boundary 
22 Peter Detmold Park 454 East 51st Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
23 MacArthur Playground | 436 East 49th Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
24 Robert Moses East 42nd Street and First Avenue New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Playground outside of the park boundary 
25 East River Esplanade- | East River and East 37th Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Midtown Section outside of the park boundary 
26 The Corinthian Plaza 330 East 38th Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
27 St. Vartan Park 613 First Avenue New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
28 Manhattan Place plaza | 630 First Avenue New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
29 


American Copper 626 First Avenue New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Buildings plaza outside of the park boundary 
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FIGURE 19-8, 
MAP NO. 


19-22 


30 


aS 
fo>) 


OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE 

Center plaza outside of the park boundary 

Garden the same block outside of the park boundary 

Playground the same block outside of the park boundary 

East River waterfront, from East 18th Street to East 

23rd Street outside of the park boundary 

Playground outside of the park boundary 

Brown Walk 18th Street outside of the park boundary 

River Park 13th Street outside of the park boundary 

the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 


21 Columbia Street 
outside of the park boundary 
outside of the park boundary 
outside of the park boundary 


East River Esplanade- | East River waterfront between Broad and Jefferson | New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive 
Lower Manhattan Streets outside of the park boundary 
Section 
Forsyth Plaza Forsyth Street and Canal Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
Sophie Irene Loeb 10 Market Street None 
Playground 
Coleman Playground Intersection of Cherry Street, Pike Street, and None 
Monroe Street 
Murray Bergtraum Market Slip between Cherry and South Streets New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive 
softball field outside of the park boundary 


SECTION 4(f) 
USE 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 
No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 


No use 
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FIGURE 19-8, SECTION 4(f) 
MAP NO. OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE USE 


47 Catherine Slip Malls Catherine Slip between Cherry and South Streets New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
48 City Hall Park Broadway, Chambers Street, Centre Street, and New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Park Row the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
49 Drumgoole Plaza Frankfort Street and Gold Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
50 Verizon Building plaza | 375 Pearl Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
51 Fishbridge Park Pearl Street and Dover Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Garden and Dog Run the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
52 Peck Slip Plaza Peck Slip and FDR Drive New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
53 Imagination 89 South Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Playground outside of the park boundary 
54 Mannahatta Park Wall Street between Front and South Streets New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
55 Financial Square plaza | South Street between Old Slip and Gouverneur New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Lane outside of the park boundary 
56 55 Water Street plaza | 55 Water Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
outside of the park boundary 
57 Vietnam Veterans 24 South Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
Plaza outside of the park boundary 
58 125 Broad Street 125 Broad Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent FDR Drive No use 
plaza outside of the park boundary 
59 Battery Park (also State Street and Battery Place New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
known as “Battery” or the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 
“The Battery’) 
60 17 Battery Place Plaza | 17 Battery Place New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
the same and adjacent blocks outside of the park boundary 


61 Elizabeth H. Berger Edgar Street, Greenwich Street and Trinity Place New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Plaza the same block outside of the park boundary 
62 


Battery Park City Throughout Battery Park City neighborhood New tolling system equipment on the adjacent block and the No use 
parks adjacent West Side Highway/Route 9A outside of the park 
boundary 
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FIGURE 19-8, SECTION 4(f) 


MAP NO. OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE USE 


50 West Street plaza 50 West Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent block and the 
adjacent West Side Highway/Route 9A outside of the park 
boundary 


64 Liberty Park Liberty, West, Cedar, and Greenwich Streets New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 


65 9/11 Memorial West, Liberty, Greenwich, and Fulton Streets New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
66 101 Barclay Street 101 Barclay Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
| plaza | | Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary | 
67 One Eleven Murray 111 Murray Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
plaza Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
68 Washington Market 199 Chambers Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Park the same block outside of the park boundary 


69 Salomon Smith 388 Greenwich Street New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Barney plaza Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
70 | Tribeca Park 8 Beach Street No use 


71 Albert Capsouto Park | 68 Varick Street New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 


the adjacent block outside of the park boundary, depending 
on whether tolling system equipment would be located on 
PANYNJ property 


72 Freeman Plaza Hudson Street, Broome Street, Varick Street, New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Watts Street, Holland Tunnel Entrance Ramps the same or adjacent block outside of the park boundary, 
depending on whether tolling system equipment would be 


located on PANYNJ property 
73 Canal Park Canal Street between West Street and Washington | New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Street Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
74 Hudson River Park Areas of waterfront and Hudson River west of West | New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Side Highway/Route 9A from Battery Place to West | Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
59th Street 
75 14th Street Park Eleventh and Twelfth Avenues, West 22nd to West | New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
24th Streets Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
76 Chelsea Waterside Tenth and Eleventh Avenues, West 14th and West | New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No use 
Park 15th Streets Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
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FIGURE 19-8, SECTION 4(f) 
MAP NO. OPEN SPACE LOCATION PROJECT CHANGE USE 


The High Line Elevated linear alignment from Gansevoort Street Installation of tolling system equipment on the underside | De minimis 
to West 34th Street, paralleling Washington Street, of the viaduct structure impact 
Tenth Avenue, West 30th Street, Twelfth No tolling infrastructure or tolling system equipment 
Avenue/Route 9A, and West 34th Street within the publicly accessible park 
No easement or transfer of property, but requires 


access agreement for future maintenance 
plaza the same and adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
Railyard plaza 33rd Street the adjacent block outside of the park boundary 
plaza the same and adjacent block outside of the park boundary 


81 Manhattan West plaza | Ninth and Dyer Avenues, West 31st and West 33rd | New tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on No use 
Streets the same and adjacent block outside of the park boundary 

82 DeWitt Clinton Park Between West Side Highway/Route 9A and New tolling system equipment on the adjacent West Side No Use 
Eleventh Avenue from West 52nd Street to West Highway/Route 9A outside of the park boundary 
54th Street 
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The following sections describe the proposed installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment on the underside of the High Line and within and adjacent to Central Park. 


19.6.2.1 High Line 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would attach tolling system equipment to the High Line, a publicly owned park 
under the jurisdiction of NYC Parks. The High Line is a former railroad viaduct, and the top of the structure 
was converted to a park. The Project Sponsors would attach tolling system equipment on the underside of 
the High Line structure. It would be mounted to a metal pipe that would be bolted to the existing girders 
of the viaduct. The construction of this equipment would take place outside the publicly accessible 
parkland. Therefore, there would be no temporary occupancy of the Section 4(f) property. 


Because the Project Sponsors require permanent access to the tolling equipment attached to the underside 
of the High Line, there would be use of this Section 4(f) property for the CBD Tolling Alternative. However, 
FHWA intends to make a finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in ade minimis impact on the 
High Line in accordance with criteria described in Section 19.2: 


e Access to the tolling infrastructure or tolling system equipment would not require access to the 
parkland that is atop the High Line. The tolling system equipment attached to the High Line structure 
would not be visible from the park nor would it alter any characteristics of the park or activities of park 
users; therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not impair the protected activities, features, or 
attributes of the publicly accessible parkland that qualify It for protection under Section 4(f). 


e FHWA will consider the views of the public regarding its intention to find a de minimis impact on the 


High Line. The public will be afforded the opportunity to comment on the proposed finding concurrent 
with the public review period for this EA. Refer to Chapter 18, “Public Participation,” for more 
information about how the public may provide comments during the public review period. 


e NYC Parks is the official with jurisdiction over the High Line. FHWA and NYSDOT notified NYC Parks that 
FHWA intends ona making a finding that the CBD Tolling Program would have a de minimis impact on 
the High Line. NYC Parks concurred in writing with this proposed finding, stating that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f). (Refer to Appendix 19, “Section 4(f) Correspondence” for copies of these 
letters.) 


19.6.2.2 Central Park 

Central Park is at the northern boundary of the Manhattan CBD where the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
be implemented. Central Park is protected under Section 4(f) as a publicly owned park and a historic site. 
Central Park is listed on the NRHP and is a National Historic Landmark, and as described in Section 19.5, 
FHWA intends to find that the CBD Tolling Alternative would have a de minimis impact on the historic 
attributes of Central Park. This section describes the potential use of Central Park as a publicly owned park 
and considers the permanent use, constructive use, and temporary occupancy of Central Park. 
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Potential for Permanent Use 


Tolling system equipment is proposed on four replacement poles at three detection locations just inside 
Central Park near 59th Street. The equipment would prevent authorized vehicles from using the park to 
enter the Manhattan CBD without paying the CBD toll. Pole-mounted tolling system equipment is also 
proposed at two locations on sidewalks outside the park’s wall to detect vehicles entering the Manhattan 
CBD on Central Park West and Fifth Avenue. Figure 19-9 shows the proposed location of tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment within and adjacent to Central Park. 


Equipment that is similar in appearance is already mounted on other poles in Central Park, and the 
proposed equipment would be visually consistent with the existing streetlight poles found throughout 
Central Park, including matching the existing color scheme (refer to Figures 7-3a through Figure 7-3d and 
Figure 7-4 through Figure 7-6 in Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources”). Because the equipment 
would be mounted on replacement poles in the same locations as existing poles, the amount of park space 
would not be reduced. However, the Project Sponsors must have continued access to the poles for 
maintenance. 


In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would place signs on the replacement streetlight poles in Central 
Park to warn authorized drivers using the park roadway system that exiting to Central Park South/59th 
Street via West Drive (at Seventh Avenue) or East Drive (at Grand Army Plaza) would incur a toll. Signs 
would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive. The new 
signs would be similar to other signs in the park and would not affect any recreational areas of the park. 
Signs would also be attached to existing poles at locations along Central Park West and Fifth Avenue. 


The Project Sponsors have coordinated with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy regarding the 
installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within and adjacent to Central Park. The 
Project Sponsors would continue to coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy in the 
final design of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park. 


Because the Project Sponsors would require permanent access to the tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment proposed on four replacement poles at three locations within Central Park, there would 
be use of this Section 4(f) property for the CBD Tolling Alternative. However, FHWA intends to make a 
finding that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a de minimis impact on Central Park in accordance 
with criteria described in Section 19.2. 


e = The installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on four replacement poles within 
Central Park would not alter the recreational features of the park, reduce the amount of usable 
parkland, or change access to the park. The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would 
not alter any characteristics of the park’s amenities and features. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes of the publicly accessible parkland that 
qualify It for protection under Section 4(f). 
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Figure 19-9. General Locations of Proposed Tolling Equipment and New Signs in Central Park 
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e FHWAwill consider the views of the public regarding its intention to find a de minimis impact on Central 
Park. The public will be afforded the opportunity to comment on the proposed finding concurrent with 
the public review period for this EA. Refer to Chapter 18, “Public Participation,” for more information 
about how the public may provide comments during the public review period. 


e NYC Parks is the official with jurisdiction over the Central Park. FHWA and NYSDOT notified NYC Parks 
that FHWA intends on a making a finding that the CBD Tolling Program would have a de minimis impact 
on the Central Park. NYC Parks concurred in writing with this proposed finding, stating that the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not affect the activities, features, or attributes that qualify the property for 
protection under Section 4(f). (Refer to Appendix 19, “Section 4(f) Correspondence” for copies of these 
letters.) 


Potential for Constructive Use 


The installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within and adjacent to Central Park 
would not alter the recreational features of the park, reduce the amount of usable parkland, or change 
access to the park. As described in Chapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” based 
on the results of the traffic modeling conducted for the Project, the CBD Tolling Alternative under all tolling 
scenarios analyzed in this EA would reduce the traffic volumes adjacent to Central Park on Fifth Avenue 
and Central Park West as well as the traffic volumes crossing the park using the park’s sunken transverse 
roads.’ Therefore, changes in traffic resulting from the CBD Tolling Alternative would not adversely affect 
the character of Central Park. The CBD Tolling Alternative would also not result in adverse air quality or 
noise effects (see Chapter 10, “Air Quality” and Chapter 12, “Noise”). Overall, the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify Central Park for protection 
under Section 4(f); therefore, it would not result in constructive use of Central Park. 


Potential for Temporary Occupancy 


The construction of tolling system infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central Park would 
result in temporary occupancy of the park. However, consistent with criteria set forth in 23 CFR Section 
774.13(d), the temporary occupancy of Central Park would not be a use of this Section 4(f) property for the 


following reasons: 


e = Ineach location, the total amount of time required for construction for the CBD Tolling Program would 
be less than a month, which is less than the one-year duration for construction of the entire Project, 


and there would be no change in the ownership of the land. 


e The Project involves only minor construction activities, including limited excavation to replace the poles 
and connect with existing utilities, installation of new poles, and restoration of the ground surface 
within very limited areas of the 840-acre park (see Figure 19-9). 


e Once complete, the permanent infrastructure would be similar in appearance to existing streetlight 
poles and signs within the park, and there would be no permanent effect on park uses. 


4 See Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” for more information on the tolling scenarios evaluated in this EA. 
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e ©The utility trenches would be covered and restored to their current condition (i.e., fill or pavement). If 
landscaping is removed, it would be restored or replaced. 


e = TBTA will coordinate work with NYC Parks and will require the contractor to implement measures to 
avoid, minimize, or mitigate construction effects on the park and park users to the extent feasible (refer 
to Chapter 15, “Construction Effects” for a listing of these measures). The Project Sponsors have and 
will continue to coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy regarding the 
construction of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central Park. 


NYC Parks, the official with jurisdiction over Central Park, has concurred that the temporary occupancy of 
Central Park for the construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not impair the protected activities, 
features, or attributes that qualify Central Park for protection under Section 4(f); therefore, the temporary 
occupancy of Central Park is not a use of this Section 4(f) property. (Refer to Appendix 19, “Section 4(f) 
Correspondence” for a copy of the NYC Parks letter.) 


19.7 PUBLIC INVOLVEMENT AND SECTION 4(f) COORDINATION 


Before FHWA can make a de minimis impact finding for a park protected by Section 4(f), in addition to the 
coordination with officials with jurisdiction for the park, public notice and an opportunity for public review 
and comment concerning the effects on the protected activities, features, or attributes of the property 
must be provided. This requirement can be satisfied in conjunction with other public involvement 
procedures, such as acomment period provided on a National Environmental Policy Act document. For this 
Project, an opportunity for public review and comment on FHWA’s proposed de minimis impact finding for 
the potential use of the High Line and Central Park will occur concurrent with public review and comment 
period for this EA (see Chapter 18, “Public Participation”). 


19.8 CONCLUSION 


There are 41 historic sites and 82 parks and plazas in the local study area. The CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not use these Section 4(f) properties except for the High Line and Central Park. FHWA intends on finding 
that the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in a de minimis impact on Central Park and the High Line, and 
the officials with jurisdiction over these resources have concurred with this finding. FHWA will consider any 
public input on its proposed finding during the public review period for this EA. FHWA also intends on 
finding that the temporary occupancy of Central Park for construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not impair the protected activities, features, or attributes that qualify Central Park for protection under 
Section 4(f); therefore, the temporary occupancy of Central Park is not a use of this Section 4(f) property. 
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20. 


Short-Term Uses of the Environment and 
Maintenance and Enhancement of Long-Term 
Productivity 


Short-term uses of the environment associated with implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would 


include temporary effects during construction, such as short-term traffic lane closures, visual effects, 


constructi 


the overa 


on noise, and potential dust-related effects. As described in Chapter 15, “Construction Effects,” 
| duration of construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative is expected to be less than one year. At 


each location, the total construction duration would generally be approximately one to two weeks, 


although 
individual 


constructi 
constructi 


inclement weather or other unforeseen conditions could extend the duration of construction at 


locations. Concurrent construction at multiple sites would likely occur to allow efficient 
on management. During that time, the TBTA will ensure that the Project contractors minimize 
on-related disruptions, using, for example, maintenance and protection of traffic plans and dust 


suppression measures. 


The long-term productivity, or benefits, associated with the Project would include reduced vehicular 


congestion in the Manhattan CBD through the implementation of a vehicular tolling program. Because the 


Project would reduce congestion in the Manhattan CBD, it would improve regional air quality. The vehicular 


tolling program would create a new local, recurring funding source for the MTA capital projects. Funding 


for transit would allow for more fleet, would improve the efficiency of the system, and would generally 


enhance transit use, thereby allowing MTA’s transportation network to absorb increasing transit ridership 


and further reduce vehicle congestion. 
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21. Irreversible and Irretrievable Commitment of 
Resources 


The implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in the permanent commitment of natural, 
physical, and human resources that cannot be recovered after completing the Project. 


The overall duration of construction for the CBD Tolling Alternative is expected to be less than one year. At 
each location, the total construction duration would generally be approximately one to two weeks, 
although inclement weather or other unforeseen conditions could extend the duration of construction at 
individual locations. Concurrent construction at multiple sites would likely occur to allow efficient 
construction management. During construction and equipment installation, activities would require the 
irretrievable use of fuel for construction vehicles, equipment, and construction workers’ personal vehicles. 
Electrical energy would be irretrievably used during construction and operation to power equipment and 
to transmit and process data. The physical infrastructure installed for the CBD Tolling Alternative would be 
made of raw materials such as iron ore, aggregate, and silicon. These resources are not retrievable, but 
they are not in short supply, and their use would not have an adverse effect on their continued availability. 


Overall, the commitment of fuel and electricity for construction equipment, raw materials to construct 
Project infrastructure, and the public funds spent during construction would ensure long-term gains in 
regional mobility through establishing a vehicular tolling program that would reduce vehicle congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD, thereby improving overall traffic flow and regional air quality. The vehicular tolling 
program would create a new local, recurring funding source for the MTA capital projects. Funding for transit 
would allow increased fleet size, would improve the efficiency of the system, and would generally enhance 
transit use, thereby allowing MTA’s transportation network to absorb increasing transit ridership and 


further reduce vehicle congestion. 
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For more than 45 years, State and City of New York officials and stakeholder and advocacy groups have 
studied various concepts for addressing traffic congestion in Manhattan, including introducing tolls. These 
concepts, and associated studies, are described here and summarized in Table 2A-1 at the end of this 
section. 


In 1973, then-New York State Governor Nelson Rockefeller and then-New York City Mayor John Lindsay 
submitted to the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, as part of New York State’s plan to achieve 
compliance with the Clean Air Act, a proposal for a congestion management plan that included tolls on the 
East and Harlem River Bridges. According to an article in The New York Times when the plan was canceled, * 
the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency determined that other measures being taken by the state and 
city to invest in its public transit system made tolling the bridges unnecessary at that time. Other traffic 
control measures were put into effect at that time including bus and bicycle lanes, a reduction in on-street 
parking spaces, and introduction of vehicle inspections related to emissions. 


In April 2007, then-Mayor Michael Bloomberg released New York City’s PlaNYC, a long-term plan that 
included a congestion pricing proposal for the area of Manhattan south of 86th Street (Item 2 in 
Table 2A-1). The revenues generated by the congestion fee were to be used to fund capital investments in 
the transit network.? In this concept, passenger vehicles and trucks entering, leaving, and operating within 
the area of Manhattan south of 86th Street during the business day (weekdays 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) 
would pay a daily fee. Emergency vehicles, transit vehicles, taxis, FHVs, and vehicles with handicapped 
license plates would be exempt. Roads on the periphery (the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the Franklin 
D. Roosevelt [FDR] Drive) would not be included in the zone. The tolling concept included a credit provided 
to vehicles that paid inbound tolls at bridges or tunnels. This concept was predicted to result in a 
6.3 percent reduction in average vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) in the area of Manhattan south of 86th 
Street. 


In response to the proposal included in PlaNYC, in July 2007, the State of New York created the New York 
City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission, a 17-member body appointed by the governor based on 
recommendations from the New York City mayor and leaders in the New York State Assembly, New York 
State Senate, and New York City Council. The mandate of the commission was to study and evaluate 
approaches to reducing congestion in the busiest parts of Manhattan, including the PlaNYC proposal and 
other concepts to be developed by the new commission, and recommend a comprehensive traffic 
congestion mitigation plan. The legislation that established the commission required any recommendation 
to achieve at least a 6.3 percent reduction in average VMT in the area south of 86th Street, which was the 
amount identified by PlaNYC as achievable with that concept. Building from the PlaNYC proposal, the Traffic 
Congestion Mitigation Commission evaluated congestion reduction concepts for the area of Manhattan 
south of 86th Street (Items 3a through 3f in Table 2A-1) and used the 6.3 percent reduction in average VMT 
in the area south of 86th Street as a screening threshold for the additional concepts under consideration. 


z The New York Times. “City Drops Proposal to Charge Bridge Tolls.” September 15, 1981. 
2 The City of New York, Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg. April 2007. PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater New York. 
http://www.nyc.gov/html/planyc/downloads/pdf/publications/full_ report _2007.pdf. 
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The Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission studied a range of different concepts for reducing congestion 
(Item 3a in Table 2A-1), including the following: 


e Providing telecommuting incentives 

e Increasing the cost of parking in the business district 

e Reducing the use of government-issued parking permits 

e Providing additional taxi stands to reduce cruising 

e Increasing cab fares and fees charged to cabs 

e Raising tolls or implementing variable tolls on existing facilities 

e Adding East River bridge tolls 

e Rationing license plates 

e = Instituting mandatory carpooling 

e Creating High-Occupancy Toll lanes 

e Establishing congestion pricing with the following parameters: 
— With a 60th Street northern boundary 


ith an 86th Street northern boundary 


ith no intra-zonal charge and no free periphery 


WwW 
Ww 
With variable charges or extended hours 
WwW 


ith an exemption for hybrid vehicles 


— With acredit for other tolls paid 


e = Introducing various truck restrictions 
The Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission compared this wide range of concepts against the following: 


e Evaluation criteria related to reductions in VMT 

e Social and environmental considerations 

e Potential revenues raised for the MTA 

e Feasibility 

e The degree to which the concept was based on congestion mitigation approaches that have been 
successfully implemented in other cities 


Using this approach, the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission identified five options with different 
approaches to reducing congestion—congestion pricing, bridge tolling, pricing of parking and taxis, and 
license plate rationing—and evaluated those in more detail (Items 2, 3b, 3c, 3d, and 3e in Table 2A-1). 
Based on that evaluation, in January 2008, the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission issued a report 
that recommended a modified version of the PlaNYC concept, with the northern boundary of the tolling 
zone at 60th Street (Item 3f in Table 2A-1). The boundary was shifted so that trips from the Upper East Side 
and Upper West Side to Midtown and south of Midtown would be subject to the toll. In this modified plan, 
passenger vehicles and trucks entering the area of Manhattan south of 60th Street during the business day 
(weekdays 6:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) would pay a daily fee. Roads on the periphery (the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive) were included in the zone. A credit would be provided to vehicles 
that paid inbound tolls at bridges or tunnels. The recommended concept also included a package of parking 
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and taxi policies to discourage driving within the zone, including placing a surcharge on FHVs during certain 
hours, increasing parking meter rates, and eliminating resident parking tax exemptions. To address the 
possibility that drivers would park in the neighborhoods adjacent to the tolling zone and complete their 
trip with transit, the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission’s plan included a recommendation that the 
City of New York be required to offer communities a residential parking permit program prior to the start 
of congestion pricing and to track park-and-ride activity as part of a comprehensive monitoring program. 
The Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission concluded that the recommended plan would exceed the 
6.3 percent VMT reduction required by the state legislation that established the commission, would raise 
an estimated $491 million per year for transportation investment, and would have considerably lower 
operating and capital costs and a simpler fee structure than the original PlaNYC proposal. A tolling zone 
boundary at 60th Street (with the area south of 60th Street included in the zone) rather than 86th Street 
would also lead to many more intra-Manhattan trips being charged the toll. However, the recommendation 
was not enacted by the New York State Legislature and did not advance.? 


In 2015, a citizens’ group known as Move NY released a proposal, dubbed the Move NY Fair Plan, to reduce 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD and generate revenue for MTA (Item 4 in Table 2A-1). That plan involved 
adjusting tolls throughout New York City, including the following: 


e Implementing new tolls on the four untolled East River bridges that connect to the Manhattan CBD 
(Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridges) 


e Charging a toll for vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD by crossing at 60th Street 


e Providing a credit to vehicles that enter the Manhattan CBD for tolls paid at the RFK Bridge within the 
previous hour 


e Reducing tolls on TBTA’s other bridges that do not lead to the Manhattan CBD 


The plan also included a new surcharge on FHVs in the Manhattan CBD instead of a CBD toll.* While this 
proposal by a citizens’ group had no official status and thus could not be approved or implemented without 
further action by others, its recommendations were considered by a panel formed by New York State 
Governor Andrew M. Cuomo in October 2017 (discussed below). 


In October 2017, then-New York State Governor Andrew M. Cuomo created the Fix NYC Advisory Panel— 
consisting of community representatives, government officials, and business leaders from across the New 
York City region—to recommend actions to address the increasing traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD 
and to identify sources of revenue to address deficiencies in the transit system. The panel examined various 
congestion pricing approaches for the Manhattan CBD, among other potential options, and considered 
programs implemented in other cities (Singapore, London, Stockholm, and Milan) (Item 5 in Table 2A-1). In 


3 Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission and Recommended Implementation Plan. January 31, 2008. 
https://www.dot.ny.gov/programs/congestion mitigation commission/final-recommendation. 
https://movenewyork.wordpress.com/watch-read-learn/. 
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its January 2018 final report, the panel recommended short-term investments to improve connectivity 
between the Manhattan CBD and surrounding areas, including the following: 


e Improving enforcement of traffic laws within the Manhattan CBD 


e Addressing the distribution of government-issued parking permits, which are often used illegally and 
contribute to congestion 


e Investigating the contribution of commuter, intercity, charter, and tour buses to congestion in 
Manhattan 


e = Reforming taxi regulations 


e Implementing a surcharge on taxi and FHV trips in Manhattan south of 96th Street (This surcharge was 
implemented in February 2019.) 


The report also recommended the long-term strategy of installing a tolling program for the Manhattan CBD, 
defined as the area “bounded by 60th Street on the north and Battery Park on the south, the Hudson River 
on the west and the East River on the east.” The recommended tolling program would exempt the FDR 
Drive from the Brooklyn Bridge to 60th Street from tolling and provide a credit to drivers using already 
tolled facilities to enter the pricing zone (the Lincoln, Holland, Hugh L. Carey, and Queens-Midtown 
Tunnels).° 


Informed by the work of the Fix NYC Advisory Panel, the New York State Legislature created the 
Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup as part of the fiscal year 2018 New York 
state budget. The workgroup—which was made up of government officials, transportation professionals, 
and representatives of business and commuter interest groups—examined actions that State of New York 
and local governments could take to address regional transportation needs, including reducing traffic 
congestion and suggesting new sources of funding for the region’s public transit system. The panel 
recommended that congestion pricing be adopted to reduce congestion and generate new revenue to 
modernize the MTA system, as documented in its December 2018 report.® The panel’s recommendations 
informed the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act (Traffic Mobility Act), which was enacted on April 1, 
2019, as part of the fiscal year 2020 New York State budget. 


Fix NYC Advisory Panel Report. January 2018. 
Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup Report. December 2018. https://pfnyc.org/wp- 
content/uploads/2018/12/2018-12-Metropolitan-Transportation-Sustainability-Advisory-Workgroup-Report.pdf. 
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Table 2A-1. 


CONCEPT 
1. 1973 
Transportation 
Control Plan 


2. 2007 PlaNYC 
Mayor’s Plan 


3a. 2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: Long 
List of Options 


August 2022 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD to 
meet requirements 
of the Clean Air Act 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD and 
provide revenues 
for MTA capital and 
operating costs 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan Business 
District with a 
minimum of at least 
6.3% reduction in 
average VMT in the 
area south of 86th 
Street 


Appendix 2A, Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered 


Tolls on the East River and Harlem River 
Bridges 


Passenger vehicles and trucks entering, 
leaving, and operating within (i.e., intra-zonal) 
the area of Manhattan south of 86th Street 
during the business day (weekdays 6 a.m. to 
6 p.m.) would pay a daily fee. Emergency 
vehicles, transit vehicles, taxis and FHVs, and 
vehicles with handicapped license plates 
would be exempt. Roads on the periphery 
(West Side Highway/Route 9A and FDR 
Drive) would not be included in the zone. 
Credit provided to vehicles that paid inbound 
toll at bridges or tunnels. Revenue to be 
directed to transportation system 
improvements. This concept was predicted to 
result in a 6.3% reduction in average VMT in 
the area south of 86th Street. 


A range of different approaches to reducing 
congestion, including telecommuting 
incentives; increasing the cost of parking in 
the Manhattan CBD; reducing the use of 
parking placards by public employees; 
additional taxi stands to reduce cruising; 
increasing cab fares and fees charged to 
cabs; raising tolls or implementation of 
variable tolls on existing facilities; East River 
bridge tolls; license plate rationing; mandatory 
carpooling; creation of High-Occupancy Toll 
lanes; congestion pricing with a 60th Street 
northern boundary; congestion pricing with an 
86th Street northern boundary; congestion 
pricing with no intra-zonal charge and no free 
periphery; congestion pricing with variable 
charges or extended hours; congestion 
pricing with an exemption for hybrid vehicles; 
congestion pricing with a credit for other tolls 
paid; and various truck restrictions. 


Concepts Considered for Reducing Congestion in the Manhattan CBD 


RESULT 
Did not move forward. 


The 2008 Traffic Congestion 
and Mitigation Commission 
found that the mayor's plan had 
high capital and operating 
costs, required a large number 
of charging stations (each 
equipped with E-ZPass and 
license plate recognition 
monitors, and did not include a 
charge on taxi and livery trips 
into and out of the charging 
zone. Based on this evaluation, 
the commission recommended 
a different concept, the 
Recommended Modified 
Congestion Pricing Plan (Item 
3f in this table) as the concept 
that best met the goals of the 
study. 


After evaluation, the 2008 
Traffic Congestion and 
Mitigation Commission focused 
on five options for further 
consideration (Items 2, 3b, 3c, 
3d, and 3e in this table). These 
five options best met the goals 
of the study, including reducing 
VMT by at least 6.3% and 
raising funds for transit 
investment. Many of the other 
approaches did not achieve the 
target VMT reduction or raised 
other issues of concern. 
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Table 2A-1. 


3b. 


3c. 


3d. 


(continued) 


CONCEPT 


2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: Alternative 
Congestion 
Pricing Plan 


2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: East River 
and Harlem River 
Toll Plan 


2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: License 
Plate Rationing 
Plan 
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PURPOSE KEY CHARACTERISTICS 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan 
Business District 
with a minimum of 
at least 6.3% 
reduction in 
average VMT in 
the area south of 
86th Street 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan 
Business District 
with a minimum of 
at least 6.3% 
reduction in 
average VMT in 
the area south of 
86th Street 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan 
Business District 
with a minimum of 
at least 6.3% 
reduction in 
average VMT in 
the area south of 
86th Street 


Tolls on the East River and Harlem River 
Bridges; bus and bicycle lanes; reduction in 
and controls on on-street parking spaces; 
introduction of vehicle inspections related to 
emissions 


All untolled East River and Harlem River 
crossings would be subject to inbound and 
outbound tolls. These tolls would be in 
effect 24 hours a day, seven days a week 
and would match the existing toll rates East 
River crossings. 


License plate rationing would restrict a set 
of vehicles from entering Manhattan south 
of 86th Street on certain days based on the 
last digit of the vehicle’s license plate. New 
York City would ban each vehicle once 
every five days (i.¢., restricting 20% of all 
vehicles each weekday from 6 a.m. to 6 
p.m.). 


Concepts Considered for Reducing Congestion in the Manhattan Business District 


RESULT 


The U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency ruled that tolls 
on the bridges were not 
necessary given the investments 
the state and city were making in 
public transit at that time. The 
other components of the plan 
were implemented. 


The 2008 Traffic Congestion and 
Mitigation Commission found that 
the concept did not distinguish 
between drivers who contributed 
to peak-period congestion and 
those who did not, failed to 
address trips starting and ending 
in Manhattan, would have 
adverse economic impacts on 
commercial vehicles and trips 
between the Bronx and Upper 
Manhattan, and given its greater 
impact on traffic between the 
Bronx and Upper Manhattan, 
would have a disproportionate 
impact on a small proportion of 
low- and moderate-income 
workers lacking transit 
alternatives. 


The 2008 Traffic Congestion and 
Mitigation Commission found that 
the concept would not generate 
revenue, would reduce Port 
Authority of New York and New 
Jersey and MTA revenue, and 
would have to be coupled with a 
broad-based tax to fund transit 
improvements. 
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Table 2A-1. 


(continued) 


CONCEPT 

3e. 2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: 
Combination 
Plan 


3f. 2008 Traffic 
Congestion 
Mitigation 
Commission 
Study: 
Recommended 
Modified 
Congestion 
Pricing Plan 


4. 2015 Move NY 
Fair Plan 
proposed by 
citizens’ group 
known as Move 
NY 


August 2022 


PURPOSE KEY CHARACTERISTICS 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan 
Business District 
with a minimum of 
at least 6.3% 
reduction in 
average VMT in 
the area south of 
86th Street 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan 
Business District 


with a minimum of 
at least 6.3% 
reduction in 
average VMT in 
the area south of 
86th Street 


To reduce 
congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD 
and provide 
revenues for MTA 
capital and 
operating costs 


Appendix 2A, Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered 


The concept provided a series of measures 
that would increase the cost of on-street 
and off-street parking in Manhattan south of 
60th Street, and would raise the New York 
City parking tax for garages, eliminate the 
resident parking tax exemption within the 
zone, increase meter rates within the zone, 
and charge an overnight parking fee for all 
on-street spaces within the zone. The 
concept also called for reducing by 10,000 
the number of government parking placards 
used to commute to jobs in the zone. To 
reduce taxi traffic, the concept applied a 
surcharge on all taxi trips within, into, or out 
of the area of Manhattan south of 86th 
Street. 


Passenger vehicles and trucks entering the 
area of Manhattan south of 60th Street 
during the business day (weekdays 6 a.m. 
to 6 p.m.) would pay a daily fee. A tolling 
zone boundary at 60th Street rather than 
86th Street would lead to many more intra- 
Manhattan trips being charged the toll. 
Roads on the periphery (West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and FDR Drive) were 
included in the zone. Credit provided to 
vehicles that paid inbound toll at bridges or 
tunnels. Also included a package of parking 
and taxi policies to discourage driving within 
the zone, including a surcharge on FHVs 
during certain hours, increased parking 
meter rates, and elimination of resident 
parking tax exemption. Revenue to be 
directed to transportation system 
improvements. 


This concept modified tolls throughout New 
York City, including new tolls at 60th Street 
for vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD, 
and added a new surcharge on FHVs 
operating in the Manhattan CBD. 
Generated revenue would be dedicated to 
transit and roadway improvements. 


Concepts Considered for Reducing Congestion in the Manhattan Business District 


RESULT 
The 2008 Traffic Congestion and 
Mitigation Commission found that 
the concept would reduce VMT 
by only 3.2%. 


The 2008 Traffic Congestion and 
Mitigation Commission 
recommended this concept that 
best met the goals of the study, 
including a 6.8% reduction in 
VMT. The commission found that 
this concept would generate $520 
million a year in revenue, was 
less expensive to build and 
operate than the PlaNYC 
concept, and did not raise 
significant regional equity 
concerns. The recommendation 
was not enacted by the New York 
State Legislature. 


Fix NYC Advisory Panel 
incorporated components into 
that panel’s recommendations 
(Item 5 in this table). 
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Table 2A-1. Concepts Considered for Reducing Congestion in the Manhattan Business District 
(continued) 


CONCEPT 
5. 2018 Fix NYC 
Advisory Panel 
Recommendation 


6. 2018 
Metropolitan 
Transportation 
Sustainability 
Advisory 
Workgroup 
Recommendation 
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PURPOSE KEY CHARACTERISTICS 


To reduce traffic 
congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD 
and provide 
revenue for MTA 
capital and 
operating costs 


To address 
regional 
transportation 
needs, including 
excess traffic 
congestion, and to 
suggest new 
sources of 
sustainable 
funding for the 
region’s public 
transit system 


Fix NYC Advisory Panel reviewed 
congestion pricing systems in place in 
London, Singapore, Stockholm, and Milan; 
evaluated a range of road pricing concepts, 
including priced managed lanes, 
conventional tolls, zone-based charging, 
truck tolling, and adjusted parking 
surcharges and vehicle registration fees. 
Fix NYC Advisory Panel recommended a 
phased congestion reduction plan, including 
increased enforcement of traffic laws, a 
surcharge on FHVs in the Manhattan CBD, 
and a zone pricing program for all vehicles 
entering the Manhattan CBD south of 60th 
Street. Daily toll for inbound vehicles 
entering Monday through Friday, 6 a.m. to 


8 p.m. Buses and FHVs to be exempt from 
the zone charge. FDR Drive to be exempt. 
Potential implementation of variable pricing 
schedule. 


Recommended measures included 
implementing a new congestion pricing 
zone for the Manhattan CBD with generated 
revenue to be dedicated to MTA. 


RESULT 
An FHV surcharge was enacted 
in 2018. A number of the panel's 
other recommendations were 
incorporated into the 2019 MTA 
Reform and Traffic Mobility Act. 


Congestion pricing 
recommendations were 
incorporated into the 2019 MTA 
Reform and Traffic Mobility Act. 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
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2007 
PlaNYC Mayor’s Plan 


August 2022 
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New York City 


Thirty years ago, a plan for New York’s 
future would have seemed futile. 


The city was focused entirely on solving 
immediate crises. Government flirted with 
bankruptcy. Businesses pulled up stakes. 
Homes were abandoned. Parks were 
neglected. Neighborhoods collapsed. Sub- 
ways broke down. Crime spiraled out of con- 
trol. New York seemed unsafe, undesirable, 
ungovernable, unsolvable. 


Today, the city is stronger than ever. 


Transit ridership is at a fifty-year high. Crime 
is at a forty-year low. We have our best bond 
rating ever, and the lowest unemployment. 
A record 44 million tourists came to visit last 
year. For the first time since World War II the 
average New Yorker is living longer than the 
average American. And our population is 
higher than it has ever been. 

Moving to New York has always been an 
act of optimism. To come here you must 
have faith in a better future, and courage to 
seek it out; you must trust the city to give 
you a chance, and know that you’ll take 
advantage when it does. You must believe 
in investing in your future with hard work 
and ingenuity. You must, in short, believe in 
accepting a challenge. 


This Plan is offered in that spirit. 


The challenges we face today are very differ- 
ent from those of the 1970s, but they are no 
less critical. Our population will grow to over 
nine million by 2030. Much of our physical 
infrastructure is a century old and showing 
its age. Even as we have revitalized the five 
boroughs, the quality of our air, water, and 
land still suffer. And today we face a new 
threat with potentially severe implications: 
global climate change. 


This Plan seeks to repel these threats and to 
extend the gains we’ve made over the last 
thirty years. It seeks active solutions rather 
than reactive fixes. The 1970s taught us that 
investing in our future is not a luxury, but an 
imperative. With that in mind, this Plan seeks 
to secure for our children a city that is even 
greater than the one we love today. 

The time for such forward thinking has 
arrived. Just five years ago, let alone thirty, 
confronting these challenges would have 
been impossible. In the wake of the Septem- 
ber 11th attacks, we planned for the next 
day, not the next decade. But our economic 
rebound has been faster than anyone imag- 
ined. And so today, we have an opportunity 
to look further. And we have an obligation 
to do so, if we are to avoid a repeat of the 
decay and decline of the 1970s. 

The moment for facing up to our respon- 
sibility for the city’s long-term future is now. 
The city we pass on to our children will be 
determined in large part by whether we are 
willing to seize the moment, make the hard 
decisions, and see them through. 

This is not a plan that supplants other 
City efforts, such as those we are making 
on crime, poverty, education, or social ser- 
vices. Here we have focused on the physical 
city, and its possibilities to unleash opportu- 
nity. We have examined the tangible barriers 
to improving our daily lives: housing that is 
too often out of reach, neighborhoods with- 
out enough playgrounds, the aging water 
and power systems in need of upgrades, 
congested roads and subways. All are chal- 
lenges that, if left unaddressed, will inevita- 
bly undermine our economy and our quality 
of life. 


We can do better. Together, we can create 
a greener, greater New York. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


Our Challenges 


Under that mandate, we have identified 
three main challenges: growth, an aging 
infrastructure, and an increasingly 
precarious environment. 


GROWTH 


ODEN} {e 


New York’s population swings have always 
been shaped by the tension between the 
allure of a slower paced life elsewhere and 
the energy and openness that has drawn 
new residents from across the United States 
and around the world. 

Over the first half of the 20th century, our 
population swelled every decade, propelled 
by the consolidation of the five boroughs into 
a single city, the expansion of the subway, 
and surges of immigration. As a result of 
these forces, between 1900 and 1930, the 
population soared from 3.4 million to 6.9 mil- 
lion people. 

By 1950, the number of New Yorkers 
reached 7.9 million. But after that, the sub- 
urban ideal came within the grasp of many 
post-war New Yorkers. The pull of new, 
single-family homes in Westchester, Long 
Island, and New Jersey was so strong that, 
despite continued domestic in-migration our 
population stagnated. In the 1970s, rising 
crime and a plummeting quality of life caused 
the city to shrink by 800,000 people. 

We have spent the past three decades 
painstakingly restoring our city’s quality of 
life. As recently as 1993, 22% of New Yorkers 
cited safety and schools as reasons to leave 
New York. When asked those same questions 
again in 2006, only 8% of recent movers gave 
similar answers. And the opportunities that 
lured immigrants to our city from around the 
country and around the world continue to do 
so. Our city’s resurgence has enabled New 
York to burst through its historic population 
high with 8.2 million people. We are also 
more diverse than ever; today nearly 60% of 
New Yorkers are either foreign-born or the 
children of immigrants. 

Barring massive changes to immigration 
policy or the city’s quality of life, by 2010, 
the Department of City Planning projects 
that New York will grow by another 200,000 
people. By 2030, our population will surge 
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New York will continue growing through 2030, but not all the 
changes are intuitive. While the city's population will reach 
a new record, only two boroughs (Staten Island and Queens) 
will surpass their historic highs. 


Our fastest growing population will be residents over the age 
of 65, while our number of school-age children will remain 
essentially unchanged. Overall, our residents will average three 
years older, a result of the baby-boomer generation reaching 


retirement and lengthening life spans across the city. 
This means we must concentrate on increasing the number 
of senior centers and supportive housing as we look ahead. 


As a result, while the city's overall projections are instructive, 
important differences exist between each borough. 


INDUSTRIAL BUSINESS AREAS 
BOROUGH BUSINESS DISTRICTS 
CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICTS 


Manhattan's population 
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experienced growth each decade between Population 
1950 and 2000. This trend will continue, 275 
although at a slower pace than between 

1970 and 2010. By 2030, the population will 2 22 
reach a historic peak of 552,000 people, a = 

24.4% increase over 2000. As residents stay = < 
longer and settle, the population will age S aq 
dramatically. In 1970, Staten Island was the 3 

city's youngest borough; by 2030, it will be S 0.55 


the oldest. These older residents will push 
the borough's median age to nearly 40 years 
in 2030, a 12-year increase from 1970. 
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While the population of the Bronx peaked in 1970, 
the following decade saw disinvestment in housing, 
— rising crime, and the growing appeal of the suburbs. 
—_ e i. These conditions precipitated a crisis that resulted 
| : © in the loss of more than 300,000 people. While 
a Ca ~ New York has largely rebounded from the desolation 
: Bs Magee) fs of that decade, the Bronx was most deeply affected. 
i By 2030, the borough is projected to pull almost 
even with its 1970 historical high of 1.47 million. 
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Over the past 30 years, Queens has captured an 
ever-increasing share of the city’s population. Although 
Queens comprised just 19.7% of the population in 
1950, this number is projected to climb to over 28% 

by 2030, when 2.57 million of the city’s 9.12 million 
residents will reside in Queens. The consistent growth 
in Queens will result in a new peak population for the 
borough by 2030. This 
growth is fueled by a 
mix of immigrants 
from more than 100 
countries. As a result, 
the median age in 
Queens from 2000 to 
2030 is expected to 
increase by just over 
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New York City Projected Employment 


New York City Projected Revenues 
From Population and Job Growth 
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past nine million, the equivalent of adding 
the entire population of Boston and Miami 
combined to the five boroughs. 

This growth offers great opportunities. Our 
employment force will grow by 750,000 jobs, 
with the largest gains among health care 
and education. New office jobs will generate 
needs for 60 million square feet of commer- 
cial space, which can be filled by the re-emer- 
gence of Lower Manhattan and new central 
business districts in Hudson Yards, Long 
Island City and Downtown Brooklyn. To pro- 
tect our industrial economy, which employs 
nearly half a million people, we have cre- 
ated 18 Industrial Business Areas. (See chart 
above: New York City Projected Employment) 

Our third-fastest growing industry will be 
fueled by the additional visitors we expect. 
Tourism has nearly doubled in New York since 
1991, when 23 million people visited the City; 
in 2006, the city received 44 million visitors. 
Even if hotel and airport capacity begins to 


INTRODUCTION 


362,988 


703,654 


- 480265 INDUSTRIAL 


2030 


80 


LEISURE & HOSPITALITY 


60 


HEALTH & SOCIAL ASSISTANCE 


40 


BILLIONS OF DOLLARS, 2005 CONSTANT 


20 


constrain this growth, we predict we will still 
exceed 65 million visitors by 2030. 

This growth will also result in enormous 
revenues. The expansion of our tax base will 
impact our economy accordingly. The addi- 
tional jobs, tourists, and residents could 
generate an additional $13 billion annually— 
money that can be used to help fund some 
of the initiatives described in the following 
pages and to provide the services that our 
residents, businesses, workers, and visitors 
deserve. (See chart above: New York City 
Projected Revenues From Population and 
Job Growth) 

But the expansion ahead will be funda- 
mentally different than growth over the last 
25 years. 

To revive our city, we funneled money 
into maintenance and restoration, invest- 
ing in neighborhoods, cleaning and replant- 
ing parks, sweeping away the litter that had 
piled up in our streets and securing our sub- 


Source: NYC Economic Development Corporation 


2020 


2030 


City revenue includes State and Federal grants. Revenue 
sources per job or person assumed to grow at 1.7% annually 
(growth rate of average compensation under Social Security 
Intermediate scenario). 


ways. We reclaimed the parts of our city that 
had been rendered undesirable or unsafe. In 
short, we have spent the past two decades 
renewing the capacity bequeathed to us by 
massive population loss. 

But now we have built ourselves back— 
and we are already starting to feel the pres- 
sure. Cleaner, more reliable subways have 
attracted record numbers of riders, causing 
crowding on many of our lines. It’s not only 
transit. Growing road congestion costs our 
region $13 billion every year, according to a 
recent study. By 2030, virtually every road, 
subway and rail line will be pushed beyond 
its capacity limits. 

Workers are moving farther and farther 
out of the city to find affordable housing, 
pushing our commutes to among the lon- 
gest in the nation. Neighborhoods are at risk 
of expanding without providing for the parks 
and open space that help create healthy com- 
munities, not just collections of housing units. 


New York City Infrastructure Timeline 


1842 Croton Water 
Supply System 
opens, the city's 
first comprehensive 
water system 


Credit: NYC Department: of 
Environmental Protection 


1917 The city's 
first water tunnel 
is completed 


1920s Utility companies 
begin putting New York's 
electrical grid underground; 
parts are still in service today 
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This growth will place new pressure on an 
infrastructure system that is already aging 
beyond reliable limits. New Yorkers pioneered 
many of the systems that make modern life 
possible—whether it was Thomas Edison 
switching on the world’s first commercial 
electric light system in Lower Manhattan, 
planners plotting out the first modern water 
network in the 1840s, or thousands of work- 
ers, engineers, and architects building the 
world’s largest bridges four times. But our 
early innovation means that our systems are 
now among the oldest in America. (See chart 
above: New York City Infrastructure Timeline) 

We are a city that runs on electricity, 
yet some of our power grid dates from the 
1920s, and our power plants rely on out- 
moded, heavily-polluting technology. Our 
subway system and highway networks are 
extensive, and heavily-used, yet nearly 3,000 
miles of our roads, bridges, and tunnels, and 
the majority of our subway stations are in 
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1882 Thomas Edison 
switches on the world's first 
commercial electric light 
system in Lower Manhattan 
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1936 The city's 
second water tunnel 
is completed 


supply expansion 


1932 The city’s last major 
subway expansion opens; parts 
of the original signaling system 
are still used today 


need of repair. Our two water tunnels, which 
provide water to every New York City house- 
hold, haven’t been inspected in more than 70 
years. We do not have the redundancy in our 
system to inspect or make the repairs we need. 

We have seen the consequences of inad- 
equate investment in basic services: during 
the fiscal crises of the 1970s, our streets 
were pocked with more than one million pot- 
holes. By 1982, subway ridership fell to levels 
not seen since 1917, the result of delayed 
service and deteriorating cars. Many of the 
city’s bridges faced collapse. The Williams- 
burg Bridge was taken out of service when 
engineers discovered that the outer lanes 
were on the verge of breaking off into the 
East River. A truck famously plunged through 
Manhattan’s West Side Highway. 

We were reminded again during the 
recent power outage in Queens why reliable 
infrastructure matters. That’s why even as 
our expansion needs assume a new urgency, 
we must find ways to maintain and modern- 
ize the networks underpinning the city. 
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1944 The Delaware Water 
Supply System opens; it is 
the city's last major water 
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1883 The Brooklyn Bridge 
becomes the first bridge 
across the East River 


1904 The first subway 
line begins service in 
New York City 


Credit: pity Images 


1964 The Verrazano-Narrows 
Bridge becomes the last 
significant bridge built in 
New York City 


1970 Work on the city's 
third water tunnel begins; 
the second of four stages 

will be done by 2012 
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As our population grows and our infrastruc- 
ture ages, our environment will continue to 
be at risk. 

We have made tremendous gains over 
the past 25 years in tackling local environ- 
mental issues; waters that were unsafe even 
to touch have become places to boat, fish 
or swim. Air that could once be seen has 
become clear. 

The Clean Air Act was enacted in 1970, but 
much of the New York metropolitan area has 
not reached Federal air quality standards for 
ozone and soot, and we suffer from one of 
the worst asthma rates in the United States. 
The Clean Water Act was passed in 1972, 
yet 52% of the city’s tributaries—the creeks 
and man-made canals that hug the shoreline 
and pass through neighborhoods—are still 
unsafe even for boating. Although we have 
cleaned hundreds of brownfields across the 
city, there are still as many as 7,600 acres 
where a history of contamination hinders 
development and threatens safety. 
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Climate Change 

Cutting across all of these issues 

is one increasingly urgent challenge: 
climate change 


In February, the Intergovernmental Panel on 
Climate Change released a report confirm- 
ing that humans have accelerated the effects 
of climate change. As a result, the argument 
has shifted: we are no longer debating the 
existence of global warming, but what to do 
about it. (see chart above: Global Average 
Temperature) 

It is an issue that spans the entire planet, 
but New Yorkers are already feeling the 
effects. As a coastal city, New York is espe- 
cially vulnerable. Our winters have gotten 
warmer, the water surrounding our city has 
started to rise, and storms along the Atlantic 
seaboard have intensified. 

And so we took a close look at the potential 
impacts of climate change on New York City, 
and our own responsibility to address it. 


A global challenge with local 
consequences 

Global warming and climate change are 
caused by increasing concentrations of green- 
house gases in our atmosphere. Carbon diox- 
ide (CO), the most common greenhouse gas, 
is emitted from motorized vehicles, power 
plants, and boilers that burn fossil fuel. It gath- 
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ers in the atmosphere and acts like panels in 
a greenhouse, letting the sun’s rays through, 
then trapping the heat close to the earth’s 
surface. (See chart above: Global Atmospheric 
CO2 Concentrations) 

The evidence that climate change is hap- 
pening is irrefutable. Today there is 30% more 
COz in the atmosphere than there was at the 
beginning of the Industrial Revolution. During 
the same period, global temperatures have 
risen by nearly two degrees Fahrenheit. 

But we don’t need global averages to 
understand how climate change is already 
affecting our health and future security. 

By 2030, local temperatures could rise 
by two degrees; and our city is affected by 
rising temperatures more than the rest of the 
region because urban infrastructure absorbs 
and retains heat. This phenomenon, known 
as the “urban heat island effect,” means that 
New York City is often four to seven degrees 
Fahrenheit warmer than the surrounding sub- 
urbs. But it is not only our summers that are 
getting hotter. In the winter of 2006 to 2007, 
there was no snow in Central Park until Janu- 
ary 12th—the latest snowfall since 1878. (See 
chart on facing page: Annual Average Tem- 
perature in Central Park, Manhattan) 

We also face the threat of sea level change 
and intensifying storms. At the Battery in 
Lower Manhattan, the water in our harbor has 
risen by more than a foot in the last hundred 
years, and could climb by five inches or more 


Source: Columbia University Center for Climate 
Systems research based on National Center for 
Environmental Prediction Reanalysis II 


* 5-year averages are plotted 


by 2030. (See chart on facing page: Annual 
Average Sea Level at the Battery, Manhattan) 

With almost 600 miles of coastline and over 
half a million New Yorkers living within our cur- 
rent flood plain, this change is especially dan- 
gerous to New York. At our current sea level, 
we already face the probability of a “nundred- 
year flood” once every 80 years; this could 
increase to once in 43 years by the 2020s, and 
up to once in 19 years by the 2050s. Accord- 
ing to one estimate a Category 2 hurricane 
would inflict more damage on New York than 
any other American city except Miami. 


Preventing global warming 

Scientists believe that only massive reductions 
in worldwide greenhouse gas emissions, on 
the order of 60% to 80% by the middle of the 
21st century, will stop the process of global 
warming. 

No city can solve this challenge alone. But 
New York has a unique ability to help shape a 
solution. (See charts on facing page: New York 
City’s Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

The sheer size of our city means that 
our contribution to global greenhouse gas 
emissions is significant. In 2005, New York 
City was responsible for the emission of 
58.3 million metric tons of carbon dioxide 
equivalent (COze)—roughly 1% of the total 
carbon emissions of the United States, or an 
amount roughly equal to that produced by 
Ireland or Switzerland. This figure has been 
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Source: Rosenzweig, C., R. Horton, V. Gornitz, and D. C. Major, 2006. 
Climate Scenarios for the New York City Watershed Region, Technical Report, 
Columbia University Center for Climate Systems Research 
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growing at nearly 1% per year, the combined 
impact of both population and economic 
growth, and the proliferation of electronics 
and air conditioning. By 2030, without action, 
our carbon emissions will grow to almost 74 
million metric tons 

Our carbon comes from many sources, but 
is mainly affected by three factors. One is the 
efficiency of the buildings we live in, which 
determines how much heating fuel, natural 
gas, and electricity we consume. Another is 
the way we generate electricity, because inef- 
ficient power plants produce far more carbon 
dioxide than state-of-the-art ones. And a third 
is transportation, including the amount of 
driving we do and the truck trips required to 
haul the freight we need. 

But our density, apartment buildings, and 

reliance on mass transit means we are also 
one of the most carbon-efficient cities in the 
United States; New Yorkers produce 71% less 
COvze per capita than the average American. 
Therefore, choosing to live in New York results 
na reduction of greenhouse gases. 
Slowing the pace of climate change will 
require concerted action across the world. 
But we also cannot afford to wait until others 
take the lead. Nor should we. New York has 
always pioneered answers to some of the 
most pressing problems of the modern age. It 
is incumbent on us to do so again, and rise to 
he definitive challenge of the 21st century. 
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rounding 
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This effort began more than a year ago as an 
attempt to develop a strategy for managing the 
city’s growing needs within a limited amount of 
land. It quickly became clear that this narrow focus 
was insufficient. The scale, intricacy, and inter- 
dependency of the physical challenges we face 
required a more holistic approach; choices in one 
area had unavoidable impacts in another. Each 
problem in isolation had many possible solutions. 
But to develop a plan that was not only compre- 
hensive, but also coherent, we realized that we 
had to think more broadly. 


If you seek to solve traffic congestion by building 
more roads or by expanding mass transit, you make 
a choice that changes the city. If you care about 
reducing carbon emissions, that suggests some 
energy solutions rather than others. If your concern 
is not only the amount of housing that is produced, 
but how it impacts neighborhoods and who can 
afford it, then your recommendations will vary. 


That is why in searching for answers, we have 
wrestled not only with the physical constraints 
New York will face over two decades, but also with 
the fundamental values implicit in those policy 
choices. We have taken as a basic value that 
economic opportunity can and must come out of 
growth; that diversity of all kinds can and must be 
preserved; that a healthy environment is not a 
luxury good, but a fundamental right essential to 
creating a city that is fair, healthy, and sustainable. 


We have also considered that the world is a 

different place today than it was half a century 
ago. Our competition today is no longer only cities 
like Chicago and Los Angeles—it’s also London and 


Shanghai. Cities around the world are pushing 
themselves to become more convenient and 
enjoyable, without sacrificing excitement or 
energy. In order to compete in the 21st century 
economy, we must not only keep up with the 
innovations of others, but surpass them. 


We have not done this work alone. The Mayor’s 
Sustainability Advisory Board, composed of some 
of the city’s leading environmental, business, 
community, and legislative leaders, has helped us 
at every step. We have worked with scientists and 
professors at the Earth Institute at Columbia 
University, New York University, the City University 
of New York, and elsewhere to understand the 
policy history, the economics, and the science 
behind the issues addressed here. And, over three 
months from December through March, we 
reached out further. 


What kind of city should we become? We 
posed that question to New York. Over the 
past three months, we have received thousands 
of ideas sent by email through our website; we’ve 
heard from over a thousand citizens, community 
leaders and advocates who came to our meetings 
to express their opinions; we have met with over 
100 advocates and community organizations, held 
11 Town Hall meetings, and delivered presentations 
around the city. The input we received suggested 
new ideas for consideration, shaped our thinking, 
reordered our priorities. 


In all our conversations, one core emerged: 
the strengths of the city are in concentration, 
efficiency, density, diversity; in its people, but 
above all in its unending sense of possibility. 
We must reinforce these strengths. 


The result, we believe, is the most sweeping plan 
to strengthen New York’s urban environment in 
the city’s modern history. Focusing on the five key 
dimensions of the city’s environment—land, air, 
water, energy, and transportation—we have 
developed a plan that can become a model 
for cities in the 21st century. 


The plan outlined here shows how using our land 
more efficiently can enable the city to absorb 
tremendous growth while creating affordable, 
sustainable housing and open spaces in every 
neighborhood. It details initiatives to improve the 
quality of our air across the city, so that every New 
Yorker can depend on breathing the cleanest air 
of any big city in America; it specifies the actions 
we need to take to protect the purity of our water 
and ensure its reliable supply throughout the city; 
it proposes a new approach to energy planning in 
New York, that won’t only meet the city’s reliability 
needs, but will improve our air quality and save us 
billions of dollars every year. Finally, it proposes 

to transform our transportation network ona 
scale not seen since the expansion of the subway 
system in the early 20th century—and fund it. 


Each strategy builds on another. For example, 
encouraging transit-oriented growth is not only 
a housing strategy; it will also reduce our depen- 
dence on automobiles, which in turn alleviates 
congestion and improves our air quality. 


We have also discovered that every smart choice 
equals one ultimate impact: a reduction in global 
warming emissions. This is the real fight to preserve 
and sustain our city, in the most literal sense. 


The answers are neither easy nor painless. 
They will require not only substantial resources 
but deep reservoirs of will. 


In some cases, the key difficulties are administra- 
tive; we must achieve a new level of collaboration 
between City agencies and among our partners in 
the region. In others, the challenges are legislative. 
This plan calls for changes at the City, State, and 
Federal levels—for transportation funding, for 
energy reform, for a national or state greenhouse 
gas policy. 

Finally, there is the need to pay for what we 

want. Previous generations of New Yorkers have 
ignored the reality of financing and have suffered 
as a result. We cannot make that mistake again. 
For each of our proposals in this plan, we have 
described how it will be funded, which in some 
cases is through the city budget, in other cases 
through new funding sources. An underlying 
assumption has been that we should be willing 

to invest in things that we truly need, and which 
will pay New Yorkers back many times. 


The growth that prompted this effort in the first 
place will also enable us to pay for many of the 
answers. By guiding and shaping this growth, 
we believe it can be harnessed to make a city of 
9.1 million people easier, more beautiful, healthier, 
and more fair than our city of 8.2 million today. 
In December, we posed another question to New 
York: Will you still love New York in 2030? 
Above all, this report seeks to ensure that the 
answer to that question is an unequivocal, 

Yes. 
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* Create homes for almost a million 
more New Yorkers, while making 
housing more affordable and 
sustainable 


¢ Ensure that all New Yorkers live 
within a 10-minute walk of a park 


* Clean up all contaminated land in 
New York City 


As virtually every part of our city grows, one 
piece remains fixed: the supply of land. That’s 
why we must use our space more efficiently, 
to accommodate growth while preserving, 
and enhancing, the city’s quality of life. 


Housing 

To meet the needs of a growing population, 
we'll need 265,000 more housing units by 
2030. We have the capacity to accommodate 
this growth, but without action our city’s 
housing stock won't be as affordable or sus- 
tainable as it should be. 

That’s why we will expand our supply 
potential by 300,000 to 500,000 units to 
drive down the price of land, while directing 
growth toward areas served by public trans- 
portation. This transit-oriented develop- 
ment will be supported by public actions to 
create new opportunities for housing, such 
as ambitious rezonings in consultation with 
local communities, maximizing the effi- 
ciency of government-owned sites, and 
exploring opportunities with communities to 
create new land by decking over highways 
and railyards. 

We must also pair these actions with tar- 
geted affordability strategies like creative 
financing, expanding the use of inclusionary 
zoning, and developing homeownership 
programs for low-income New Yorkers. 

By expanding these efforts into the future, 
we can ensure that new housing production 
matches our vision of New York as a city of 
opportunity for all. 


Open Space 

Although we’ve added more than 300 acres of 
parks in the last five years and set in motion 
much more, two million New Yorkers, includ- 
ing hundreds of thousands of children, live 
more than 10 minutes from a park. 

That’s why we will invest in new recre- 
ational facilities across every borough, 
opening hundreds of schoolyards as local 
playgrounds, reclaiming underdeveloped 
sites that were designated as parks but never 
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finished, and expanding usable hours at 
existing fields by installing additional lights 
and turf fields. 

We will improve our streets and sidewalks 
by adding new greenstreets and public 
plazas in every community as part of our 
strategy to create a more inviting public realm. 


Brownfields 

Our need for land means that we must foster 
the reuse of sites where previous uses have 
left behind a legacy of contamination. 

That’s why we will make existing brown- 
field cleanup programs faster, more efficient, 
and more responsive to New York’s unique 
development challenges. We will develop 
city-specific remediation guidelines, pilot 
new time-saving strategies for testing, and 
create a new City brownfields office to 
accelerate redevelopment. 

We will advocate for eligibility criteria 
expansions for existing State programs, 
while creating a new City program to over- 
see the remaining sites. We will ask for the 
State to release community development 
grants and incentivize developers to part- 
ner with local communities so neighbor- 
hoods gain a stronger voice in shaping the 
direction of their neighborhoods. 

But we can’t clean up all the contaminated 
land in the city if we don’t know where it is. 
That’s why we will launch a process to iden- 
tify contaminated sites. 

To encourage more widespread testing, 
we will create a revolving cleanup fund, 
funded through a partnership with the private 
sector. 

Our approach to brownfields will be more 
comprehensive and inclusive than ever before, 
as we work to ensure that the remnants of our 
past contribute to a more sustainable future. 
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* Open 90% of our waterways for rec- 
reation by reducing water pollution 
and preserving our natural areas 


* Develop critical backup systems for 
our aging water network to ensure 
long-term reliability 


We have two primary water challenges: to 
ensure the water we drink is pure and reliable, 
and to ensure that the waterways surround- 
ing our city are clean and available for use by 
New Yorkers. 


Water Network 

We have the luxury of an abundant water 
supply, but our supply system faces chal- 
lenges. Critical elements such as aqueducts 
and water tunnels cannot be taken out of ser- 
vice. Development encroaches on the city’s 
watersheds, so our reservoirs will require con- 
tinued vigilance. 

We must ensure the quality of our water at 
its source by building a new filtration plant 
for the Croton System and continuing our 
aggressive watershed protection program 
for the Catskill and Delaware systems. 

We will create redundancy for the aque- 
ducts that carry the water to the city through 
a combination of water conservation 
measures, maximizing the use of our exist- 
ing supplies through new infrastructure 
like the New Croton Aqueduct, and eval- 
uating new potential water sources, 
like groundwater. 

Finally, we must be able to repair and mod- 
ernize our in-city distribution, which means 
finishing Water Tunnel No. 3. 


Water Quality 
We are one of the world’s great waterfront 
cities, with nearly 600 miles of coastline. 
Waterfront revitalization has been a guid- 
ing principle of the last five years, across all 
five boroughs. 

Now it is time to accelerate the reclamation 
of the waterways themselves, particularly our 
most polluted tributaries. We will upgrade 
our wastewater treatment infrastructure, 
while we implement proven strategies such as 
greening our streets, planting trees and 
expanding our Bluebelt network. We will 
also explore other natural solutions for 
cleaning our water bodies through a range 
of pilot programs that will be coordinated 
by a new Interagency Best Management 
Practices Task Force. We will also begin 
to assess the protection our wetlands 
receive—our first step toward a broader 
policy. 

Through these initiatives, we can restore 
our city’s natural ecology and the recreational 
use of our waterways. 
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¢ Improve travel times by adding 
transit capacity for millions more 
residents, visitors, and workers 


* Reach a full “state of good repair” 
on New York City’s roads, subways, 
and rails for the first time in history 


New York’s success has always been driven by 
the efficiency and scale of its transportation 
network. But for the last 50 years, New York 
has underinvested. 

Despite dramatic progress, we have not yet 
achieved a full state of good repair across our 
transit and road networks. More significantly, 
virtually all subway routes, river crossings, 
and commuter rail lines will be pushed beyond 
their capacity in the coming decades—making 
transportation our greatest potential barrier 
to growth. 

We are proposing a sweeping trans- 
portation plan that will enable us to meet 
our needs through 2030 and beyond. That 
includes strategies to improve our transit 
network, through major infrastructure 
expansions, improved bus service, an 
expanded ferry system and the comple- 
tion of our bike master plan. We must 
also reduce growing gridlock on our roads 
through better road management and 
congestion pricing, a proven strategy that 
charges drivers a daily fee to use the city’s 
densest business district. 

We know what must be done. But essential 
transit expansions have been stalled, in some 
cases for decades. Today, not a single major 
expansion project is fully funded—and over- 
all, there is a $30 billion funding gap. 

That’s why we will seek to create a new 
regional financing entity, the SMART 
Financing Authority, that will rely on three 
funding streams: the revenues from conges- 
tion pricing and an unprecedented commit- 
ment from New York City that we will ask 
New York State to match. This authority 
would fill the existing funding gap for crit- 
ical transit expansions and provide one- 
time grants to achieve a state of good 
repair, enabling our region to achieve a new 
standard of mobility. 


2 Energy 


* Provide cleaner, more reliable 
power for every New Yorker by 
upgrading our energy infrastructure 


New Yorkers face rising energy costs, air pol- 
lution, and greenhouse gas emissions from a 
lack of coordinated planning, aging infrastruc- 
ture, and growth. 

This will require a two-pronged strategy to 
increase our clean supply and lower our con- 
sumption despite our growth—something 
that no city or state has done before. 

We will encourage the addition of new, 
clean power plants through guaranteed 
contracts, promote repowerings of our 
most inefficient plants, and build a market 
for renewable energies to become a bigger 
source of energy. This new supply will also 
enable us to retire our oldest, most pol- 
luting power plants, cleaning our air and 
reducing greenhouse gas emissions. 

To reduce demand, we will target our larg- 
est energy consumers—institutional build- 
ings, commercial and industrial buildings, and 
multi-family residential buildings—and accel- 
erate efficiency upgrades through a system 
of incentives, mandates, and challenges. 
Demand reductions will help all New 
Yorkers by lowering energy prices. 

Together, these strategies will produce a 
reliable, affordable, and environmentally sus- 
tainable energy network. But there is currently 
no entity capable of achieving this goal. That’s 
why we will work with the State to create a 
New York City Energy Planning Board. 

By managing demand and increasing 
supply, New York City’s overall power and 
heating bill will plunge by $2 billion to 
$4 billion; the average New York house- 
hold will save an estimated $230 every 
year by 2015. 

The result will be not only a healthier envi- 
ronment, but also a stronger economy. 
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* Achieve the cleanest air quality of 
any big city in America 


Despite recent improvements, New York City 
still falls short in meeting federal air quality 
standards. This is most apparent in the per- 
sistently high rates of asthma that plague too 
many neighborhoods. 


We will continue pressuring the State and 
Federal governments to require reduc- 
tions in harmful emissions, while aggressively 
targeting the local sources we can control. 
Transportation is responsible for more than 
50% of our local air pollution; that’s why we 
will encourage New Yorkers to shift to 
mass transit. In addition we will mandate, 
promote, or incentivize fuel efficiency, 
cleaner fuels, cleaner or upgraded 
engines, and the installation of anti-idling 
technology. 

We must also address our other major 
sources of emissions: buildings and power 
plants. That means switching to cleaner fuels 
for heating and retiring polluting plants. 

Our open space initiatives such as tree 
plantings will move us the rest of the way 
toward achieving the cleanest air of any big 
city in America. 

To track our progress and target our solutions 
we will also launch one of the largest local 
air quality studies in the United States. 
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* Reduce our global warming 
emissions by 30% 


Collectively these initiatives address the great- 
est challenge of all: global warming. Scientists 
have predicted that unless greenhouse gas 
emissions are substantially stemmed by the 
middle of the century, the impacts of climate 
change will be irreversible. Coastal cities like 
New York are especially vulnerable. 

Almost every action we take—from turning 
on the lights to stepping into a car—has an 
impact on the amount of carbon dioxide (CO2) 
released into the atmosphere. 

As aresult, our climate change strategy is 
the sum of all of the initiatives in this plan. 
All of PLANYC’s strategies—from reducing the 
number of cars to building cleaner power plants 
to addressing the inefficiencies of our build- 
ings—will help us to reduce emissions. 

And we will also make a difference in the 
fight against global warming simply by making 
our city stronger: By absorbing 900,000 
new residents—instead of having them 
live elsewhere in the United States—we can 
prevent an additional 15.6 million metric 
tons of greenhouse gases from being 
released into the atmosphere. 

We will also embark on a long-term effort to 
develop a comprehensive climate change 
adaptation strategy, to prepare New York for 
the climate shifts that are already unavoidable. 
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As virtually every part of our city grows, one piece 
remains fixed: the supply of land. That's why we must 
use our space more efficiently to accommodate growth 
while preserving—and enhancing—the city's quality of life. 


We must provide enough housing; but we must not allow the 
production of units to eclipse other neighborhood needs—the 
balance of open space, parks, retail, and aesthetics that is 
essential to a healthy community. 


With competing needs and limited land, we must unlock 
unrealized housing capacity, complete unfinished parks, 
and direct growth toward transit centers. By being smarter 
about our land-use strategies, we can realize the promise 
of an expanding population, while avoiding the pitfalls of 
unplanned and unbalanced growth 


Land 


Housing 


Create homes for almost 

a million more New Yorkers, 
while making housing more 
affordable and sustainable 


Open Space 

Ensure that all New Yorkers 
live within a 10-minute walk 
of a park 


Brownfields 


Clean up all contaminated 
land in New York City 
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Create homes for almost 
a million more New Yorkers, 
mums §While making housing more 


ios affordable and sustainable 


The saloons began appearing on Hunters Point in the 1860s. As travelers emerged from the 
new Flushing & North Side Rail Road, they stopped in at new restaurants before transferring to 
ferries that carried them across the East River to the shore of Manhattan. 


The use would soon shift. Although commuters began to dwindle when the railroad started 
providing direct service to Manhattan, by then gas plants, chemical factories, and other types 
of heavy manufacturing had begun moving in. By the start of the 20th Century, Long Island City 
had one of the highest concentrations of industry in the country; some 300 companies 
employed 16,000 workers, making everything from automobiles to chewing gum. 


But as manufacturing declined across the city, the factories and gas plants in Hunters Point 
also began to close. The saloons shut down. The land was stripped of its activity, leaving behind 
contaminated soil and a degraded creek. And that's how it stayed for decades. 


Today, the southern edge of the waterfront sits stark against the Manhattan skyline; an empty 
stretch of land against the spires of the cityscape. On a day this past winter, the site was 
covered in crushed rock and debris; huge cement cylinders and tangles of heavy-duty wire 
rise in piles. But another shift is underway. 


Clusters of tall skyscrapers are starting to rise in Queens West; since the first apartment 
building opened in 1997, developers have built 1,000 units, with more than 4,000 units either 
planned or underway. The City is slated to transform the remaining land with 5,000 new units— 
60% of which will be affordable to moderate and middle income New Yorkers. The former 
commuter outpost and industrial center is becoming the newest neighborhood in New York, 
just a five-minute ferry or one-stop subway ride from Manhattan. 


You can see growth and reclamation 
across New York. Construction is at record 
levels. Swaths of decaying industrial land 
along the waterfront are being reshaped 
into new neighborhoods, with riverside 
promenades, parks, and housing. We are 
re-evaluating our city’s land-use patterns at 
an unprecedented pace, with more than 60 
rezonings in total encompassing over 4,500 
blocks including the Brooklyn waterfront, 
Morrisania and Port Morris in the Bronx, and 
the west side of Manhattan. 


Already, housing for more than 200,000 
people is in the pipeline. As we look ahead to 
2030, our challenge is to house nearly another 
700,000 people between 2010 and 2030. 

Growth on this scale is not impossible— 
indeed, we have done it before. In the last 25 
years alone, we added nearly 315,000 new 
units, and more than 1.1 million new residents. 

But two lessons from that period of devel- 
opment have emerged that should guide 
our growth over the next quarter century. 

The first lesson is that all growth is 


Queens West, foreground not equal. 
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Vacant Land in New York City 
Supply and demand 


VACANT PARCELS 
==e== COST OF LAND 


60,000 — 
55,000 — 
50,000 — 
45,000 — 
40,000 — 
35,000 — 
30,000 — 


25,000 — 


1995 '96 '97 '98 '99 ’00 ’01 ’02 '03 ’04 ’05 2006 


Source: NYC Department of Finance 


As our city faces unprecedented levels of 
population, some fear that change will not 
enable opportunity, but rather erase the char- 
acter of communities across the city. That is 
why we cannot simply create as much capac- 
ity as possible; we must carefully consider the 
kind of city we want to become. 

We must ask which neighborhoods would 
suffer from the additional density and which 
ones would mature with an infusion of people, 
jobs, stores and transit. We must weigh the 
consequences of carbon emissions, air qual- 
ity, and energy efficiency when we decide 
the patterns that will shape our city over the 
coming decades. 


For most of the 20th century, New York’s rapid 
growth followed the expansion of the subway 
system, as mass transit allowed residents of 
an overcrowded city to disperse to lower-cost 
land on the edges of the city—while giving 
them easy access to the jobs concentrated at 
the center. 

We have not always made smart choices 
since. Between 1970 and 2000, many of our 
greatest areas of growth have been under- 
served by transit; many of our most con- 
nected urban centers have either lost popula- 
tion or experienced only modest growth. 

Meanwhile, development pushed out into 
parts of the city that depend more heavily on 
cars. Although spreading housing across New 
York helped fuel the diversity of neighbor- 
hoods and lifestyle choices that distinguish 
our city, growth in these areas will not stay 
sustainable. As we face unprecedented levels 
of population, our growth moving forward 
must be more transit-oriented; this will stem 
increasing travel times and congestion on our 
roads, protect our air quality by avoiding the 
need for more cars, and reduce our global 
warming emissions. 

In the last five years, we have turned the 
corner. New Yorkers have begun to shift back 
toward transit centers, into areas with exist- 


Rent-Burdened Households in New York City 
Share of households with gross rent/income ratio over 30% 
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ing density, and away from places with little 
ability or will to accommodate newcomers. 
While less than 70% of New York’s population 
ives within a half-mile of mass transit, 80% of 
the housing unit capacity created since 2000 
is transit-accessible. 
Today, New York has an opportunity not 
only to grow, but to enhance the strengths of 
the city itself. 


We have also learned that just planning for the 
required number of units will not be enough 
to assure affordability. 

Not long ago, our greatest housing chal- 
enge was abandonment. But as our city’s 
resurgence continues to attract record num- 
bers of residents, the most pressing issue we 
ace today is affordability. In 2005, more than 
half of all New Yorkers paid more than 30% of 
their income toward rent—among the high- 
est burdens in the nation and a three per- 
cent increase from the previous Housing and 
Vacancy Survey in 2002. According to the 
Furman Center, the number of apartments 
affordable to low- and moderate-income New 
Yorkers shrank by 205,000 units between 2002 
and 2005. In a recent poll, more than 64% of 
people cited housing costs as a major factor in 
moving out of the city. (See chart above: Rent- 
Burdened Households in New York City) 

Low vacancy rates and increasing demand 
have plagued the city’s housing market, pro- 
viding upward pressure on housing prices. 
And despite the fact that housing production 
in 2005 and 2006 represented the highest two- 
year total for residential building permits since 
1965, we still face a significant gap between 
the supply of housing and our population. 

As potential building sites have become 
scarcer across the city, the land price com- 
ponent of housing costs has risen. And the 
supply continues to dwindle, helping to drive 
land prices to new levels. (See chart above: 
Vacant Land in New York City) 
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Source: U.S. Census Bureau Housing and Vacancy Surveys 


But one of the biggest pressures on hous- 
ing prices has been the diminishing cushion 
between zoned capacity—the number of 
units that theoretically could be built accord- 
ing to the zoning code—and built units. As 
the number of housing units continues to rise, 
developers have to compete for a shrinking 
supply of vacant or under-built land. 

This means developers pay a “scarcity pre- 
mium” for the remaining sites, and that pre- 
mium feeds into the price of new housing. The 
competition also empowers land owners to 
hold out for the highest possible price without 
worrying that developers will be able to find 
easy, comparable alternatives. 

In its early history, New York avoided this 
problem. New York’s zoning code in 1958 pro- 
vided the potential for 55 million people to 
live in the city—when we had about 7.8 mil- 
lion residents. In 1961, the city overhauled its 
zoning ordinance, but it still provided poten- 
tial for 12 million residents. But since then, 
despite recent rezonings, our overall capacity 
has actually decreased—to about 400,000 
possible new units on soft sites. 

That means we only have space—if every 
significantly underdeveloped and vacant site 
was developed to its full potential—to build 
new housing for 1.3 million more people. But 
many of the sites will not be developed to 
their maximum capacity. By 2030, we expect 
900,000 more people to arrive. If supply is not 
created as fast as people arrive, affordability 
could suffer further. 

The Mayor’s $7.5-billion New Housing Market- 
place Plan, which will build or preserve 165,000 
units for 500,000 people over 10 years, is more 
than has ever been done before. But it will not 
be enough through 2030. Housing 500,000 
New Yorkers will be an historic achievement; 
but it must also be the beginning. 


Our Plan 


This new landscape will require new creativity. 
Not long ago, our housing strategies revolved 
around regenerating a market that had all but 
disappeared from too many New York City’s 
neighborhoods. Our challenge today is to 
devise new ways to harness—and manage— 
the demand unleashed by New York’s phe- 
nomenal success. We must nurture the forces 
that have infused communities from Fort 
Greene to Flushing with new energy, immi- 
grants, up-and-comers, emerging families. 
That means expanding our supply potential 
by up to 500,000 units to decrease the gap 
between housing supply and housing demand 
that has existed in recent decades. There are 
certainly other factors that impact housing 
prices. But of them all, land is the lever that 
the City holds most firmly. By increasing poten- 
tial housing opportunities, the pressure to find 
building sites eases—and with it, prices. 
We must also continue to vigorously pursue 
targeted affordability programs that seek out 
our most vulnerable populations and provide 
them with secure homes and needed support. 


Much of this growth will occur without gov- 
ernment intervention. Private owners will con- 
tinue to submit private zoning applications 
to change the allowed uses and densities on 
their sites. Many of the larger opportunities 
are underway or on the horizon including the 
former Domino Sugar Factory on the Brooklyn 
waterfront and the former Con Edison site on 
Manhattan’s east side. These and other pri- 
vate sites already in the planning and review 
process could contribute to more than 25,000 
units of housing capacity, depending on 
market conditions. 

But private rezonings will not be enough. 
That is why government must take the lead 
in ensuring sustainable growth in housing 
by continuing to work with communities on 
rezonings and maximizing the use of govern- 
ment land to create new housing opportuni- 
ties. We must also be thinking more creatively 
about how to solve our housing needs into 
the future. That means exploring opportuni- 
ties to create new sources of land by decking 
over infrastructure like highways and railyards 
—and in some cases building new infrastruc- 
ture like subway extensions to make develop- 
ment more feasible. (See map above: Potential 
Population Growth Scenario; see map on fol- 
lowing page: Potential Additional Capacity For 
Residential Growth) 

This will help stabilize our market and pro- 
vide broader affordability. But we must sup- 
plement this effort with targeted affordability 
programs that build on our ambitious efforts. 


Potential Population Growth Scenario 
2010 to 2030 


7,500 OR MORE 
5,000-7,499 
2,500-4,999 
1,000-2,499 
UNDER 1,000 
PARKS 


Taken together, these policies will not only 
accommodate 900,000 New Yorkers, but also 
create a more equitable, healthier, and sustain- 
able city. The map above is a vision of what 
our city can become. In this scenario, 95% of 


Our plan for housing: 


Continue publicly-initiated rezonings 
1 Pursue transit-oriented development 
2 Reclaim underutilized waterfronts 


Source: NYC Department of City Planning 


the new capacity would be created within a 
half-mile of mass transit, reaffirming the urban 
values of efficiency, mobility, and environmental 
responsibility. 


3 Increase transit options to sour development 


Create new housing on public land 


4 Expand co-locations with government agencies 


5 Adapt outdated buildings to new uses 


Explore additional areas of opportunity 
6 Develop underused areas to knit neighborhoods together 
7 Capture the potential of transportation infrastructure investments 
8 Deck over railyards, rail lines, and highways 


Expand targeted affordability programs 


9 Develop new financing strategies 
1o Expand inclusionary zoning 
11 Encourage homeownership 


12 Preserve the existing stock of affordable housing throughout New York City 
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Potential Additional Capacity for Residential Growth 


M™ ~~ PUBLICLY-INITIATED REZONINGS 

In pipeline 

HE sPRIVATE REZONING APPLICATIONS 

More than 200 units; in pipeline/pre-application 
Mi sNEW HOUSING ON PUBLIC LAND 

More than 200 units; in pipeline/potential 

|_| 


AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY 
Public or private initiatives 


O WITHIN 1/2 MILE OF SUBWAY STATION 


Source: NYC Department of City Planning 
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Publicly-Initiated Rezonings 
2002 to Present 


MH FACILITATES RESIDENTIAL/COMMERCIAL 
DEVELOPMENT 


I PROMOTES NEIGHBORHOOD 
PRESERVATION 


Mi BOTH DEVELOPMENT AND PRESERVATION 


Continue publicly-initiated 
rezonings 


Just 15 years ago, the waterfronts of Wil- 
liamsburg and Greenpoint were areas left 
behind. Much of the activity slowly ebbed 
away after the loss of manufacturing indus- 
tries along the East River. By 2000, these 
waterfronts and nearby neighborhoods 
were a mix of remaining housing, vacant 
and contaminated waterfront lots, and aban- 
doned industrial buildings that had begun 
to be reclaimed by a new generation of 
Brooklynites for housing, art spaces, and 
craft industries. 

Across New York, stretches of land—once 
teeming with life, action, activity, com- 
merce—sat largely abandoned. As factories 
and ports closed down after World War Il, the 
land stayed cut off from communities, the 
piers vacant, the old buildings empty. Our 
economy had evolved. Our land use did not. 


But recently, that has begun to change. 

In 2002, the City announced a plan to 
rezone the Greenpoint-Williamsburg water- 
front, replacing the empty manufacturing 
sites with a mixture of housing, business 
and open space. The plan adopted in 2005 
is expected to produce about 10,000 new 
housing units—a third of them affordable. 
Already, over 2,000 units have received 
permits, the first pieces of the waterfront 
esplanade are under construction, and the 
park is scheduled to break ground in 2009. 

Greenpoint-Williamsburg has been part 
of one of the biggest transformations of the 
city landscape since the rezoning of 1961. 
In the past five years, nearly 4,500 blocks 
have been rezoned, with many more 
in the pipeline. (See map above: Publicly-Initi- 
ated Rezonings) 


Source: NYC Department of City Planning 


The City has set in motion plans to turn 
about 300 acres of railyards, auto repair 
shops, and parking lots in the Midtown Man- 
hattan area known as Hudson Yards into a 
mixed-use commercial, residential, and hos- 
pitality district. The West Chelsea initiative 
is supporting the area’s concentration of 
arts uses and promoting the transformation 
of aging factories and deteriorating streets 
into new residential and commercial spaces. 
Anchored by the conversion of an aban- 
doned rail line into a world-class elevated 
park, the rezoning is reshaping one of the 
city’s most distinctive and rapidly growing 
neighborhoods. 

Along the way we have sought to ensure 
that every neighborhood's history and char- 
acter is protected to preserve what attracted 
residents in the first place. Each block 
deserves its own unique consideration. For 
example, preserving the historic brown- 
stone character of side streets was a pri- 
mary goal of the recent rezonings in Park 
Slope and South Park Slope, but the City 
paired this with an upzoning of Fourth 
Avenue to promote density where additional 
bulk and height was appropriate. 

Moving ahead, we will continue to ensure 
that the essential character of the city’s 
communities remains intact as we seek out 
three main types of opportunities for public 
rezonings: continuing to direct growth 
toward areas with strong transit access; 
reclaiming underused or inaccessible areas 
of our waterfront; and exploring opportuni- 
ties to spur growth through the addition 
of transit, as our subways did more than a 
century ago. 

All of these rezonings together will create 
the potential for between 54,000 and 80,400 
units of housing. 


Transit-Accessible Population in New York City 
People living within 1/2 mile of a subway 


69.2% 69.7% 
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Pursue transit-oriented 
development 

We will use upcoming rezonings 
to direct growth toward areas with 
strong transit access 


Central to the City’s rezoning strategy is iden- 
tifying primary avenues and boulevards near 
transportation hubs whose width and access 
to transit enable them to support additional 
density. With easy access to multiple trans- 
portation options, these sites can accom- 
modate increased residential development 
without straining the existing transportation 
infrastructure. (See chart above: Transit-Acces- 
sible Population in New York City) 

Downtown Jamaica is one such example. 
There, the J, Z, and E lines and the AirTrain 
connect the Long Island Rail Road’s local sta- 
tion to JFK airport, making it an important 
gateway for new arrivals to the city. As a 
result, Downtown Jamaica is a major transit 
hub, with more than 95,000 riders passing 
through the area’s six subway stops each day. 
This concentration of transit means that thou- 
sands more residents and businesses could 
grow with modest investments in infrastruc- 
ture—and without forcing an increased reli- 
ance on automobiles. 

But much of the current zoning in Jamaica 
has been unchanged since 1961. This out- 
dated zoning, and its restrictions on density, 
is one of the major obstacles to Jamaica’s cur- 
rent and future economic potential. That’s 
why the City is now engaging community 
stakeholders, neighborhood residents, and 
local elected officials in a public review pro- 
cess for the Jamaica Plan, which will build on 
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the strengths of the area to promote sustain- 
able growth. It is among the largest rezoning 
efforts in the city’s history. 

There are other examples across New York. 
In Coney Island, the newly rebuilt Stillwell 
Avenue subway station is the genesis and ter- 
minus of several train lines in Brooklyn includ- 
ing the D, Q, N, and F trains. The Coney Island 
Strategic Plan will promote growth around 
this transit center, enhancing the area’s his- 
toric attractions, while increasing affordable 
housing on vacant City-owned land. 
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INITIATIVE 2 


Reclaim underutilized 
waterfronts 

We will continue restoring 
underused or vacant waterfront 
land across the city 


Although it once supported a flourishing ship- 
ping and industrial center, the city’s water- 
front has experienced a decline in such uses in 
the past 60 years. Today, New York City’s 578- 
mile waterfront offers one of the city’s great- 
est opportunities for residential development. 
Already, more than 60 miles of waterfront land 
is being reclaimed. But the City is evaluating a 
number of additional ambitious projects that 
will achieve similar goals as the Greenpoint- 
Williamsburg rezoning. 

The land surrounding the Gowanus Canal in 
Brooklyn, once a thriving industrial waterway, 
is already evolving into a mixed-use neigh- 
borhood. Because the demand for industrial 
uses has decreased, a land-use study of the 
area can provide opportunities for residen- 
tial development while preserving the neigh- 
borhood’s existing character and remaining 
industrial businesses. Similarly, the Astoria 
waterfront in Queens presents an opportunity 
to extend residential uses through the cre- 
ation of new housing while providing better 
access to the waterfront. 
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INITIATIVE 3 


Increase transit options 

to spur development 

We will use transit extensions to spark 
growth as the subways did more than 
a century ago 


Today more than 2.5 million New Yorkers live 
more than half a mile from a subway stop. 
In these neighborhoods, the lack of transit 
has led to higher concentrations of drivers 
—contributing to congestion, air pollution, 
and global warming emissions; meanwhile, in 
many cases their development potential has 
never been realized. 

Thousands of Bronx residents used to live 
along the elevated subway on Third Avenue 
before it was torn down decades ago. Today, 
many of the tenements that provided custom- 
ers for that El are gone. If apartment buildings 
replaced the underutilized lots that remain, it 
could produce enough riders to justify install- 
ing more mass transit service. 

But the lack of transit has prevented this 
development from occurring. By improv- 
ing bus service along Webster Avenue, we 
can better connect residents to the subway 
system and the regional retail center at the 
area’s main commercial center, the Hub, 
improve the quality of life for residents, and 
attract new investment in housing. 

As one moves to the outer edges of the 
city, transit options become scarcer. By pro- 
viding more neighborhoods with more travel 
choices, we will dramatically expand usable 
land within New York. 


Create new housing 
on public land 


As New York’s population drained away 
during the 1970s, up to 30,000 units of hous- 
ing were abandoned every year; Hunts Point 
and Morrisania alone lost over 60% of their 
population. But population loss was not lim- 
ited to the South Bronx: 43 of the city’s 59 
community districts lost residents during 
this same time period. 

As the abandonment spread and land- 
lords walked away from their sites rather 
than maintaining them, the City became the 
“owner of last resort.” Between 1976 and 
1979, the City increased the stock of housing 
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it managed by forty times, from 2,500 to 
100,000 vacant and occupied units. By 1979, 
the City was managing the same amount of 
housing that currently exists in Hartford and 
New Haven combined. 

Since then, we have systematically trans- 
ferred sites to private developers or sold 
land to produce more affordable units for 
New Yorkers. And almost 30 years later, 
we have virtually no land left. In August 
2005, the City issued the last four major 
RFPs for City-owned land taken in rem 
through tax foreclosure. 

That means our ability to supply land for 
new affordable housing opportunities has 
diminished, even as the need has grown. As 
a result, we must be more creative and 
efficient than ever in leveraging the land we 
have left. 
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INITIATIVE 4 


Expand co-locations with 
government agencies 

We will pursue partnerships with City 
and State agencies throughout the city 


Although the City’s supply of vacant or unde- 
rused land is nearly gone, the City owns 
43,000 acres for municipal purposes. Much 
of this land is fully developed for government 
operations, but significant opportunities exist 
for housing to co-exist with the current use— 
from libraries to schools to parking lots. 

We will work with government agencies 
located in the city to maximize these “co- 
location” opportunities by assembling an 
inventory of sites and evaluating their potential 
as viable sites. Already, we are moving ahead 
with a partnership between the City’s Depart- 
ment of Housing Preservation and Development 
(HPD) and the City’s Department of Transpor- 
tation to generate up to 1,100 new residential 
units on municipal parking lots, while replacing 
all or most of the current parking. 

In Astoria, Queens, fenced-off pavement 
on 29th Street served as a municipal parking 
lot—despite the neighborhood's increasing 
urgency for senior housing. By 2009, the sur- 
face-level parking lot will be replaced by anew 
15-story building, with an adjacent two-level 
subterranean parking garage for the public. 
The facility will be designed to reflect the 
needs of an aging Astoria population, offering 
184 units of housing for seniors, commercial 
space for on-site medical offices, and open 
space. A senior center will be open to the 


community in addition to residents. Topping 
off the multi-use building will be a green roof 
—sustaining not just the community’s seniors, 
but the environment in which they live. 

This partnership recognized the potential 
for achieving simultaneous goals on City- 
owned land: building affordable housing while 
preserving the supply of affordable parking 
spaces. The City will seek to form equally 
productive alliances with other government 
agencies and departments in its search for 
additional land for housing. 


We will continue our partnership 
with the New York City Housing 
Authority (NYCHA) to build 6,000 
new affordable units 


When NYCHA first began building housing 
projects across New York in the 1930s, the 
design of public housing and its integration 
into the urban landscape differed from our 
understanding today. The buildings rose as tall 
towers surrounded by open space, set back 
from the street and without access to stores 
or retail. Built into the project were dozens, 
sometimes hundreds of parking spaces for 
residents, reflecting the automobile-centered 
focus of the mid-twentieth century. 

These spaces are now lightly used—leav- 
ing stretches of the developments sitting as 
vacant concrete. That’s why in 2004, NYCHA 
signed an agreement with HPD to begin tar- 
geting some of these empty areas for new 
housing. On the west side of Manhattan, 98 
underutilized parking spaces were scattered 
across three separate sites. As part of the 
Hudson Yards rezoning, these areas will now 
be redeveloped to provide 438 units of afford- 
able housing. 

By 2013, we will develop 6,000 new afford- 
able units through this partnership, including 
sites in East New York and East Harlem. 

Additional opportunities exist to co-locate 
housing with other functions on govern- 
ment-owned sites. Near Surf Avenue in Coney 
Island, the Economic Development Corpora- 
tion is partnering with HPD to create 152 units 
of housing integrated with a 40,000 square 
foot community center. Other examples of 
possible co-locations include schools, librar- 
ies, and supermarkets. 
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INITIATIVE 5 


Adapt outdated buildings 

to new uses 

We will seek to adapt unused 

schools, hospitals, and other outdated 
municipal sites for productive use 

as new housing 


Across the city, dozens of sites are no longer 
appropriate for their original intended use; but 
can be reclaimed for a new purpose. Whether 
it is redeveloping abandoned warehouses or 
transforming closed hospitals—like the land- 
marked Sea View nurses’ residence that will 
become a new housing project for seniors— 
we can preserve some of our most beautiful 
buildings while meeting the city’s most critical 
housing needs. 

As we move ahead over the next two 
decades, we must continue searching for 
other opportunities in underused schools, 
hospitals, and office buildings. Where appro- 
priate we will partner with the Landmarks 
Preservation Commission to save this irre- 
placeable architecture and restore its place 
as an integral part of our evolving city. We can 
also rethink these buildings to meet some of 
our city’s unique needs; P.S. 109 is currently 
being converted into artists’ housing and 
studios. By working with HPD and the Depart- 
ment of Cultural Affairs to open new afford- 
able spaces for artists, we can not only pre- 
serve our physical city but also its essential 
creative spirit. (See case study: Re-imagining 
P.S. 109) 


CASE STUDY 

Re-imagining P.S. 109 

The castle-like P.S. 109 once housed 
elementary school children from around 
its East Harlem neighborhood. In 1996, 
when the Department of Education 
witnessed a decline in the area's school- 
age population they closed the school, 
slating it for demolition three years later. 


That's when East Harlem community 
groups stepped in, seeking to preserve 
the historic structure, with its slotted 
roofs and gargoyles intact. They won; and 
demolition plans were dropped. 


But in the years following the decision, 
P.S. 109 sat abandoned. Surrounding 
school districts were only at 74% 
Capacity; another school was not needed. 
That's when Artspace, a Minneapolis- 
based developer of art housing, and El 
Barrio's Operation Fightback, a commu- 
nity and housing advocacy organization 
in East Harlem, approached the City. 
They asked for the chance to turn 

the building into affordable housing for 
neighborhood artists. 


Artspace and Operation Fightback are 
now on their way to converting P.S. 109 
into 64 combined living and studio art 
spaces as part of a $28.8 million 
renovation project. 


The entire building will be affordable and 
residents from the East Harlem commu- 
nity, including local artists, will be given 
preference for 50% of the buildings units. 


“The building wasn't being utilized, and 
now we're keeping it as a community 
center,” said Gus Rosado, executive 
director of El Barrio’s Operation Fightback. 


Plans include a public space for arts 
education, and a gallery on the first floor. 


“Real estate values in the area are 
going through the roof, and artists 

are getting squeezed out—they're the 
first to go, because they can't find 
space to practice their craft,” Rosado 
said. “This gives them that opportunity, 
and it's affordable.” 
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Explore additional areas 
of opportunity 


We have also looked further into the future, 
well beyond current initiatives. 

We have identified a number of areas of 
opportunity that bear investigation over the 
coming decades for their potential for new 
capacity. The areas have been selected 
because they promote our principles of sus- 
tainability, transit-oriented development, and 
walkability. Opportunities have been identi- 
fied in every borough and collectively repre- 
sent our largest area of potential growth—up 
to nearly 350,000 new housing units. 

The development of these areas, and 
others still to be identified, will ultimately be 
decisions of new administrations and should 
only be adopted by working with communi- 
ties, property owners and other stakehold- 
ers. Together they will face the challenge of 
creating plans that support existing commu- 
nities while accommodating growth and rec- 
ognizing environmental, infrastructure, and 
economic concerns. But based on our recent 
period of historic growth, we believe these 
initiatives have the potential to anchor new 
developments, while improving quality of 
life for New Yorkers. 


INITIATIVE 6 


Develop underused areas to 
knit neighborhoods together 
We will continue to identify 
underutilized areas across the city 
that are well-served by transit and 
other infrastructure 


Throughout the city, there are areas that fail 
to take advantage of their significant exist- 
ing infrastructure. New York City can accom- 
modate part of our growing population by 
rethinking the uses in these areas. 

Working together with communities, we 
can create places where people want to work 
and live. We have identified a number of loca- 
tions to explore, including the Broadway Junc- 
tion area of Brooklyn, where three subway 
lines and the Long Island Rail Road converge. 
But the zoning capacity has never matched 
this area’s potential. By recognizing this 
neighborhood's ability to absorb responsible 
growth, we could create capacity for thou- 
sands of new housing units. 


Creation of Park Avenue near 


Park Avenue ae 
At the start of the 

20th century, the railyards 
around Grand Central 
Terminal had created an 
area that was dangerous 
and unusable. The City 
covered the tracks, hoping 
to attract new development pees 
around the rail terminal. 

By 1930, new buildings 

occupied every site that 

had been created. 
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Across the city, there are other examples 
of discrepancies between existing infrastruc- 
ture and investment or strong communities 
located next to marginal areas. These include 
portions of Atlantic Avenue in Brooklyn, the 
Broadway corridor in Upper Manhattan, and 
the Third Avenue corridor in the Bronx. 

Future studies may conclude that the uses 
in some of these areas are impractical for one 
or more reasons. Other locations are likely to 
be identified in the future. We will continue 
working with communities to identify oppor- 
tunities for growth that strengthens neighbor- 
hoods, and all of New York. 
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INITIATIVE 7 


Capture the potential of 
transportation infrastructure 
investments 

We will examine the potential of major 
infrastructure expansions to spur 
growth in new neighborhoods 


Because so much of the transit system is 
already strained, investment in transit infra- 
structure is a key component of accommodat- 
ing growth. 

Once New Yorkers were crowded into 
neighborhoods like the Lower East Side at den- 
sities that approximate conditions in some of 
the world’s most congested cities. By extend- 
ing the city’s subway system out into the then- 
open land of the so-called outer boroughs, we 
opened up new land for development, reduced 
overcrowding in Manhattan, and provided a 
diversity of living conditions throughout the 
city. While the city has very little open land 
remaining for future growth, it can incorporate 
the principle of using infrastructure investment 
to support future development. 
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Grand Central Terminal 
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The City is already pursuing this strategy in 
the Hudson Yards area of Manhattan where it’s 
investing $3 billion in extending the subway’s 
7 line and building new parks and streets. 
These investments will support about 100,000 
jobs and more than 13,000 apartments in 
the immediate area and indirectly support 
employment for another 100,000 people, 
all in a location that is more transit-oriented 
than could be provided in any other city in the 
United States. 

Similarly, creating a direct link between 
Long Island and Lower Manhattan will ensure 
that the nation’s fourth largest business dis- 
trict remains a premier business location and 
will help attract users for the rebuilt World 
Trade Center site. But it can be much more 
than that. If we can find a way to connect 
it to the Second Avenue Subway, which we 
believe can be done, we can provide new and 
improved connections between Brooklyn and 
Manhattan. This will support both residential 
and commercial growth in both boroughs. And 
by extending this to Jamaica, we can provide a 
unique mass transit alternative for peripheral 
travel between Brooklyn and Queens and sup- 
port both residential and commercial growth 
in Jamaica. 


Park Avenue near 


Expansion of Zoned Housing Capacity 
Grand Central Terminal 


LARGE PRIVATE 
APPLICATIONS 


PUBLICLY-INITIATED 
REZONINGS 


NEW HOUSING 
ON PUBLIC LAND 


AREAS OF 
OPPORTUNITY 


5,200-11,500 68,000-104,000 


1,900 


Bronx 


Brooklyn 4,500-5,000 11,200-25,300 8,600-10,700 86,000-174,000 


Manhattan 13,800-14,500 11,100-15,600 7,100—-8,100 18,000-22,000 


Queens 5,500—-6,200 25,400-26,900 9,500-19,000 29,000-39,000 
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INITIATIVE 8 


Deck over railyards, rail lines, 
and highways 

We will explore opportunities to create 
new land by constructing decks over 
transportation infrastructure 


Throughout the city, in all five boroughs, high- 
way and rail infrastructure is essential to life 
in the city. But for the most part, they are 
places where communities stop; where neigh- 
borhood is divided from neighborhood. This 
need not be so. (See photos above: Creation of 
Park Avenue) 

Exposed railyards, highways, and rail lines 
that cleave neighborhoods apart have period- 
ically been built over to open up surrounding 
land for development—most notably along 
Park Avenue in Midtown. Just a few blocks 
west sits Caemmerer Yards in the Hudson 
Yards area, which will be decked over for hous- 
ing, offices, a cultural center and public open 
space. There are numerous opportunities to 
reknit the city’s neighborhoods together. 

As our search for land becomes more 
pressing in the coming decades, we must be 
prepared to work with communities to explore 
the potential of these sites. 

Probably, the most frequently cited oppor- 
tunity to use existing infrastructure sites more 
creatively is the Sunnyside Yards in Long Island 
City, Queens. With transit access nearby, and 
new commuter rail access planned as part of 
the East Side Access project, it has often been 
looked to as a potential development site. The 
open railyards span nearly 200 acres; devel- 
oping even the first section could create hun- 
dreds of housing units with stores, schools, 
playing fields, and parks. 

The site could also include an intermodal 
transportation facility at the intersection for 


Staten Island 700 


1,100 1,400 7,600 


SUBTOTAL 26,400-28,300 


54,000-80,400 


29,400-42,000 208,600-346,600 


TOTAL 318,400-497,300 


seven subway lines, the Long Island Rail Road, 
and Amtrak. Residents could walk directly and 
safely to the shopping on Steinway Street in 
Astoria; residents in Long Island City could 
commute from an LIRR station within their 
neighborhood and children from the surround- 
ing communities could play on new ballfields. 
By developing the site, the City could create 
an entirely new neighborhood, connect long- 
separated communities, eliminate the noise 
and blight of an exposed railyard, and provide 
a transportation hub for anyone traveling to 
or from Queens and Long Island. 

To be sure, any such development would 
be complicated. It is an active and essential 
rail yard that cannot be disrupted, and addi- 
tional infrastructure construction as part of 
the East Side Access project is now under- 
way. As a major portal to Manhattan, the area 
already suffers from traffic congestion. On the 
other hand, it offers an exceptional opportu- 
nity to expand the existing Dutch Kills and 
Hunters Point neighborhoods, to provide for 
new places of employment, and to connect 
the areas east and west of the yards that are 
now crossed by only a few streets. 

Other examples of possible platform proj- 
ects are the former railroad space adjoining the 
Staten Island Ferry that could be used to con- 
nect the St. George neighborhood to its water- 
front, and the 36th Street Rail Yards on the 
southern edge of the Green Wood Cemetery in 
Brooklyn. Building on a platform over it could 
result in substantial new units of housing. 

Exposed highways offer a similar oppor- 
tunity. One such site is over the Brooklyn- 
Queens Expressway (BQE) between Carroll 
Gardens and Cobble Hill also in Brooklyn. Just 
south of Atlantic Avenue, the BQE dips into a 
depressed section of roadway bordered on 
either side by Hicks Street. Continuing straight 
through to the entrance to the Brooklyn Bat- 
tery Tunnel, this sunken highway divides 
Cobble Hill and Carroll Gardens from the river 
and the community along Columbia Street. 


Source: NYC Department of City Planning 


A platform could be constructed over the 
below-grade section of the BQE to create nine 
new blocks of housing while reconnecting two 
neighborhoods. Another example of a disrup- 
tive highway that could potentially be covered 
over includes the Gowanus Expressway. 

Some of these areas may be better suited 
than others for future development due to 
their accessibility to rail and mass transit, and 
the physical configuration of the sites. Given 
market conditions, some may not be able to 
support development for many years while 
others may make economic sense sooner. 
We know that the one-size-fits-all approach of 
earlier eras will not work. Building communi- 
ties requires a carefully tailored approach to 
local conditions and needs that can only be 
developed with local input. We will begin the 
process of working with communities, the 
agencies that operate these facilities, and 
other stakeholders to sort through these com- 
plicated issues. (See table above: Expansion of 
Zoned Housing Capacity) 
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CASE STUDY 
Abandonment to Affordahility 


Marina Ortiz can remember when she was a girl 
before her family left East Harlem. 


They were not alone. During the 1970s, roughly 
360,000 housing units were abandoned across 
New York. Harlem alone lost 100,000 people 
between 1950 and 1980. By 1985, the City owned 
nearly 60% of properties in the neighborhood. 


Then Mayor Ed Koch launched a 10-year housing 
plan to reinvigorate fading neighborhoods. The 
plan produced or rehabilitated 155,000 units 
across the city between 1987 and 1996, catalyzing 
the revitalization of thousands of blocks, from the 
South Bronx to East New York. 


Ortiz, 48, moved back to the neighborhood as soon 
as she could. But at a January PLANYC meeting held 
in Harlem, she came to express a new concern. 


Expand targeted 
affordability programs 


New York’s recent boom in housing permits 
is already shrinking the gap between hous- 
ing supply and demand. 

But to truly address the challenge of 
affordability, we must pair these actions 
with targeted strategies to make sure that 
these new housing sources are available to 
the full spectrum of New Yorkers. Some 
income groups have found themselves 
priced out of the private market—but unable 
to benefit from the City’s affordable housing 
programs because their incomes are too 
high. To maintain a diverse workforce and a 
vibrant city, we must reach out to these 
groups and ensure that the City’s programs 
address the broadest range of housing 
needs. 

To this end, we expanded our New Hous- 
ing Marketplace Plan in 2006 to create and 
preserve 165,000 units of housing by 2013. 
HPD anticipates that 68% of the units will be 
affordable to households earning less than 
80% of 2005 Area Median Income (which is 
approximately $50,000 for a family of four or 
$35,000 for a single person) and the remain- 
ing 32% of units will serve moderate and 
middle-income New York families. 

But even though this plan is the most 
ambitious in American history, we know we 
will need to continue pushing for new 
options through 2030. (See case study above: 
Abandonment to Affordabilty) 


She likes it here, she said. She wants to stay. The 
waterfront is a few steps away, and in the other 
direction sits Central Park. Every summer there 
are cultural events, arts fairs, concerts, and 
festivals. She walks to work every morning. 


But safer streets have attracted a series of new 
residents. Already, people she knows are being 
forced to move in with relatives, friends, and 
handfuls of strangers—or move out altogether. 


Ortiz looked around the room, at the assembled 
city staff and fellow residents and raised her 
hand. “Over the next 25 years,” she asked, 
“where are we supposed to go?” 


It is a question being asked across New York. 
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INITIATIVE 9 


Develop new financing strategies 
We will continue to pursue creative 
financing strategies to reach new 
income brackets 


Under the expanded 10-year New Housing 
Marketplace Plan, the City will create 92,000 
new units of housing. But just like other cities 
across the country, New York City struggles 
to provide housing to a range of incomes. As 
a result of the existing resources available to 
create housing, HPD programs have tradition- 
ally targeted populations earning between 
$20,000 and $40,000 per year. 

By enhancing our existing middle income 
programs and committing additional capital 
funding to develop a new Middle Class Hous- 
ing Initiative, 22,000 units will be targeted 
toward New Yorkers earning between $50,000 
and $145,000 per year for a family of four. 

In addition, the New York City Housing 
Trust Fund will utilize approximately $70 mil- 
lion of Battery Park City Authority revenues 
to target households earning below $20,000 
and households earning between $42,540 
and $56,700. 

Finally, the $200 million New York City Acqui- 
sition Fund will be used as early stage capital 
to acquire privately-owned land and buildings 
that will enable the construction and preserva- 
tion of 30,000 units of affordable housing. 

All three programs provide new sources of 
funding to meet the housing needs of popula- 
tions that have been underserved by City pro- 
grams in the past. 
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Our challenge has shifted from abandonment 

to affordability. That's why in 2006, the City 
announced the expanded $7.5 billion New Housing 
Marketplace Plan which will build and preserve 
165,000 affordable units by 2013. In 2006, 

HPD and the Housing Development Corporation 
financed more than 17,000 affordable units 
across the city including more than 140 
affordable units in East Harlem. 


“| think housing development has been the 
greatest reason for the more positive changes 
in East Harlem,” Ortiz said. But there must also 
be “relief for the people who are living here, 
who want to move out of public housing and 
advance to the next level.” 
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INITIATIVE 10 


Expand inclusionary zoning 

We will seek opportunities to expand 
the use of inclusionary zoning, har- 
nessing the private market to create 
economically-integrated communities 


When the Department of City Planning (DCP) 
approached the rezoning of Maspeth-Wood- 
side, Queens, it wanted to preserve the neigh- 
borhood’s rows of single-family houses set- 
tled along quiet, residential blocks. But along 
Queens Boulevard, the wideness of the street 
was not matched by the scale of the housing 
and shopping opportunities. So, in addition to 
acting to preserve the character of the interior 
blocks, DCP opened up the broader boule- 
vards to a mix of affordable units and private 
market development. But this rezoning was 
different: the Maspeth/Woodside rezoning 
included the first inclusionary zoning program 
ever in Queens. 

Inclusionary zoning enables developers to 
build larger buildings in exchange for dedicat- 
ing a percentage of their units to affordable 
housing, either onsite or within a short dis- 
tance. Traditionally, this strategy has been lev- 
eraged across Manhattan and emerging areas 
of Brooklyn, where the pace of development 
and surging demand has attracted record 
numbers of building permits. Developers have 
been eager to incorporate more units, and in 
exchange, create more affordable housing for 
neighborhoods, fulfilling the promise of the 
city—people from every background living 
side-by-side in a single neighborhood. Now 
that kind of demand is spreading across all 
of New York. 
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Already, we have incorporated inclusion- 
ary zoning provisions in Hudson Yards and 
West Chelsea on the west side of Manhattan 
and in Greenpoint-Williamsburg and South 
Park Slope in Brooklyn. Many other rezonings 
incorporating inclusionary zoning have been 
completed or are underway, including in Fort 
Greene and the Lower East Side. We must con- 
tinue to maximize this strategy as we evaluate 
possible new rezonings to ensure that not 
only is more housing produced, but also that 
it is more affordable. 
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INITIATIVE 11 


Encourage homeownership 

We will continue to develop programs 
to encourage homeownership, 
emphasizing affordable apartments 
over single-family homes 


Most people consider homeownership one 
of the foundations of the American dream. In 
New York City, the homeownership rate is the 
highest it has been since we began collect- 
ing information on homeownership in 1965: 
currently 33% of New Yorkers own their own 
homes. While this is an all-time high for the 
city, we will continue to encourage homeown- 
ership so that more New Yorkers can build 
equity and savings instead of spending money 
on rent that they will never recoup. 

For those who do leap into the home- 
ownership market, their choices have been 
constrained by the available supply. Smaller 
houses, including two-family and three-family 
homes, have traditionally provided the first 
opportunity for renters to become homeown- 
ers across New York City. 

But in a strong real estate market, oppor- 
tunities for the development of larger, afford- 
able co-operative and condominium buildings 
have increased—and in some cases been 
introduced for the first time—into neigh- 
borhoods across the city. From Harlem to 
the South Bronx, new opportunities for the 
empowerment of homeownership are emerg- 
ing, without fostering a suburbanized pattern 
of growth. 

In the coming decades, we will continue to 
build on a range of financing programs and 
partnerships that encourage homeownership. 
Today, low-income New York City residents 
living in overcrowded or substandard housing 
conditions in Harlem, Queens or Brooklyn can 
qualify for financing through HPD programs, 


such as Habitat for Humanity, towards the pur- 
chase of a home. For New Yorkers who don’t 
have enough money saved for their down 
payment and closing costs, HPD’s HomeFirst 
Down Payment Assistance program provides 
qualified home buyers with up to 6% of the 
home’s purchase price. 

In addition, we are continuing to partner 
with the Nehemiah program, a collaboration 
between HPD and a consortium of commu- 
nity-based churches in Brooklyn that over the 
past 15 years has constructed nearly 3,000 
single-family homes in East New York and 
Brownsville. Under the Neighborhood Homes 
Program, HPD conveys occupied one- to four- 
family buildings to community-based not- 
for-profit organizations for rehabilitation and 
eventual sale to owner-occupants. 


INITIATIVE 12 


Preserve the existing stock of 
affordable housing throughout 
New York City 

We will continue to develop programs 
to preserve the existing affordable 
housing that so many New Yorkers 
depend upon today 


As we focus on developing affordable housing, 
we must not forget that a considerable stock 
of affordable housing already exists in New 
York. One particular stock of affordable hous- 
ing that is at risk is the government-assisted 
stock. A significant number of New Yorkers 
rely on 250,000 units of affordable housing 
provided by the Mitchell-Lama program, the 
Low-Income Housing Tax Credit Program, and 
HUD-financed properties. These units repre- 
sent an important long-term source of afford- 
able housing for low and moderate-income 
New Yorkers. But, many of the original afford- 
ability restrictions set by the government to 
restrict rents on properties are now expir- 
ing, and in New York City’s strong real estate 
market, owners are tempted to convert their 
buildings to market-rate. At the same time, 
some of these buildings have fallen into disre- 
pair and need help improving housing condi- 
tions for their tenants. 

To date, HPD has worked with partners to 
preserve these units using strategies catered 
to each building or group of buildings. One 
example of this is HPD’s work with the U.S. 
Department of Housing and Urban Develop- 
ment (HUD) to preserve their properties. In 


this case, HPD has arranged the successful 
transfer of more than 1,000 units from HUD’s 
foreclosure pipeline to responsible new 
owners. But there are thousands more units 
we need to preserve. Over the coming years, 
we will work to create a comprehensive strat- 
egy to preserve these units with the goal of 
providing incentives to owners to keep their 
buildings affordable or to transfer them to 
responsible ownership. As the housing market 
in New York continues to evolve, the City is 
committed to adapting its preservation strate- 
gies to ensure we save this valuable stock of 
affordable housing. In fact, preserving 37,000 
of these units is an explicit goal of the New 
Housing Marketplace Plan. 


We have seen the shift that can occur over 
25 years. Since 1980, the city’s housing crisis 
completely reversed, from abandonment 
to affordability. Each question has been 
equally urgent. 

We recognize that the strategies discussed 
here—rezonings, maximizing affordability 
on public land, looking at new areas of oppor- 
tunity, developing innovative financing pro- 
grams, expanding the use of inclusionary 
zoning, and supporting home ownership—will 
have to be adjusted as the market changes, 
and new approaches may need to be added. 
Our efforts must reflect the dynamism of New 
York and its growing population if we are to 
be successful in addressing the city’s hous- 
ing needs. We must be prepared to respond 
with creativity and compassion as newer chal- 
lenges emerge. 

The mixture of residents will determine, 
more than anything else, the kind of city we 
become. By expanding supply possibilities to 
create healthier market conditions, we can 
continue ensuring that new housing produc- 
tion matches our vision of New York as a city 
of opportunity for all. The building blocks are 
mixed-income communities. 

But this principle will not change: If New 
York loses its socioeconomic diversity, its 
greatest asset will be lost. We can—and 
must—do better. 
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We must ensure that all 
New Yorkers live within a 
10-minute walk of a park. 


Bryant Park, Manhattan 


In 1652, Dutch traders began settling farming 
villages just east of Manhattan—including one 
they named Vlackebos, meaning “wooded 
plain.” The area, with its dense forests and 
flat terrain, would eventually become known 
as Flatbush, and it remained in its natural 
state for the better part of three centuries. 
But, in the 1920s, the new Interborough Rapid 
Transit linked Flatbush to the rest of the city, 
sparking new developments that began 
welcoming successive generations of 
immigrants. As with the Dutch traders, these 
newcomers built homes and roads, only more 
quickly and densely. Riding through East 
Flatbush today, there are still trees that line 
its quiet, residential sidewalks. But the area's 
open space is virtually gone. 


Flatbush is not alone. Through much of the 
20th century, in too many neighborhoods, 
the population grew faster than the rate of 
new park development, even as the City 
built one of the largest urban park systems 
in the United States—29,000 acres in all. The 
challenge today is not only to add new park- 
land, which is critical to the city’s quality of 
life, but to expand access to parks and open 
space in communities where they have been 
scarce for decades. (See case study on follow- 
ing page: New York City’s Three Great Ages of 
Parks Development) 

Over the last five years, the City has 
added more than 300 acres of new parkland, 
much of it by reclaiming stretches of the 
waterfront that were abandoned by industry 
decades ago. Yet because of our population 
density, the city has fewer acres of green 
space per person than almost any other 
major American city. And as the city’s popu- 
lation continues to grow, and as competition 
from housing, office space, and other uses 
intensify, the need to create new parks and 
open space will increase. 
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CASE STUDY 

New York City’s Three Great Ages 

of Parks Development 

It was predicted to become a “great beer-garden 
for the lowest denizens of the city.” 


Instead, Central Park heralded the first of three 
great ages of parks development in 
New York's history. 


Despite these predictions by The New York Herald, 
by 1863, Central Park was attracting 4 million 
visitors annually from every social class. Frederick 
Law Olmsted never doubted that the elegantly wild 
parks he had visited in Europe would appeal to 
both wealthy New World tycoons as well as the 
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The current standard for park space in 
New York is 1.5 acres per thousand people. 
For playgrounds it is 1,250 children per play- 
ground. In contrast, East Flatbush’s 56,000 
residents have access to a total of 4.8 acres 
of open space, or 0.09 acres per thousand 
people. The neighborhood’s 12,000 children 
share three neighborhood playgrounds. More 
than half the population, or 29,000 people, 
lives farther than a quarter-mile from publicly 
available open space. 

New Yorkers love their parks—and are 
eager to use them. In a recent survey, 82% of 
New Yorkers cited open spaces as one of their 
most cherished city assets. But those assets 


hardscrabble strivers who were streaming into 
New York City by the hundreds of thousands. 

A man of strong ideals, Olmsted almost single- 
handedly convinced a skeptical nation that 
common space must be equally accessible to 
all citizens. 


Buoyed by the triumph of Central Park, Olmsted 
and his partner Calvert Vaux quickly set about co- 
designing iconic New York City public spaces, 
including Prospect Park, Riverside Park, Eastern 
Parkway, and Ocean Parkway. All told, the two 
landscape pioneers helped create over 1,900 
acres of New York City parkland. 


Robert Moses unofficially inaugurated the second 
great age of parks in August of 1929, when, as 
Long Island State Parks Commissioner, he opened 
Jones Beach State Park, which attracted 350,000 
visitors in its first month of operation alone. 
Between 1934 and 1960, park acreage increased 
from 14,000 acres to 34,600 acres. Moses took 
full advantage of New Deal funding in deploying an 
army of workers that at one point reached 84,000 
people to develop 15 outdoor swimming pools, 17 
miles of beaches, and 84 miles of parkways. 


are increasingly crowded. With population 
growth expected to continue, and as greater 
competition for land from housing, offices, 
schools, municipal uses, and other priorities 
intensifies across the city, the open space 
ratio is expected to fall even further. Today, 
97 out of 188 neighborhoods have more than 
1,250 children per playground. Based on cur- 
rent trends, by 2030, 59 neighborhoods will 
have less than 1.5 acres of open space per 
1,000 residents. 

Expanding access to parks is also impor- 
tant for public health. Today, the city’s obesity 
rate among children is 24%, almost 10% above 
the national average. In 2000, children in New 
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But by 1980, the funding, staffing, and quality 

of our parks had dwindled, leaving behind barren, 
unkempt spaces. The turnaround began in 1981, 

when Mayor Ed Koch announced a 10-year capital 

plan that proposed a $750 million commitment | 
to rebuild our system. That program helped spur 

the third great period of parks developments in 

the city. 


Over the past five years, we have already added 
more than 300 acres of parkland. New York City 
is currently home to more than 1,800 parks, 
playgrounds and recreation facilities across the 
five boroughs. 


With the egalitarian principles of Olmsted and 
Vaux as our inspiration, we will make public space 
easily accessible to every New Yorker—as we 
launch the most ambitious parks program in half 
a century. 


Left: Central Park 
Credit: NYC Department of Records/Municipal Archives 


Above Right: Orchard Beach 
Credit: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


Below Right: Rendering of Plans for Fresh Kills 
Credit: NYC Department of City Planning 


York City were almost twice as likely to be hos- 
pitalized for asthma as children in the U.S. as 
a whole. Expanding access to open space is 
not a panacea for these health problems, but 
it can be part of the solution. In the interest of 
public health and environmental justice, we 
have to do better. 

New Yorkers are clamoring for more oppor- 
tunities to enjoy parks, and maintaining and 
expanding our quality of life requires us to 
answer that need. 

By developing a comprehensive, neighbor- 
hood-by-neighborhood approach, we can 
ensure that every child and every adult has 
open space to relax and play. 


Our Plan 


When opportunities arise to create new parks 
we should continue to seize them—as we 
have by reclaiming Fresh Kills from its lan- 
guishing status as a 2,300-acre former land- 
fill, re-imagining the East River Waterfront, 
and Governors Island as part of a new Harbor 
District, building a new 20-acre waterfront 
park along Sunset Park’s Bush Terminal Piers, 
transforming the Elmhurst gas tanks site into 
six new acres of park space, and setting in 
motion over the last five years the creation of 
nearly 2,700 acres of parkland—the largest 
expansion of our system since the New Deal. 

But even that will not be sufficient for every 
neighborhood as we move forward. The need 
for new parkland must be balanced with the 
need for additional housing, schools, and 
transit access, and the available land for these 
critical priorities is getting scarcer. As a result, 
we cannot fully solve the challenge by buying 
more land and converting it into parks. New 
approaches are needed, strategies that clev- 
erly evolve and co-locate uses on the land we 
already have. This idea is the core of our Open 
Space program. 

We have developed three main approaches 
to ensure that nearly every New Yorker lives 
within a 10-minute walk of a park by 2030. 
First, we will upgrade land already designated 


All Park Initiatives 
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as play space or parkland and make it available 
to new audiences. Second, we will expand 
usable hours at our current, high-quality sites. 
And third, we propose re-conceptualizing our 
streets and sidewalks as public spaces that 
can foster the connections that create vibrant 
communities. 

The collective result of these policies will 
create over 800 acres of upgraded parkland 
and open space across virtually every neigh- 


Our plan for open space: 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


borhood. Combined with other transforma- 
tive park projects already being advanced, 
the total number of acres newly planned, 
acquired, developed, or opened will total 
nearly 4,000. No longer will some residents 
have access to recreation and space for relax- 
ation, while others do not. By 2030, virtu- 
ally every New Yorker across the city will live 
within a 10-minute walk of a park. (See map 
above: All Park Initiatives) 


Make existing sites available to more New Yorkers 
1 Open schoolyards across the city as public playgrounds 
2 Increase options for competitive athletics 
3 Complete underdeveloped destination parks 


Expand usable hours at existing sites 


4 Provide more multi-purpose fields 
5 Install new lighting 


Re-imagine the public realm 


6 Create or enhance a public plaza in every community 


7 Green the cityscape 
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CASE STUDY 

History of Jointly Operated 
Playgrounds 

Even on a cold January day, the Fort 
Hamilton High School playground was 
alive with five and six-year-old kids 
drawing games on the pavement with 
colored chalk. After school hours, the 
playground stays open for the Bay Ridge 
community, as does Fort Hamilton High's 
track, football fields, and basketball 
courts. Mid-winter soccer games and 
pick-up basketball after school are 

the norm. 


When it opened in 1938, Fort Hamilton's 
Jointly Operated Playground (JOP) was 
the first of its kind—a collaboration 
between the Department of Parks & 
Recreation (DPR) and the Department 
of Education (DOE). Then, like today, 
New York City was looking for a way 

to maximize the use of its existing 
resources and provide cost-effective 
recreational space. 


Today, there are 269 JOPs open for public 
use. But they are the exception—81% of 
schoolyards are closed to the public after 
the last bell of the school day. 


Even though the JOP program is a 
sensible use of city resources, it has 
been stymied by administrative hurdles. 
Since 1938, JOPs have been considered 
designated parkland, which restricts 
how the land can be used. Without the 
flexibility to meet the potential needs 
of the schools, the City was concerned 
that expanding the program would 
further inhibit school expansions. 


That's why we will apply the original 
JOP program principles to a workable, 
new administrative model. The DOE and 
the School Construction Authority will 
retain control of their property, and will 
be responsible for capital construction, 
maintenance and security. 


For children like Sasha, a six-year-old 
playing in scattered snow in the Fort 
Hamilton JOP after school hours, all that 
matters is having a space in which to 
play. Now, he and more than 300,000 
children across the city will have more 
playgrounds to choose from. 


Inventory of Schoolyards-to-Playgrounds 


CATEGORY PLANNED IMPROVEMENTS 


Category | 
(Can be opened immediately) 


No improvements required 


NUMBER OF 
PLAYGROUNDS 


CHILDREN SERVED 


86,250 


Category Il 

(New equipment required) 
improvements, including: 

+ Painting and sealing pavement 


+ Upgrading or adding sports equipment 
+ Installing fitness and/or playground equipment 
+ Planting street trees and landscaping 


Depending on the needs of the school and the 187,500 
community, each site will receive playground 


Category Ill 


they will undergo: 
+ Repaving damaged asphalt 


These sites would benefit from all of the 
(Capital improvements required) | improvements of the Category Il sites. In addition, 


+ New fencing and safety improvements 


290 362,500 


Make existing sites 
available to more 
New Yorkers 


Hundreds of playgrounds, dozens of high- 
quality competition fields, and acres of open 
space exist in every borough. But in too many 
cases, they are used only a few hours a day. 
Schoolyards, high school fields, and open 
parkland are resources that can be maximized 
for the benefit of every community. 
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INITIATIVE 1 


Open schoolyards across the 
city as public playgrounds 
We will open schoolyards as 
playgrounds in every neighborhood 


Although East Flatoush lacks traditional 
sources of open space, opportunities to 
create greener streets and active playgrounds 
exist. (See case study: History of Jointly Oper- 
ated Playgrounds) 

On a recent afternoon, the tall metal gates 
of P.S. 135 were open long after classes had 
ended, revealing a large schoolyard encircled 
by a silver chain-link fence. More than 20 teen- 
agers were gathered, some playing, others 
looping their fingers through the links in the 
fence, peering in and awaiting their turn. The 
rest of the space sat empty and unused. 

There are four schoolyards in the neighbor- 
hood that are currently underutilized. Some 
lock their gates when the school day ends. 
Others offer minimal equipment to the com- 
munity. These school yards, some of which 
are closed all summer, every weekend, and 
every evening, offer the best opportunity for 
turning an existing, underused space into a 
vital community resource. 


OPEN SPACE ENSURE THAT ALL NEW YORKERS LIVE WITHIN A 10-MINUTE WALK OF A PARK 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


Of the 290 underutilized schoolyards in 
neighborhoods that lack open space, 69 of 
them could be opened tomorrow; simply 
unlocking the gates will open an equipped, 
playground—a long overdue solution. The 
other sites would require new investments— 
such as play equipment, greenery, or asphalt 
sports fields—to make them attractive as play 
space. Some of these sites could be opened 
as early as 2008. (See table above: Inventory 
of Schoolyards-to-Playgrounds) 

These playgrounds could provide proper 
play space for more than 360,000 children 
by 2030. But expanded access would not 
be the only benefit. In 2000, there were 97 
neighborhoods with more than the accepted 
standard of 1,250 children per playground; in 
fact, on average these underserved neighbor- 
hoods have almost 2,100 children for each 
playground. By opening these playgrounds 
that number would drop to 1,260 children per 
playground. (See map on facing page: Current 
Playground Access and Proposed Schoolyard- 
to-Playground Sites) 

These new playgrounds will offer children 
something more than the asphalt expanses 
that often serve as schoolyards today. 
Although each site will be evaluated individu- 
ally, modest investments could turn faded 
concrete courts into an outdoor exercise 
center; a junior soccer field, or a walking/jog- 
ging course. Trees could bring life and green- 
ery into the playgrounds. 


Current Playground Access and Proposed 
Schoolyard-to-Playground Sites 


© SCHOOLYARDS-TO-PLAYGROUNDS 
©) ADEQUATE PLAYGROUND ACCESS 
MM INADEQUATE PLAYGROUND ACCESS 
OPEN SPACE/NON-RESIDENTIAL 
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Increase options for 
competitive athletics 

We will make high-quality 
competition fields available to 
teams across the city 


Often the fiercest competition among sports 
teams in New York City can be finding a place 
to play. We will increase options for competitive 
athletes by making high-quality competition 
fields available to teams across the city. 

In recent years we have developed a stock 
of first-class fields that can be made available 
to more teams with proper coordination. For 
example, the “Take the Field” program, a public- 
private partnership that rebuilds outdoor ath- 
letic facilities at public schools, has already cre- 
ated 43 high-quality sports field complexes at 
high schools in every borough. Altogether, the 
program has built 36 soccer fields, 35 baseball 
fields, 35 tracks, and 22 tennis complexes— 
some of which can be made available to wider 
use with proper coordination. 

Existing fields are currently being used both by 
school teams and a limited number of commu- 
nity teams. We will work with sports teams and 
community-based groups to open the sites to 
new audiences and maintain underused fields. 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 
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Complete underdeveloped 
destination parks 

We will fulfill the potential of at least 
one major underdeveloped park site 
in every borough 


The most tantalizing opportunity lies in the 
500 acres of underdeveloped parkland and 
underutilized facilities. 

New York’s park system is built on a founda- 
tion of regional and large parks. These parks 
are the greatest attractions in the system, 
providing a full range of experiences—ath- 
letic, cultural, educational, and relaxing—for 
every resident in the city. As New York grows, 
these parks will continue to attract even larger 
numbers of users. To maintain the quality of 
the park system, New York will need to create 
new regional and large park destinations. 

We've identified eight sites across the 
city—at least one in every borough—that 
were once envisioned as spectacular 
resources for the surrounding region. All have 
yet to reach their potential. 

One is a former reservoir. Several are 
located along highways, with few access 
options. One site lies within a nature preserve, 
but could safely be developed. 


Together, these sites will become regional 
destinations. For each one, we will engage ina 
planning effort with the surrounding commu- 
nity to develop green spaces, outdoor recre- 
ational centers with opportunities for all ages, 
and sports facilities—such as for soccer and 
cricket—that reflect the shifting recreation 
interests of today’s New Yorkers. (See map on 
following page: Destination Parks) 


Dreier-Offerman Park (Calvert 

Vaux Park), Brooklyn 

Dreier-Offerman Park, in the Bensonhurst 
neighborhood of south Brooklyn, was planned 
as a regional park eight times the size of 
Bryant Park. But many of the playing fields at 
this 77-acre park were built by individual com- 
munity organizations with limited resources 
and little coordinated planning. By 2013, this 
park will finally reach its potential, becoming 
the center for competitive soccer and base- 
ball for all of south Brooklyn. 


Fort Washington Park, Manhattan 

The 160-acre site already offers tennis courts, 
baseball diamonds, and scenic walking paths 
along the Hudson. But cars driving by the 
Henry Hudson Parkway separate this long, 
narrow park from the rest of the city—and 
there is only one main entrance along a mile- 
and-a-half long stretch. Fortunately, the State 
Department of Transportation has funded 
plans to improve access to Fort Washing- 
ton Park. That will provide an opportunity to 
maximize use of the space by building a new 
soccer and volleyball facility for Upper Man- 
hattan. Greenway improvements will also be 
implemented throughout the park. 


Highland Park, Queens 

The former Ridgewood Reservoir is nestled 
within the broader expanse of Highland Park. 
Built in 1856 on a natural basin, the reservoir 
was used until 1959 and served as a backup 
water supply for Brooklyn and Queens until 
1989. Today its three basins are overgrown. 
Two of the three basins will be set aside 
as a nature preserve, while the largest will 
be transformed into a 60-acre active recre- 
ation center. 


McCarren Park, Brooklyn 

Opened in 1936, then closed in 1984 due to 
the deterioration of its systems, McCarren 
Pool will finally be rebuilt as both an outdoor 
Olympic-size pool and a year-round recreation 
center serving the people of north Brooklyn. 


Ocean Breeze Park, Staten Island 

Ocean Breeze is a 110-acre park that used to 
be part of an adjacent hospital campus. Most 
of the park is sand dunes and wetland and 
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MANHATTAN 
ae Highbridge Park 
Destination Parks | aed oft 36 acres 


Proposed Improvements: 
restore bridge with repairs 
to the brick walkway and 
= stone and steel arches. 
creating a pedestrian and 
bike connection between 
Manhattan and the Bronx 


MANHATTAN 
Fort Washington Park 
160 acres 


Proposed Improvements: improve 
access across Henry Hudson Parkway, 
build new soccer and volleyball facility, 


and create greenway improvements anOGr Th 


McCarren Park, 36 acres 


Proposed Improvements: rebuild the 
McCarren Park pool as an Olympic-size 
pool and a year-round recreation center 


STATEN ISLAND 

Ocean Breeze, 110 acres 
Proposed Improvements: develop 
soccer fields, baseball fields, and 
the city's third indoor track facility 


BROOKLYN 
Dreier-Offerman Park 
77 acres 


Proposed Improvements: 
develop competitive soccer 
and baseball center 
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THE BRONX 
Soundview Park, 212 acres 


Proposed Improvements: undertake 
environmental improvements, including 
salt marsh restoration, construct a 

new athletic fields and facilities 


BROOKLYN 
Bushwick Inlet Park 


QUEENS Bushwick Inlet Park is an example of a regional 
Highland Park, 60 acres park already underway. It will transform formerly 
Proposed Improvements: set industrial land into a 28-acre waterfront park 
aside two of three basins set against the Manhattan skyline. A two-mile 

as a nature preserve and waterfront esplanade will wind along the 

new active recreation center Greenpoint-Williamsburg shoreline, opening up 
on recreational turf ball field, gardens, and boat 
launches that enhance the site's dramatic views 
and riverfront location. 


Above: Bushwick Inlet Park before 
Credit: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


Below: Bushwick Inlet Park after 
Credit: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


QUEENS 
Rockaway Beach 
44.5 acres 


Proposed Improvements: 
re-establish amenities 


along the boardwalk for 
beach visitors 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 
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must remain in its natural state. But there is a 
large parcel of approximately 10 acres where 
active recreational activities can take place. 
Ocean Breeze is our single best opportunity 
on Staten Island to create much-needed major 
athletic facilities, including soccer fields, base- 
ball fields, and the city’s third indoor track. 


Soundview Park, Bronx 

Soundview Park was built on a landfill in the 
South Bronx. Today the 212-acre park offers 
the surrounding community six grass base- 
ball fields, one cricket pitch, one track, a play- 
ground, and a soccer field. Even with those 
facilities, we can do more. There are 93 acres 
that could provide additional recreational 
space for the underserved and growing South 
Bronx community. New athletic fields will be 
accompanied by environmental improve- 
ments, including the restoration of a salt 
marsh. 


The High Bridge, Bronx and Manhattan 
The High Bridge is the oldest remaining bridge 
in New York City. First opened in 1848, the 
1200-foot-long, 116-foot tall High Bridge walk- 
way was closed to regular public use around 
1970. Standing majestically over the Harlem 
River, this restored bridge will provide Bronx 
residents with new access to the parks of the 
northern Manhattan greenbelt, including the 
Highbridge pool and recreation center. The 
bridge will also provide an important green- 
way link for all New Yorkers. 


Rockaway Park, Queens 

More than 35 years ago, the bungalow colo- 
nies and amusement parks of the Arverne 
section of the Rockaway Peninsula were 
demolished to make way for an urban renewal 
project that never materialized. The amenities 
along the boardwalk, such as public comfort 
stations, have deteriorated. Now major devel- 
opments in the area, such as the Arverne-by- 
the-Sea project, are under construction and 
will soon attract a large, vibrant residential 
community. This project will provide beach- 
front facilities to serve these new residents, as 
well as visitors from all over the city. 


Expand usable hours 
at existing sites 


Taken together, the three strategies 
described above will put hundreds of thou- 
sands of additional New Yorkers within a 10- 
minute walk of a park. But even where facili- 
ties and open spaces exist, demand for them 
far outstrips supply. In certain seasons, and 
after sundown, some of these facilities are 
largely unusable. Still others are limited by 
design to a narrow set of uses, and stay 
empty too much of the time. To better meet 
the growing demand for recreational space, 
we must maximize the use of our existing 
assets and equip them to most fully meet 
the needs of New Yorkers. 
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Provide more 
multi-purpose fields 

We will convert asphalt sites 
into multi-use turf fields 


During the period when the parks system was 
last expanded, we constructed our parks to 
address the interests of the time, including 
baseball diamonds and basketball courts. 
But the majority of new additions at that time 
were multi-purpose asphalt fields that could 
accommodate a range of games. Since then, 
our city has changed; we must change as 
well, in order to meet the demands of a grow- 
ing and diverse population that plays a wide 
range of sports. 

Today we do not have enough grass fields 
to accommodate the growing demand for 
soccer fields, and those we have are quickly 
worn by intensive use. Other games like field 
hockey, cricket, and rugby have also emerged 
as major recreational interests for New York- 
ers. To meet the demand, we will accelerate 
the conversion of at least two dozen asphalt 
multi-purpose fields to synthetic turf. These 
turf fields can host a greater range of games, 
including contact sports, and can better 
absorb frequent and intensive use. At the 
same time, we will use the most advanced 
design and technology to make these fields as 
environmentally-friendly as possible. 


OPEN SPACE ENSURE THAT ALL NEW YORKERS LIVE WITHIN A 10-MINUTE WALK OF A PARK 
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Install new lighting 

We will maximize time on our existing 
turf fields by installing additional lights 
for nighttime use 


Across the city, dozens of high-quality fields 
are rendered all but unusable after the sun 
sets. By placing additional lights around our 
athletic fields, we can allow people to play 
longer into the evening at a fraction of what a 
new field would cost. The best candidates for 
lighting are synthetic turf fields because they 
are durable enough to withstand additional 
use. Today, there are 36 such sites located 
throughout the five boroughs. 

These new lights could provide an addi- 
tional two hours of competitive use for each 
field during the summer, and an additional 
four hours during the spring and fall. 


Re-imagine the public realm 


New Yorkers frequently see sidewalks as the 
means to an end. We really do walk faster 
than other people; travel to another city and 
the fact—in the form of a meandering pedes- 
trian just in front of you—will be inescap- 
able. 

But there are also many among us who 
have bought a slice of pizza and wished to 
eat it outdoors when the weather was warm; 
or bought a book and had nowhere to read 
outside until getting home; or just wanted 
to sit down for a moment and watch the 
street life of our city. 

Moreover, whether it’s walking to the car, 
or out of the subway or bus, or down the 
street on the way to school or shopping, 
each of our trips begins and ends as a 
pedestrian. That’s why it is important to 
enhance the pedestrian experience on our 
streets and sidewalks. 

There is no formula for the perfect New 
York City block. But neighborhoods with 
trees are generally more pleasant and beau- 
tiful than those without; sidewalks that 
encourage walking, with room for strollers, 
and gawkers, and go-getters, are more inter- 
esting and enjoyable than narrow strips of 
concrete. Our plan for open space will help 
bring to life the unique beauty of each of our 
neighborhoods. 


Just as we have begun to re-imagine the 
waterfront from a set of dilapidated docks 
and warehouses into a resource for emerg- 
ing neighborhoods and families, we must 
similarly turn our attention to the most com- 
monly shared spaces among us. That means 
creating new plazas in every community 
where sidewalks in commercial areas allow 
for more neighborhood life, and where 
empty spaces could be converted into 
public plazas. It means filling out the remain- 
ing barren streets with trees that will add 
shade, color, cleaner air and higher prop- 
erty values; and it means encouraging an 
active, vibrant public realm as essential to 
the life of our city. 
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Create or enhance a public plaza 
in every community 

We will create or enhance at least one 
public plaza in every community 


Even before the City’s Department of Trans- 
portation (DOT) finished the Willoughby Street 
Plaza in Downtown Brooklyn, people started 
to gather at the colorful collection of chairs, 
tables, umbrellas, and planters. The plaza 
soon transformed a stretch of roadway pri- 
marily used for parking into an inviting and 
attractive open space adjacent to shops and 
cafes. (See case study: Willoughby Street) 

Each of the city’s 59 Community Boards 
contains at least one opportunity to trans- 
form underutilized street space into a suc- 
cessful plaza, as envisioned by Jane Jacobs 
and others, flanked by a mix of workers, resi- 
dents, and stores that attract flows of people 
throughout the day; broad exposure to sun- 
light; buildings in scale with the open space. 

Approximately 31 plaza projects are cur- 
rently underway or planned to be completed 
by 2009. While the city already has many 
existing successful plazas, until now project 
selection has depended largely on funding 
and convenience. Starting this year, we will 
add a new process to the selection criteria: 
community initiative and need. 

DOT will work with other agencies to iden- 
tify additional sites and opportunities, priori- 
tizing the neighborhoods with the lowest ratio 
of open space to population. 

We will reach out to those communities 
to discuss potential sites and opportunities. 
The scale and design of these plazas will vary 


CASE STUDY 

Willoughby Street 

During jury duty in 2005, a City Department 
of Transportation (DOT) Deputy Commissioner 
looked out of the courthouse window and 
noticed that the jagged area formed by 
Willoughby Street and the east of Adams 
service road was filled with illegally parked 
cars and little traffic. 


The stretch of road in Downtown Brooklyn was 
adjacent to both the busy Jay Street-Borough 
Hall subway station and the bustling Fulton 
Street shopping area—but it was unused by 
either pedestrians or traffic. 


In 2006, DOT decided to reclaim the underused 
road space as a new public plaza. Before it 
had even been completed, people had already 
started to gather at the colorful collection 

of chairs, tables, umbrellas and planters that 


Willoughby Street before 
Credit: NYC Department of Transporation 


Willoughby Street after 
Credit: NYC Department of Transporation 


replaced the curved stretch of empty roadway. 
And it cost less than $100,000. 


The success prompted the City to begin work 
ona $1.4 million buildout of the plaza, which 
will connect to the Fulton Street Mall. 


By enhancing the Downtown Brooklyn walking 
environment, the plaza will encourage area 
workers to patronize local businesses. It will 
improve pedestrian safety by reducing crossing 
distances and slowing vehicles. The landscaped 
public space will also help the environment by 
filtering the air. 

The project will result in approximately 7,000 
square feet of new pedestrian space—room for 
a tired shopper to rest her feet and sip a cup 
of coffee. 
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widely, just as the scale and design of the 
city’s neighborhoods vary widely. Four new 
or enhanced plaza spaces will be completed 
per year until every community board has at 
least one. In every case, the communities will 
be consulted on sites and how the space is 
designed, constructed, and programmed. 
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We will beautify our public realm 
to improve the experience of 
every pedestrian 


In 1902, the Municipal Art Society encouraged 
residents of Brooklyn Heights to beautify their 
neighborhood by planting sidewalk trees, 
installing flower-filled window boxes, and cre- 
ating mini-gardens of potted plants on their 
stoops. Called Block Beautiful, this private ini- 
tiative led to the adoption of the first sidewalk 
tree planting program. 

In truth, we have always known that trees 
beautify neighborhoods; but in the late 1980s, 
scientists began to quantify the benefits of 
urban trees. Today, an impressive and grow- 
ing body of knowledge recognizes trees as 
assets to a city’s economic and environmental 


Street Tree Stocking Levels 
™ 0-25% 
HM 26-50% 
W@ 51-75% 
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health. City trees cool summer air tempera- 
tures, reduce air pollution, conserve energy, 
and reduce storm water runoff. 


We will fill every available street tree 
opportunity in New York City 


In the past decade, the Department of Parks 
& Recreation has planted more than 122,000 
curbside trees of more than 30 different 
varieties. Current plantings fill 74% of the exist- 
ing space for street trees. We will undertake 
an aggressive campaign to plant trees wher- 
ever possible, in order to fully capitalize on 
tree opportunities across the city. Our goal is 
to raise the street stocking level from 74% to 
100% as part of our overall goal of planting 
one million more trees by 2030. To achieve 
this, we will plant approximately 23,000 addi- 
tional trees annually. (see map above: Street 
Tree Stocking Levels) 


We will expand the 
Greenstreets program 


In addition to tree planting, we will expand 
Greenstreets, a program that has successfully 
transformed thousands of acres of unused 
road space into green space since its incep- 
tion in 1996. Over the next 10 years, we will 
undertake 40 new Greenstreets projects every 
planting season, bringing the total number of 
Greenstreets projects to 3,000 by 2017. 
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Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


Throughout this chapter, we have defined 
parks as publicly-accessible open space that 
offers New Yorkers possibilities for either 
active recreation or relaxation and enjoyment. 
No park smaller than a quarter acre has been 
considered to meet this standard. 

We have also considered the question of 
access. For a typical New Yorker, a 10-minute 
walk is a half mile. But this is a goal for all 
ages, and so we’ve also assessed open space 
opportunities within a quarter mile, recogniz- 
ing the different pace set by parents walking 
with small children and seniors. (See map on 
facing page: 2030 Access to Parks) 

As a result of the initiatives outlined here, 
we can expand opportunities for virtually every 
New Yorker within the next 10 years, building 
on the substantial progress from the last five. 

With our projected population growth and 
increasing competition for land, new open 
space will become more difficult to find. That is 
why we will be even more vigilant about using 
what we already have more efficiently—even 
as we continue to search aggressively for avail- 
able parkland. Through shared usage and new 
facilities on existing sites, we will substantially 
increase open space for New Yorkers to enjoy 
their parks. 

Together, we will create an active, healthier, 
more beautiful public realm for all New Yorkers 
across our city. 


2030 Access to Parks 


' HALF-MILE WALK IN 10 MINUTES 
M@) QUARTER-MILE WALK IN 10 MINUTES 
NON-RESIDENTIAL AREAS 


A “10-minute walk” depends on how fast one walks. 
A typical adult can generally walk a half mile in ten minutes. 
Asenior citizen or a parent with a small child may only cover 
a third or a quarter mile in that time. Our initiatives will bring 
a park or playground over a quarter acre within a half mile 

of 99% of New Yorkers, and within a quarter mile of 85%. 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 
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Clean up all 
contaminated land 
in New York City 


Public Place, Brooklyn 


Brownfield Sites in New York State 
Remediation Programs // 
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Today, the 5.5-acre brownfield known as 
Public Place is anything but open to the public. 
A tall fence encircles the site, separating it 
from the surrounding community and blocking 
access to the Gowanus Canal. Dense under- 
brush has spread over piles of dumped 
garbage, an old building foundation, and a 
rusting dump truck. The only active corner is 
used by a concrete production facility. 


Adjacent to the growing neighborhood of 
Carroll Gardens, framed by the rising ridge 
of brownstone Brooklyn, and within walking 
distance of the subway, the area's potential 
is unquestionable. As the largest City-owned 
site in the neighborhood, the lot could be 
reclaimed as housing and open space. But 
while the surrounding areas have flourished, 
Public Place has stubbornly remained vacant 
for decades, despite repeated requests by 
the local community to restore the land for 
active use. 


Starting in the 1860s, the Brooklyn Union Gas 
company operated a manufactured gas plant 
on the site for a century—leaving coal tar 
waste and other chemicals behind. Since the 
plant closed in the 1940s, the pollution has 
sunk as far as 150 feet underground, seeping 
into, under, and across the canal. 


As early as 1970, the community identified 
Public Place as a redevelopment opportunity— 
but for the next three decades, nothing 
happened. Since KeySpan signed a voluntary 
clean-up agreement in 2002, the process has 
accelerated—but it has still taken four years 
just to complete the analysis of contamination 
on-site, explore the range of possible uses, and 
negotiate responsibility for the steady flow 

of toxins leaking into the Gowanus Canal. 


Agreement on a remediation design will 

take another year and the cleanup itself 

will last one more. By 2008—nearly 40 years 
after first being identified—the redevelopment 
of Public Place can begin. 


Source: NYS Department of Environmental Conservation 


As our need for space grows while 
our supply of land remains fixed, we 
must use our existing stock of land more 
efficiently. Brownfields represent one of our 
greatest opportunities. All five boroughs 
contain sites where previous uses have left 
behind contamination. There might have 
been a factory that turned coal into natu- 
ral gas; a dry cleaner that used hazardous 
chemicals; or a gas station that left behind 
gasoline in the soil. In some cases, the con- 
firmed presence of these dangers has stalled 
development; in others, just the fear of pollu- 
tion has prevented the land from being used 
more effectively. All together, as many as 
7,600 acres across the city may suffer from 
contamination—an area over eight times the 
size of Central Park. 


The presence of brownfields is most acutely 
felt in low-income communities where con- 
taminated sites can be concentrated. For 
years, environmental justice advocates have 
championed the need for strengthened 
brownfield remediation programs for years, 
particularly ones that address community 
needs. 

With enough investment and oversight, 
even the most contaminated land can be 
cleaned up for safe use. Barretto Point Park 
in the South Bronx is built on a site once con- 
taminated by an asphalt plant and a sand 
and gravel facility. Schaefer Landing, once 
a manufactured gas plant, sugar refinery 
and brewery, is now the site of 350 units of 
housing on the Brooklyn waterfront. And the 
Shops at Atlas Park in Queens was once a toy 
factory site that tainted the surrounding soils 
and groundwater by pouring chemicals down 
its drains. (See case study on following page: 
Schaefer Landing) 
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Existing State programs 

The programs regulating and encouraging this 
redevelopment have mainly been at the State 
and Federal levels. Today, there are nearly 270 
sites covering more than 1,900 acres enrolled 
in the State’s brownfields oversight programs, 
in all five boroughs. (See map on previous page: 
Brownfield Sites in New York State Remedia- 
tion Programs; see case study on facing page: 
Brownfield Redevelopment History; see graphic 
on facing page: Timeline of Brownfield Policy 
Development). 

But despite the scale of enrollment, 
these programs can be costly and time con- 
suming. 

Frequently, sites must undergo testing and 
analysis before being accepted. This process, 
known as “phase Il environmental site assess- 
ment,” requires that teams take multiple soil, 
vapor, and groundwater samples from the 
site, send them for testing—and then wait 
for results to determine if more testing will be 
required. As a result, even just applying for 
admission into the program can take a year or 
more. 

Once sites have been accepted, the com- 
plexity of our development history means that 
the State’s remediation guidelines rarely apply 
neatly to city sites. As a result, the details of 
each cleanup must be negotiated with two 
State agencies in a process that can take years. 
In this complicated back-and-forth of sampling, 
soil analysis, and negotiation, a sophisticated, 
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CASE STUDY 
Schaefer Landing 


For 16-year-old Gabriella Lazzaro, a 

nascent photographer eager for subjects, the 
Williamsburg waterfront always held a certain 
beauty. Lazzaro lives a block from the river, but 
just a few years ago, her mother Nora wouldn't 
let her walk through the area after dark. 


“Imagine vacant land where people took 

to dumping garbage—that was Schaefer 
Landing—overgrown weeds, and all kinds of 
things moving around in there,” said Nora 
Reissig-Lazzaro, who moved her family to 
Williamsburg 15 years ago. “It wasn't an area 
you'd want to walk by alone, night or day.” 


Schaefer Landing, named after the brewery 
that operated on the site between 1918 and 
1976, has a long history of manufacturing 
uses. At various times the site housed a sugar 
refinery and a gas plant. After the decline of 
the manufacturing sector in the area during 
the 1970s and after brewery operations 
ceased, the site fell into default and became 
one of thousands of sites that was acquired 
by the City through in rem proceedings. 


Above: Schaefer Landing, during demolition 
Below: Schaefer Landing, today 


Source: NYC Department of Housing Preservation and Development; 
Kent Waterfront Associates LLC 


large-scale developer might succeed; a small- 
scale developer will be at a distinct disadvan- 
tage. 

More pressures are being caused by 
today’s strong real estate market: the demand 
on State agencies is growing, with limited 
resources to handle the increasing caseload of 
applications. 


Sites not in programs 

But the sites facing these challenges are 
already part of a State program; it is likely that 
they will be returned to productive use. In con- 
trast, the sites not in State programs—roughly 
5,700 of the estimated 7,600 acres—have no 
guarantee of ever getting cleaned up. 

Some of these sites have attempted to 
enter the State cleanup program, but have 
been prevented because of the State’s restric- 
tive eligibility criteria. It is not likely that sites 
with low levels of contamination or types of 
pollutants common to New York City, such 
as some of the fill material used in the early 
20th century, will be admitted into the State’s 
Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) when the 
site is redeveloped. 

In other cases, many sites are rejected due 
to a lack of available funding. The current pro- 
gram was designed to encourage develop- 
ment as well as cleanups; therefore, not only 
do incentives cover the remediation costs, 
they also contribute toward the actual con- 
struction. In New York City, where projects 
are generally denser, higher, and more expen- 


In an effort to remove the blight created by 
the vacant 1.7-acre site, in 2001, the City 
decided to rezone the site from manufacturing 
to residential. They intended to produce 
affordable housing and reclaim the waterfront. 
But due to the site’s previous uses and the 
deteriorating bulkhead, it was classified a 
brownfield. 


Recognizing how the site could be a catalyst for 
the entire area, the City and State created a 
partnership with like-minded developers to 
create not just an apartment complex, but an 
amenity for the neighborhood. 


Today Schaefer Landing includes 12,000 square 
feet of commercial space and 350 units of 
housing, including 140 affordable units. 

It contributes the first built piece of a public 
esplanade along the Williamsburg waterfront. 

It also provides water taxi service, increasing 
transit for the growing neighborhood of South 
Williamsburg to Lower Manhattan. 


Now, Gabriella Lazzaro leaves the dinner table 
and heads to the waterfront esplanade. “I take 
photos of the Manhattan lights, | walk my dog, 
and listen to my music," she said,It's great.” 


sive than the rest of the state, a small number 
of sites has consumed a disproportionate 
amount of funding. As a result, the State has 
been forced to restrict the number of entrants 
into the program. 

Still others are eligible, but their owners 
believe that entering current programs will 
lengthen the time and cost of redevelopment. 
As a result, the developers have undertaken 
testing and cleanups without government 
oversight, accepting the risk that this cleanup 
might not be sufficient. These “at risk” clean- 
ups pose little safety risk if they are done cor- 
rectly, but they will only take place on those 
sites where the value of the site far exceeds 
the cleanup cost. 


Community input 

The challenges facing brownfield owners often 
make them eager to find any economically fea- 
sible uses for their sites, whether or not they 
conform to the vision of the local community. 
In our current situation, landlords often find 
that their financial interests dictate develop- 
ment plans that minimize cleanup require- 
ments, time, and costs. Accordingly, they may 
choose new uses for the land, like parking lots, 
that do not require high cleanup standards— 
but also do not reflect community needs or 
desires. 

This mismatch of uses has become an 
environmental justice issue because brown- 
fields are often concentrated in low-income 
neighborhoods that find the new develop- 
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Congress passes Superfund 
legislation, making site owners 
liable for cleanup of chemically 
contaminated sites 


en 


Love Canal becomes a 
national issue and highlights 


to public health 


ment around them occurring outside of public 
processes and without a forum to voice their 
visions. Existing State law makes it possible for 
such neighborhoods to undertake community 
plans, called Brownfield Opportunity Areas 
(BOA) programs, and the City has supported 
many of these community-based applications. 

But the State’s process for releasing BOA 
funds to communities is cumbersome, and 
has already delayed some grant-winners by 
more than three years. Even more importantly, 
incentives do not exist for landowners to par- 
ticipate in community planning—and since 
local input does not always align with the 
development plan, few do so voluntarily. As a 
result, the BOA process has delivered far less 
than it could. 


Understanding the scope of the problem 
Under current conditions and with existing 
programs, it is difficult to know whether New 
York City’s contaminated land will be devel- 
oped by 2030, or ever. 

We don’t even know how many acres of 
brownfields exist in the city. Previous esti- 
mates have counted 4,000 acres of brown- 
fields—including the 1,900 acres already in 
State cleanup programs. But this analysis was 
limited to vacant sites in manufacturing areas; 
it did not include potentially contaminated 
sites that are underutilized (but not vacant) or 
located in former manufacturing areas. Includ- 
ing those sites, the number could rise as high 
as 7,600 acres. 

Many of these sites are languishing since 
our current laws actually discourage owners 
from understanding the extent of the contami- 
nation on their land. As long as there is no con- 
firmed contamination, they are not responsi- 
ble; but if testing reveals pollution, they could 
become liable for the cleanup—whether they 
caused the damage or not. 

One thing is clear: if we are to accommo- 
date our need for housing, jobs, and open 
space, the challenge of cleaning up our brown- 
fields cannot be ignored. 


Minnesota adopts nation’s first 
voluntary program to clean 
the risks of toxic chemicals brownfields 


City increases 
enforcement of 
E designation, requiring Cleanup Program, 
developers to address _ tying significant 


City expands 
E designation 


for lots with hazardous materials tax credits 
before City will issue to participation 
building permits in program 
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potential hazardous 
material issues 


New York State begins 
to address brownfield 
redevelopment through 
introduction of voluntary 
cleanup program 


CASE STUDY 
Brownfield Redevelopment History 


In the winter of 1979, officials near 

Niagara Falls discovered chemicals leaking 
into a school’s basement from an 
underground lagoon. The Love Canal 
incident quickly became a national issue. 
The fear of health impacts prompted 
Congress to authorize the Superfund 
program in 1980, forcing property owners 
to clean up the worst waste sites regardless 
of fault. New York and other states followed 
by passing their own Superfund laws. 
Ironically, few sites were cleaned over 

the next decade, largely because the law 
required complete cleanups regardless 

of risk. As a result, potential liability 
prompted owners to shield themselves 

by pulling their land from the market. 


This lack of activity prompted states to 
experiment with shaving the harsh edges 
off Superfund liability for less contami- 
nated sites. Brownfield policies were born, 
and the states led the way. In 1994, New 
York State created a voluntary cleanup 
program. In 2003, the State passed 
legislation that created the present mix 
of programs, while allowing owners to base 
their cleanup on the future use of land, 
and remove only contamination that 
imperils public health. These risk-based 
cleanups have made owners more willing 
to remediate. 


Today, significant State and City brownfield 
programs include: 


State programs: 

+ Inactive Hazardous Waste (State 
Superfund) Program: State Department 
of Environmental Conservation (DEC) 
designates and remediates the most 
contaminated sites in New York, known 
as Class Il sites. 


State adopts 

new cleanup laws, 

including Brownfield 

Mayor unveils PLANYC, 
citing the remediation 
of contaminated 

land as a goal for 
long-term sustainability 


In his State of the State 
Superfund, shielding address, Governor Spitzer calls 
developers from for reform of State brownfield 
Superfund liability program 

when they acquire 

land contaminated 

by others 


Congress amends 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination 


* Voluntary Cleanup Program: Voluntary 
parties clean up brownfield sites under 
DEC supervision and upon completion 
receive a liability release. 


+ Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP): In 
2003, expanded brownfields legislation 
enabled State to add tax credits to a 
voluntary cleanup program, resulting 
in fewer sites enrolled. This new 
program was known as the Brownfields 
Cleanup Program. 


+ Environmental Restoration Program: 
Participating municipalities must perform 
Superfund cleanups of publicly-owned 
sites and upon completion receive State 
reimbursement for 90% of their costs, 
as well as indemnification. 


+ Spill Program (petroleum): DEC requires 
immediate reporting of all petroleum 
spills to DEC. The Spill Program 
addresses thousands of sites each 
year with limited DEC oversight and 
reasonable transactions costs. 


+ Manufactured Gas Plant (MGP) Program: 
DEC cleans up former energy facilities 
where coal and oil were converted into 
gas. Today, utilities are responsible for 
MGP sites which often have left behind 
significant deposits of coal tar. 


City programs: 

¢E Program: Upon rezoning of a 
manufacturing area to residential use, 
the Department of City Planning places 
an E designation on lots where historic 
information suggests hazardous material 
may exist. A developer cannot build on 
an E-designated site until it satisfies 
the City's Department of Environmental 
Protection that the conditions that 
prompted the E designation have been 
satisfactorily addressed. 
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Our Plan 


Our growing need to maximize the efficiency 
of every piece of land means that we must 
foster the redevelopment of brownfields on a 
large scale, in ways that conform to citywide 
and neighborhood needs. 

Protecting the health of New Yorkers must 
be our primary concern. But there are oppor- 
tunities to streamline existing programs to 
make them more efficient and responsive to 
the unique challenges posed by redevelop- 
ment in New York City. That means acceler- 
ating the testing process and reducing the 
length of negotiations by establishing city- 
specific remediation guidelines. We will create 
a City office to serve as a resource for the 
State, in-city developers, and communities 
interested in planning brownfield redevelop- 
ment for their neighborhoods. This office will 
also assist community organizations with 
brownfield redevelopment programs. 

As these programs become faster and 
more effective, we must work with the State 
to increase the number of eligible partici- 
pants. We will recommend restructuring State 
tax incentives to encourage broader par- 
ticipation and also expanding the definition 
of sites that can be included. For others, we 
will create a City program that provides over- 


Our plan for brownfields: 


sight and certification for successful cleanups, 
based on remediation guidelines we will seek 
to develop in consultation with the State. 

For too long, communities have been left 
out of the process of reshaping their neigh- 
borhoods. That’s why we will advocate for 
the State to simplify the process for releasing 
grant funding to BOA recipients, and create 
incentives for developers to partner with local 
communities on brownfield restoration proj- 
ects, increasing the likelihood that community 
visions will be acheived. 

Finally, we cannot clean up all the contami- 
nated land in our city unless we know where 
it is. That’s why we will develop a database of 
historic uses across New York City and develop 
insurance for landowners who are willing to 
test and remediate their sites, protecting them 
against debilitating liability. We will also pro- 
tect our right to chase responsible parties and 
hold them accountable, where possible. 

Current brownfield laws work towards 
these goals. But in their current form, they 
have proven insufficient to the challenge in 
New York City. In partnership with the State, 
we will take action now to ensure that New 
Yorkers not only enjoy a clean environment, 
but also more opportunities to live, play, and 
work in a vibrant, growing city. 


Make existing brownfield programs faster and more efficient 
1 Adopt on-site testing to streamline the cleanup process 
2 Create remediation guidelines for New York City cleanups 
3 Establish a City office to promote brownfield planning and redevelopment 


Expand enrollment into streamlined programs 
4 Expand participation in the current State Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) 
5 Create a City program to oversee all additional cleanups 
6 Provide incentives to lower costs of remediation 


Encourage greater community involvement in brownfield redevelopment 
7 Encourage the State to release community-based redevelopment grants 
8 Provide incentives to participate in Brownfield Opportunity Area 


(BOA) planning 


9 Launch outreach effort to educate communities about brownfield 


redevelopment 


Identify remaining sites for cleanups 


10 Create a database of historic uses across New York City to identify 


potential brownfields 


11 Limit liability of property owners who seek to redevelop brownfields 
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Make existing brownfield 
programs faster and more 
efficient 


State programs are currently overseeing the 
remediation of over 1,900 contaminated 
acres across New York City. But the programs 
still remain cumbersome, costly, and time- 
consuming. As a result, the first task for 
increasing the redevelopment of brownfields 
is to streamline the existing process, as the 
Governor has already committed. 

As State programs, change will require 
State leadership, but because New York City 
comprises such a significant proportion of 
the State’s brownfields, the City can and 
should also play a role. 
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INITIATIVE 1 


Adopt on-site testing to 
streamline the cleanup process 
We will pilot the “Triad” program 

on two sites 


Today, determining the level of contamination 
on a brownfield is a time-consuming process 
that involves taking multiple soil and ground- 
water samples, sending them in for analysis, 
and waiting for the State to respond—with 
the possibility that additional samples will be 
required. This back-and-forth can continue 
indefinitely, causing significant delays. 

The Federal Environmental Protection 
Agency (EPA) is now using an alternative 
approach. Known as “Triad,” the approach 
assembles an on-site team including repre- 
sentatives of the owners and regulators. The 
scientists who analyze the soil samples work 
nearby or in an onsite laboratory. Together, 
the team conducts a comprehensive assess- 
ment of the site, reviews lab results, and 
reaches agreement on findings without long 
delays. This more extensive investigation 
means that Triad costs more than current site 
investigations—but can shave months off the 
testing and remediation phases. As a result, 
the EPA has found that Triad can cut testing 
and remediation costs by 30% or more. 

The City and State will each pilot the Triad 
approach at one site this year. The City site is 
at Melrose Commons in the Bronx; the State 


site is the former BCF Oil site in East Williams- 
burg. Pending the success of these pilots, 
the City will employ the Triad approach on all 
major City-sponsored remediation projects; 
the City will also work with the State to pro- 
mote the approach on privately-held sites. 


INITIATIVE 2 


Create remediation guidelines 
for New York City cleanups 

We will analyze New York City’s soil 
and develop a set of standard cleanup 
remedies appropriate for the city 


New soil standards adopted by the State 
in 2006 significantly reduced the uncer- 
tainty around what cleanup measures were 
required—mostly for land outside New York 
City. Developed mainly for upstate and sub- 
urban conditions, the guidelines can be 
unreasonable in an urban environment. For 
example, the standards require cleanups 
that ensure drinkable groundwater, though 
only a small area of the city uses groundwa- 
ter for drinking. These standards are based 
on rural soil conditions, which have not been 
affected by the centuries of development that 
has occurred on urban soil. As a result, the 
cleanup plans for most in-city sites are devel- 
oped through a case-by-case negotiation, 
causing substantial delays. (See case study on 
page 47: Atlantic Terrace) 

While unique scenarios will always arise, we 
will develop a set of remediation guidelines 
for the city’s most common situations. We will 
work with State agencies to study our urban 
soil to document the level of metals and other 
contaminants found across the five boroughs. 
This data, which has never been collected, 
would allow the creation of remedies that pro- 
tect the health of the public and are tailored 
to New York City 

Finally, we will seek to revise current 
cleanup standards and policies affecting many 
New York City brownfields, including: 


Historic fill: In the 19th and 20th centu- 
ries, debris and incinerator ash was used 
to fill in many building sites; it may be 
present in 20% of the city’s land and, since 
the material was unregulated, much of it 
may contain some contaminants. While 


Historic Land Fill 
FILL AREAS 


much of it does not pose a public health 
risk, sites with fill should be eligible for 
regulatory oversight when redeveloped. 
When placed under a proper cover, 
the material can be recycled and safely 
reused as below-grade material at other 
construction sites. (See map above: His- 
toric Land Fill) 


Contaminated vapors: On some sites, 
contaminated vapors rise up out of the 
soil or ground water, frequently requir- 
ing costly blower systems or extensive 
indoor air quality testing. In some cases 
it may be appropriate to employ systems 
using natural winds and temperature 
changes to affect air flows where they 
can provide the same level of protection 
for lower levels of cost, energy consump- 
tion, and noise. 


Groundwater: The State requirement 
to clean up groundwater to drinkable 
standards makes sense in communi- 
ties that rely on groundwater for their 
water supply, but not for most parts of 
New York City, where the drinking water 
comes from upstate reservoirs. Stan- 
dards must be developed that recognize 
that most parts of New York City do not 
drink groundwater. 


Dredged sand: Brownfield sites require 
significant amounts of clean fill to replace 
whatever contaminated soil is removed, 
often at high cost. But some materi- 
als—such as sand and other material 
dredged from New York Harbor—could 
be used instead at a cost as low as $5 
per cubic yard; in contrast, clean fill from 
land sources can cost as much as $40 per 
cubic yard. Regulations should promote 
the use of this cheaper fill citywide. 


r “4 
 —— 
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Source: Regional Plan Association, largely based on 19th century 
U.S. Geological Survey topographical maps, U.S. Coast & Geodetic 
Survey harbor charts, and the Ratzer Survey of 1776-1777 
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INITIATIVE 3 


Establish a City office 

to promote brownfield 
planning and redevelopment 
We will create a new City office 

to increase resources dedicated 
to brownfield planning, testing, 
and cleanups 


We can do more to assist all parties in their 
brownfield efforts. The increasing brownfield- 
related requests are outpacing the staffing 
levels at both the City and State. There is a 
need to increase resources to communities 
wanting to address brownfield redevelopment 
in their neighborhoods. Further, the City’s few 
brownfield-dedicated staff are spread across 
multiple agencies. 

We will consolidate the City’s existing 
brownfields staff into a new department. This 
new office won't simply assist the State’s staff; 
it will offer an expanded set of services includ- 
ing planning, outreach, project management 
and public support. Additionally, the office will 
execute remediations under the City’s jurisdic- 
tion and apply for State and Federal grants. 

The office will provide a new level of “cus- 
tomer service” to communities and develop- 
ers, helping them navigate the complicated 
process of remediating brownfields. 

The State’s role will remain central. To 
reduce the time for State review of remedies, 
we will urge the State to increase the staff 
of the Department of Environmental Coor- 
dination (DEC), DOH, and the Department 
of State, the three agencies with oversight 
of brownfield programs. In addition, we will 
work with DEC and DOH to form partnerships 
so that joint reviews can streamline State and 
City processes further. (See chart on follow- 
ing page: Office of Environmental Remediation 
Organizational Chart) 
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Office of Environmental Remediation Organizational Chart 


State Department of 
Environmental Conservation 


State Department of Health 


City Economic 
Development Corporation 
City Department of City 
Planning 
City Department of Health 
and Mental Hygiene 


Office of Environmental 
Remediation 


City Department of 
Environmental Protection 


Remediation and Environmental Review Community Outreach and Education Policy and Planning 


° City brownfield cleanup program ¢ Project management 


and remediation review 


* City liaison services 


* Brownfield Opportunity Area Incentives and Insurance 


planning liaison 


¢ Program outreach and education 


¢ Urban soil study * Applications processing and approvals 


* Customer services 
* Historical land-use inventory management 


¢ Remediation guidelines design ¢ Fund management and evaluation 


Expand enrollment into 
streamlined programs 


Existing programs are only as effective as 
the number of private owners of brownfields 
who are able—or choose—to participate. 
That is why we must identify ways to broaden 
eligibility and encourage participation, so 
that as many sites as possible can use incen- 
tives to begin productive redevelopment. 
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INITIATIVE 4 


Expand participation in 

the current State Brownfield 
Cleanup Program (BCP) 

We will ask the State to redistribute 
BCP tax credits to relieve budgetary 
pressures, and begin covering New York 
City-specific contamination 


Currently, many sites are ineligible due to defi- 
nitions and rules that restrict the BCP’s value 
to New York City; in addition, an overly gen- 
erous set of tax credits continually exhausts 
State brownfield funds, creating a winner- 
take-all situation where the lucky few land- 
owners in the program make attractive profits, 
while other eligible projects are kept out, to a 
large extent for budgetary reasons. 

The BCP should include as many sites as 
possible: all eligible sites should be virtually 
guaranteed enrollment, and the eligibility 
definitions should be broad enough to include 
all sites that require financial incentives for 
redevelopment. As a result, we will ask the 
State to: 


BROWNFIELDS CLEAN UP ALL CONTAMINATED LAND IN NEW YORK CITY 


* New policy creation and planning 


*Amend the brownfields tax credit 
program to provide less-rich credits, 
but to more sites. The BCP currently 
provides tax credits to developers based 
not just on cleanup costs but on the cost 
of the new building construction. Due to 
their high density, New York City projects 
can create nearly unlimited exposure for 
the State, limiting the number of projects 
that can be accepted into the program 
statewide. This incentive may not need to 
be so generous. We will ask the State to 
restructure the credits, directing a higher 
percentage toward remediation and plac- 
ing caps on the redevelopment credits. As 
a result, more sites can be enrolled in the 
program without exceeding its budget. 


Return Class Il inactive hazardous 
waste sites to eligibility. Class II sites 
mainly include former industrial or 
manufacturing facilities—such as a 
former metal-plating factory—that have 
been contaminated for years, often for 
decades. There are 28 of these sites in 
New York City, covering 345 acres. With 
very high clean-up costs due to serious 
contamination, these sites are often the 
ones least likely ever to be remediated 
without public incentives. They were eli- 
gible for the BCP for a brief period—from 
2003 to 2005—and should be given per- 
manent eligibility. 


Include moderately contaminated 
sites. The way the BCP is structured, 
some sites fall into a middle-ground trap: 
they are contaminated enough to require 
a clean up, but may not be contaminated 
enough to qualify for the BCP. Included in 
this category are the historic fill sites that 
are most common in New York City. We 
will work with the State to include such 
sites, because it is still a public priority to 
get these sites back into productive use. 


¢ Insurance program management 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of 
Long-Term Planning and Sust 


INITIATIVE 5 


Create a City program to 
oversee all additional cleanups 
We will create a City-sponsored 
program to provide oversight of 
cleanups for any sites not enrolled 

in other programs 


The BCP’s tax credits are attractive to for-profit 
developers, but in many cases are not actually 
the most important service provided by the 
program. For some developers, a Certificate of 
Completion (COC)—which limits their liability 
for contamination discovered in the future—is 
of greater value than the tax credits. Non-prof- 
its, including many developers of affordable 
housing, are not even eligible for the tax cred- 
its—but their lenders often want some sort 
of government certification that a clean up 
has been performed to an acceptable safety 
standard. Today, however, a private party who 
voluntarily remediates a site cannot obtain a 
COC without going through the full BCP. 

To fill this need, the City will advance State 
legislation to allow for the creation of an alter- 
native City program that does not offer tax 
credits, but instead enables a streamlined 
certification process. This program would 
use City staff to review and approve cleanup 
plans under the new City remediation guide- 
lines. Following successful models being used 
in other states, this program will also allow 
licensed environmental professionals to cer- 
tify compliance on low risk remediations with 
relevant remediation standards and guidance 
with more limited governmental oversight 
than is currently required under the BCP. The 
integrity of this program will be enforced 
through frequent audits. Upon completion 
of a satisfactory cleanup, the City will issue 
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Revitalization Study } 


Red Hook/ 
Gowanus BOA 


Port 
Richmond 
Study 
Western 


a City COC. The City will work with the State 
and, where necessary, advance legislation to 
ensure that a City COC is honored by State 
regulators and provides the same liability 
relief as the BCP. 


INITIATIVE 6 


Provide incentives to 

lower costs of remediation 

We will dedicate $15 million to 
capitalize a fund to support brownfield 
redevelopment 


Although a City brownfield program will 
increase oversight for remediation projects, 
many sites will still require financial assistance 
to begin redevelopment. That’s why the City 
will provide $15 million to a public-private 
revolving fund. The Remediation Fund will 
provide below-market rates to developers 
of contaminated land. These incentives will 
be directed toward remediation and related 
costs, including testing and environmental 
insurance. 

The City will partner with private institu- 
tions to raise 70% of the Fund’s total capital. 
Because of the risk involved with lending 
against contaminated property, current inter- 
est rates are often greater than 13%. By using 
City capital in a revolving fund, the interest 
rate can be much lower, reducing the costs of 
remediation and testing. 
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Source: NYS Department of State; 
NYC Mayor's Office of Environmental Coordination 


Encourage greater 
community involvement in 
brownfield redevelopment 


Brownfields are frequently concentrated in 
former manufacturing areas, many with 
large concentrations of low-income New 
Yorkers. From Sunset Park to the South 
Bronx, environmental justice advocates 
have launched a variety of community plan- 
ning efforts aimed at reclaiming brownfield 
sites for local priorities and needs. But as 
growth surges across the city and begins to 
reach these areas, residents must be given 
greater voices in shaping their communi- 
ties. That means incorporating amenities 
such as healthy, open spaces, community 
centers, and affordable housing, as land 
values and rents continue to rise. 

That’s why we will work with the State 
and local organizations to incorporate com- 
munity perspectives more fully into brown- 
field redevelopment projects. 


INITIATIVE 7 


Encourage the State to 

release community-based 
redevelopment grants 

We will advocate for the State to 
reform the Brownfield Opportunity Area 
(BOA) program and release planning 
grant funds to community groups 

The Brownfield Opportunity Area program 
(BOA) provides approximately $8 million 
per year to help communities with large con- 
centrations of brownfields develop visions 


for how underutilized land in their neighbor- 
hoods could be redeveloped to strengthen 


CASE STUDY 
Atlantic Terrace 


When the non-profit Fifth Avenue 
Committee (FAC) gained custody of an 
empty lot in Fort Greene, it had an 
impressive goal in mind. It would make its 
project, Atlantic Terrace, the first LEED Gold 
certified affordable housing in Brooklyn. 


But for FAC, getting green hasn't been easy. 
The lot had previously been the site of gas 
stations and manufacturing businesses. 
Though seven gas tanks had been removed, 
they had leaked. This, in addition to the fill 
used to level the site, meant that Atlantic 
Terrace had to be a remediation project 
before an affordable housing development. 


“The contamination added bureaucratic 
complexity, cost, and time to the project. 
We could have started construction months 
ago,” said Michelle de la Uz, Executive 
Director of FAC. In fact, by participating in 
the State's Brownfield Cleanup Program, 
FAC expects to lose at least six months. 


And while FAC is eager to benefit from the 
tax credits and liability protection offered 
by the State BCP, it fears the costs of delay. 
So although the State admitted Atlantic 
Terrace into the BCP program, FAC is 
electing not to participate. In the absence 
of alternatives, FAC will conduct its cleanup 
without State assistance. By the time FAC 
is finished, the site will be safe to residents 
and neighbors, but with potentially 
significant liability. 

This is where a City-sponsored BCP program 
could play a key role. The City BCP program 
would allow an alternative for sites like 
Atlantic Terrace. The City will offer 
expedited review and oversight that, upon 
satisfactory remediation, could, with State 
approval, result in a City approval letter 
providing liability relief similar to that 
offered by State programs. The City's BCP 
program will also make sites like Atlantic 
Terrace eligible for City programs. 

“A program like that would have given us a 
clear path very early on in Atlantic Terrace’s 
conception,” said de la Uz. “That certainly 
would have helped.” 
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existing or proposed community plans. 
Between 2004 and 2006, the State awarded 
10 BOA grants to local organizations in the 
city and received nine more City-supported 
applications. (See map on previous page: 
Brownfield Opportunity Areas) 

One of the recipients, the Bronx Council for 
Environmental Quality (BCEQ), sought to revi- 
talize a seven-mile sliver of land between the 
Harlem River and the Major Deegan express- 
way. Spanning 159 acres across 45 sites in the 
neighborhood, every site in the study area is 
considered potentially contaminated because 
each is located downhill from dense urban 
development and adjacent to railroad tracks. 
Currently, 33 of these sites are also consid- 
ered underused. 

The BCEQ plan will expand access to the 
waterfront, creating new parkland curving 
alongside the river, a restored shoreline and 
natural habitat, and stronger links with the 
surrounding areas. 

But the progress on this plan—and 18 
others—has ground to a halt because of a 
cumbersome process for delivering the grant 
money. Since 2005, no grants have been 
issued at all, despite a backlog of City-sup- 
ported initiatives. To get BOAs back on track 
again, the City will request that the State 
modify its requirements in order to deliver 
funding to program grantees more quickly. 
The City also will work with the State to ensure 
the provision of funding to implement BOA 
plans, so that community initiatives are more 
likely to come to life. 
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INITIATIVE 8 


Provide incentives to 

participate in Brownfields 
Opportunity Area (BOA) planning 
We will advocate for financial incentives 
for developments constructed in 
coordination with a BOA 


K-A\ 
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There is currently no incentive for private 
developers who own property within a BOA 
to work with the community’s redevelopment 
plan. Often community groups have a limited 
ability to acquire and remediate sites on their 
own. Therefore, community-based brownfield 
redevelopment often requires the participa- 
tion of site owners and developers in order to 
have any tangible impact. 


BROWNFIELDS CLEAN UP ALL CONTAMINATED LAND IN NEW YORK CITY 


When each side works together, projects 
can be designed that meet the needs both 
of the landowner and the community; for 
example, the redevelopment of the Rheingold 
Brewery in Bushwick was done as a partner- 
ship between the community, the Bluestone 
Organization, and the City’s Department of 
Housing Preservation and Development. 
It included 300 affordable housing units and 
won a Phoenix Award for Excellence in brown- 
field redevelopment. 

But, in many cases, landlords note that 
community-based planning can add _ fur- 
ther delay to the already-lengthy process of 
brownfield redevelopment. Although the BOA 
legislation currently states that projects con- 
sistent with BOA plans be given “preference 
and priority” for incentives, the State has not 
defined the nature of the preference and no 
project has benefited. 

We will advocate for the State to encour- 
age these partnerships more strongly by cre- 
ating a financial incentive for plans that reflect 
BOA guidelines. This incentive would provide 
a measurable reason for developers to factor 
community interests into their development 
plans, maximizing potential coordination 
opportunities. 


INITIATIVE 9 


Launch outreach effort to 
educate communities about 
brownfield redevelopment 

We will educate and provide technical 
assistance to communities, private 
developers, and City agencies to 
promote brownfield redevelopment 


Even at its simplest, brownfield remediation 
is very confusing. Whole industries exist to 
coordinate the numerous stakeholders in 
brownfield redevelopments. Lawyers, environ- 
mental consultants, lenders, insurance bro- 
kers, and Federal, State, and local regulators 
usually have some part to play in most brown- 
field transactions, creating tens or hundreds 
of thousands of dollars in soft costs alone. 
Though these services are expensive, they are 
also essential to help maximize the potential 
benefits of existing programs. 

Through its new Office of Environmental 
Remediation, the City will provide the informa- 
tion, technical assistance, and training neces- 
sary to assist less-sophisticated developers 


and encourage effective community involve- 
ment and planning. 

The effort will include the creation and con- 
tinual updating of a brownfields information 
website to provide information on resources 
available for site investigation and cleanup. 
The office will also act as a liaison to DEC, 
assist in reviewing legal agreements and per- 
mitting applications, track sites and progress, 
create a “toolkit” for interested community 
groups, and hold workshops for community 
groups and City agency staff. The group will 
also actively promote applications to the State 
BOA program, as well as provide a City liaison 
to all City projects. 


Identify remaining sites 
for cleanups 


Outside of sites enrolled in State programs, 
and areas that have been rezoned from man- 
ufacturing to residential use or awarded 
redevelopment grants, the City does not 
have a way of knowing how many brown- 
fields exist or where they might be. This lack 
of full information prevents the City from 
being more proactive in promoting remedia- 
tion. Further, it imposes the full costs of 
determining dangerous historic uses on the 
landowner. 
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INITIATIVE 10 


Create a database of historic 
uses across New York City to 
identify potential brownfields 
We will conduct a historic use 
assessment for all sites in order 

to measure long-term progress 
towards goals 


We will create a “historical use database” to 
assemble information that will help inform 
our awareness of potential contamination. 
This will include two types of research. First, 
we will gather information from a variety of 
sources, including environmental releases, 
databases, historic maps, telephone, and 
finance records. Second, we will ask Com- 
munity Boards in their annual Community 
Needs Assessments to include an assessment 
of local vacant or underused lots that might 


be brownfields and consider them in light of 
other community needs. 

We will use the information to identify 
potential priority areas and provide a baseline 
set of information that local groups can use to 
create community-based brownfield redevel- 
opment plans. It would also allow us to track 
our progress toward the goal of cleaning up 
and re-using all of our contaminated land. 


INITIATIVE 11 

Limit liability of property 
owners who seek to redevelop 
brownfields 

We will create an insurance program 
and legal protections to limit the 
liability of developers willing to 
clean up land they did not pollute 


In most cases, brownfields are no longer 
owned by the person or company who caused 
the contamination in the soil. But if a devel- 
oper cleans up land and builds on it, under 
current State law the developer becomes 
liable for any harm that might remain, and 
for the potential costs of any future remedia- 
tion. For sites that make it into the BCP, and 
complete it successfully, the State limits these 
costs and risks to the site owner; but the 
uncertainty of gaining entrance to that pro- 
gram still leaves many developers fearful that 
proposing redevelopment, or even just testing 
their land for contaminants, could leave them 
vulnerable. As a result, some properties linger 
either as vacant sites or with obsolete uses, 
reducing neighborhood quality of life. 

To reduce this exposure, landowners are 
increasingly purchasing brownfields liability 
insurance that helps protect them against 
undiscovered contamination and unexpected 
cleanup costs. But such insurance is currently 
only available after contamination levels have 
been tested and confirmed, which is already 
an expensive and time-consuming task. 

In order to get more landowners to con- 
sider redevelopment and embark on initial 
testing, we will work with private insurers to 
develop insurance policies—with a $10 mil- 
lion City contribution—that will protect land- 
owners before any testing has been done. 
While such insurance would not cover the full 
costs of a clean up, it could protect the land- 
owner against the worst possible scenarios 
and encourage redevelopment planning. This 


will be of particular value to those develop- 
ers—like affordable housing builders and 
small-scale developers—whose access to cap- 
ital is limited, and who cannot afford to cover 
the initial stages of a cleanup effort without 
receiving the benefit of State tax credits. 

We will also seek the passage of a new 
State law that would protect new purchas- 
ers from liability for unknown contaminants 
in land they purchase for redevelopment. 
Currently, if a purchaser buys land that turns 
out to be contaminated, the purchaser can be 
held liable for cleanup costs even in excess 
of the land’s value, whether or not the respon- 
sible polluter can be found and made to pay. 
This makes buyers afraid of certain sites. This 
exemption, similar to a clause in existing Fed- 
eral law, would reduce the liability of those 
who buy land to clean it up, encouraging more 
developers to generate plans for more sites. 


It took over 20 years for the State, the City, 
and KeySpan, Brooklyn Union Gas’s succes- 
sor, to begin the cleanup of Public Place. But 
today, they are partnering to accelerate its 
full integration into a new vision for one of the 
fastest-growing areas in Brooklyn. The sav- 
ings from this coordinated planning can be re- 
invested into amenities like more public space 
and affordable housing, fulfilling the promise 
that an abandoned, contaminated lot can be 
transformed into a true public place. 

But this level of partnership is not yet the 
case at dozens of sites across the city. Thou- 
sands of potentially contaminated acres are 
scattered in all five boroughs—land that could 
be re-envisioned to meet our city’s infrastruc- 
ture, manufacturing and community needs. 
Only in the last two decades has New York City 
begun to deal with the legacy of contamina- 
tion left behind by its industrial past. We must 
accelerate this effort. 

That’s why we will work to improve the effi- 
ciency of existing State programs through the 
application of dedicated City resources, and 
supplement them with the creation of new 
programs. With greater community involve- 
ment and a more aggressive effort to identify 
sites requiring cleanups, we will ensure all of 
New York City’s brownfields are recaptured 
so that they can contribute to our land chal- 
lenges ahead. 
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Our water system was an engineering marvel when it 
was created in the early 19th century. But today growth 
around our reservoirs and the age of our infrastructure make it 
more and more challenging to maintain the quality and reliability 
of our supply. 


We must also confront the legacy of our industrial past, 
which treated New York's waterways as a delivery system, 
rather than as a source of recreation or a vital ecological 
habitat. Today, our combined sewer system too often renders 
our waterways unusable. 


These two water challenges—ensuring the water we drink 

is clean and available, and that the waterways surrounding our 
city are open to New Yorkers—will require continued investment. 
That's why we will build critical backup systems for our water 
network infrastructure, continue to upgrade our wastewater 
treatment facilities, and explore the potential of more natural 
solutions to cleanse and filter our waterways. 
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Water Quality 

Open 90% of our waterways 

to recreation by preserving natural 
areas and reducing pollution 


Water Network 

Develop critical backup systems 

for our aging water network to ensure 
long-term reliability 
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Open 90% of our waterways 
to recreation by preserving natural 
areas and reducing pollution 


The opaque two-and-a-half mile twisting For more than two centuries, New Yorkers 
Gowanus Canal is part of New York folklore, used waterways as garbage bins, dump- 
a gritty piece of city history. ing waste into the rivers that rushed by 
“When | first moved in 11 years ago, it their houses. By the industrial age, our atti- 
smelled nasty,” said John Creech, 44, who tude remained largely unchanged: water- 
lives in the area. ways were a means to achieving an end, 


whether convenience or commerce. Oil refin- 
eries, factories, and ships rose along the riv- 
erbanks and their waste products were often 
deposited in the water. As manufacturing 
declined after World War II, the waterfront 
withered along with it. For decades, 
stretches of riverfront sat largely abandoned 
while pollution seeped deeper into the soils 
and surrounding water. 

In 1972, the Clean Water Act established 
ambitious new pollution regulations, with 
the goal of making every water body in the 
country safe for active recreation. Since 
then, the City has dedicated $35 billion to 
improving the quality of our waterways. 


: In dry weather, virtually all of New York 
helping to oxygenate the waterway and City’s sewage is treated. During storm 


support aquatic life. But thousands of gallons events, the added volume of storm water 
of sewage still discharge during rainstorms results in Combined Sewer Overflows, or 
and decades worth of toxic sediment still sits CSOs. CSOs still occur during heavy storms, 
along the bottom. but the number of these events have 
dropped dramatically. New infrastructure 
upgrades have enabled us to capture more 
of the overflow, increasing our capture rate 
from 30% to 70% since 1980. 
Today, our rivers are experiencing a renais- 
sance. Every year, dozens of races are held 
in the Harbor which is cleaner than it’s been 
in decades. There are fishing stations set up 
along the piers of Queens West, kayaking 
along the Hudson, and plans for canoeing at 
the new Brooklyn Bridge Park. (See maps on 
following page: Tributary Water Quality) 


The stench came from a century and a half 
of sewage and industrial pollutants settling 
to the bottom of the canal and decomposing. 
Built in the 19th century to usher Brooklyn 
into the industrial era, the Gowanus quickly 
became the nation’s busiest commercial 
waterway. After World War I, six million tons 
of cargo annually were produced and 
trafficked through the canal. The resulting 
industrial contaminants, storm water runoff, 
and other oil-slicked pollutants—particularly 
ink—gave the Gowanus its nickname, 
“Lavender Lake.” 


Today, more than 154 million gallons of fresh 
water are pumped into the canal per day, 


Kayakers on the Hudson River 
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Tributary Water Quality 
Today 
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As we accelerate the reclamation of former 
industrial land along the riverbanks, with more 
than 60 miles of waterfront development 
underway, the need to improve water quality 
itself has become more important than ever. 

There are two primary areas that require 
attention. First, significant parts of the harbor 
estuary, including the Hudson and East 
Rivers, are periodically forced to close for swim- 
ming as a result of heavy rains and resulting 
CSO events. 

Our second, more intractable problem is 
the series of man-made canals, like the Gowa- 
nus, that were designed largely to ease ships 
more deeply into the city. The majority of these 
tributaries are embedded within neighbor- 
hoods before coming to a dead end. Without 
a flow of water, they lack the natural currents 
that would flush out pollutants. Oils, sewage, 
and toxins simply sink to the bottom, where 
they have been piling up for decades. Today, 
more than 52% of these canals and creeks are 
unavailable for public recreation because their 
contamination levels are too high. 

The problem of CSOs can largely be traced 
to the original design of our sewer system: 
60% of our network captures rain water and 
sewage in the same pipe. During dry weather, 
treatment plants can easily handle all of the 
city’s waste. In heavy rain events, our treat- 
ment plants can double their dry weather 
capacity, but that is sometimes not enough 
to avoid CSOs. The extra flow—which is 90% 
storm water—is released, untreated, into the 
surrounding water. These CSOs are some- 
times caused by as little as a tenth of an inch 
of hard rain. This phenomenon is not unique 
to New York City. Municipalities throughout 
the United States, particularly the older com- 
munities of the Northeast and Midwest, are 
served by combined sewer systems. However, 
the City recognizes the need for substantial 
improvements and requires creative solu- 
tions. (See map on facing page: Wastewater 
Drainage Areas and Combined Sewer 
Overflow Locations) 
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Although our water quality has improved 
over the past few decades, progress has 
started to slow as conditions across the city 
change. Natural areas and permeable sur- 
faces absorb storm water and help prevent 
even more sewage from pouring into our 
waterways. But these areas are disappearing 
rapidly. Over the last century, the city’s wet- 
lands shrank by almost 90%. Even in the last 25 
years, we lost more than 9,000 acres of per- 
meable surfaces. (See map on facing page: 
Vegetative Cover Change) 

To account for this shifting landscape and 
to continue making progress toward our goal, 
we must be more ambitious in our approach 
to reducing CSO discharges. 

Today we capture 70% of CSOs before they 
enter the surrounding waterways, but other 
cities are doing better. Boston and Chicago, 
for instance, have been able to approach rates 
of 90%. To begin closing this gap we must 
complete large capital improvements that will 
expand the capacity of our treatment plants 
and sewers. 

Perhaps even more importantly, we must 
also prevent water from entering our com- 
bined sewer system in the first place. That 
means pursuing proven water retention and 
diversion strategies, while piloting a range of 
promising solutions, often called Best Man- 
agement Practices (BMPs), that harness natu- 
ral processes to retain, detain or cleanse the 
water. These BMPs tend to be less expensive 
and help achieve multiple environmental 
ends. For example, trees absorb water, but 
they also cleanse the air, create a more wel- 
coming public realm, and help reduce global 
warming emissions. 

By overcoming the institutional barriers 
that have prevented the implementation of 
BMPs to date and rigorously assessing their 
performance in the city, we can prioritize 
sound investments in the coming decades. 


Tributary Water Quality 


© BOATING AND FISHING ALLOWED 


Fresh = \ V }Y 
Westchester 

a ptreek & 
i yrs 
Flushing Ba = 
/ Flushing Cre Alle co, 
/ Little Neck Bay 
} Newtow! 
/ (Creek \ 


Queens 


\, shellbank 


Hendrix ‘Basin Bergen 
Creek — Ns Basin 


= Thurston), Nassau 
Basin ~~ County 


Atlantic Ocean 


Our Plan 


We are one of the world’s great waterfront 
cities: a series of islands and archipelagos, 
with nearly 600 miles of waterfront. But we are 
just beginning to rediscover our waterways as 
a source of recreation and inspiration. 

To fulfill their potential, we must address 
the waterways themselves, particularly our 
most polluted tributaries. 

Achieving our goal will require a balance 
between infrastructure solutions and more 
natural strategies. 

That’s why we will upgrade our wastewater 
treatment facilities, while integrating separated 
storm sewers into new development projects 
like Hudson Yards. We will also expand efforts 
to harness our environment as a natural water 
filter. That includes expanding our pioneering 
Bluebelt system, adding nearly one million more 
trees, and landscaping our streets. 

But today we have an opportunity to go 
even further—we will not only plant trees, 
but pay more attention to the design of the 
pit they are planted in to maximize its ability 
to absorb water. We won't just increase plant- 
ings along streets, but study the design of the 
surrounding median and sidewalk so that it 
can collect and store water more easily. 

These BMP strategies are not fully proven 
in New Yok City—but their potential could be 
enormous. A new Inter-agency Best Manage- 
ment Practices Task Force will explore the 
possibilities for incorporating these initiatives 
into various planning processes, starting with 
a range of pilot programs. 

Through the initiatives outlined below, we 
will improve public access to our tributaries 
from 48% to over 90%; and we will ensure that 
our larger water bodies are less susceptible 
to storm-generated pollution. As BMPs and 
other resources take effect, we will increas- 
ingly be able to use some of our waterways 
for swimming as well. 
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Vegetative Cover Change 
1984 to 2002 


VEGETATION GAIN 


NO CHANGE 


VEGETATION LOSS 


New York City lost 9,000 s 
acres of vegetative cover 
in the past 25 years 


These policies are expected to improve the 
CSO capture rate to more than 75% as well 
as decrease bacterial levels and increase dis- 
solved oxygen—a key indicator of aquatic 
health. That will ensure that over 90% of the 
city’s tributaries, and 98% of our waterways 
are open for recreational use. 

By making smart choices in the coming 
decades, we can restore our city’s natural 
ecology and recreational use of our waterways. 


Our plan for water quality: 


Continue implementing infrastructure upgrades 
1 Develop and implement Long-Term Control Plans 
2 Expand wet weather capacity at treatment plants 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 
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Pursue proven solutions to prevent stormwater from 


entering the system 


3 Increase use of High Level Storm Sewers (HLSS) 
4 Capture the benefits of our open space plan 


5 Expand the Bluebelt program 


Expand, track, and analyze new Best Management Practices (BMPs) 


on a broad scale 
6 Form an interagency BMP Task Force 
7 Pilot promising BMPs 
8 Require greening of parking lots 
9 Provide incentives for green roofs 
10 Protect wetlands 


Wastewater Drainage Areas and 
Combined Sewer Overflow Locations 
© COMBINED SEWER OVERFLOW (CSO) LOCATION 
@ WASTEWATER TREATMENT PLANT 
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Continue implementing 
infrastructure upgrades 


In the 35 years since the Clean Water Act 
was passed by Congress, we have had the 
opportunity to evaluate the success rates of 
a range of infrastructure solutions. The 
impacts of pumping stations, wastewater 
treatment plants, and larger storage tanks 
have all been measured and quantified. 

The successes are well-documented 
across the nation. Here in New York, before 
1972, the Hudson River contained bacteria 
170 times the safe limit; today it hosts 
swimming races around Manhattan. In its 
industrial years, Ohio’s Cuyahoga River actu- 
ally caught fire 10 times. But by 1998, 60% 
of American lakes, rivers, and shorelines 
were considered clean enough for swimming 
and fishing. 

As knowledge has improved, the Federal 
government has adapted its legislation to 
target one of the last remaining areas for 
improvement. Today, the greatest obstacle 
to enhanced water quality is the overflow of 
untreated sewage into our waterways 
during rain storms. That's why in December 
2000, Congress adopted an amendment to 
the Clean Water Act requiring municipalities 
to develop a Long-Term Control Plan (LTCP) 
to mitigate the impacts of CSOs. 
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CASE STUDY 

Nitrogen 

In addition to Combined Sewer Overflows 
(CSOs), pollutants from brownfields and 
storm water runoff, there is one more 
challenge to maintain the quality of our 
waterways: nitrogen. Discharges from 
wastewater treatment plants have been 
identified as a factor in recurring water 
quality problems in western Long Island 
Sound and Jamaica Bay. 


As a result, State regulators restricted 
nitrogen levels in the wastewater plant 
effluent for these waters. Although 
nitrogen levels don’t impact our ability 
to use the waterways recreationally, 
nitrogen—and its host compound 
ammonia—deplete dissolved oxygen 
in the receiving waters, inhibiting 
fish habitation. 
Traditional nitrogen removal processes 
require large, capital upgrades and high 
operating costs. To avoid these costs, 
the City's Department of Environmental 
Protection (DEP) will explore and pilot 
several emerging technologies, which 
will supplement existing infrastructure 
and allow for the cost-effective removal 
of nitrogen. Examples of the technologies 
DEP will pilot include SHARON, ARP, and 
Biolysis “0.” 
¢ SHARON is a more energy-efficient 
nitrogen removal process compared 
to traditional methods 


¢ ARP use ion filters to remove nitrogen 


* Biolysis “O" uses ozone to destroy 
bacteria that produce nitrogen 


These pilots, along with a Harbor Estuary 
Study led by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, will inform DEP's 
future efforts to remove nitrogen 

from wastewater. 
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INITIATIVE 1 


Develop and implement 
Long-Term Control Plans 

We will complete Long-Term Control 
Plans for all 14 New York City Water- 
sheds, as required by law 


In the upcoming months, we will submit the 
Waterbody/Watershed (WB/WS) Plans for 18 
waterbodies to the State’s Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC), detail- 
ing strategies for CSO reduction. These plans 
will rely on proven infrastructure upgrades to 
expand the capacity of our wastewater treat- 
ment plants, by constructing holding tanks, 
and optimizing our sewer infrastructure. The 
WB/WS plans will be integrated into the 14 
watershed-specific Long-Term Control Plans 
(LTCP) also mandated by DEC. 

Already, the City’s Department of Environ- 
mental Protection (DEP) has begun some of 
these improvements; today, all of our plants 
are equipped to handle twice the volume of 
flows that would occur on a normal day of dry 
weather. Other strategies will include aeration, 
which involves pumping oxygen into water- 
ways to encourage aquatic life; destratification 
facilities, which churn areas of water to ensure 
that oxygen is being evenly distributed; sewer 
optimization, which maximizes the amount of 
wastewater conveyed to the treatment plant; 
force mains, which divert CSOs from tributar- 
ies with no natural flushing systems into larger 
water bodies that can assimilate the sewage 
more easily; and dredging, which will begin to 
remove decades of bio-solids that have settled 
onto the bottom of our rivers and tributaries. 

Preliminary projections estimate that the 
implementation of the LTCPs will result in an 
increase in CSOs captured from approximately 
70% to 75%. In addition, the plan will specify 
other enhancements, including reducing float- 
ing debris such as bottles, bags, and other 
trash through netting facilities. 


INITIATIVE 2 


Expand wet weather capacity 
at treatment plants 
We will reduce CSO discharges by more 


than 185 mgd during rainstorms 

In addition to upgrading our treatment facili- 
ties to reliably comply with existing and 
emerging regulatory requirements, we are 
also maximizing the volume of water these 
treatment plants can process during storms. 
(See case study: Nitrogen) 

Currently, all treatment facilities are 
required to treat twice the amount of flows 
that would occur on a normal day without 
rain. But at Newtown Creek, the 26th Ward, 
and Jamaica Waste Water Treatment Plants, 
we will be expanding the wet weather capac- 
ity. This should reduce the CSO discharges in 
these sewersheds by more than 185 million 
gallons per day (mgd) during rainstorms. 


Pursue proven solutions to 
prevent water from entering 
system 


We cannot rely solely on hard and central- 
ized infrastructure upgrades to improve the 
quality of our waterways. In addition to 
working to capture more CSOs at the “end of 
the pipe,” after it has already entered our 
system, we have also begun pursuing a 
range of proven strategies to keep storm 
water from entering our combined sewer 
system at all. 
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INITIATIVE 3 


Increase use of High Level 
Storm Sewers (HLSS) 

We will convert combined sewers into 
HLSS and integrate HLSS into major 
new developments, as appropriate 


High Level Storm Sewers (HLSS) are one strat- 
egy for alleviating pressure on the combined 
sewer system and limiting CSO events. HLSS 
are designed to capture 50% of the rainfall, 
before it enters our pipes, and divert it directly 
into the waterways through permitted out- 
lets, reducing the volume of flows that pass 
through the treatment plants and the com- 
bined sewer system. In addition, they alleviate 
street flooding in problematic areas. 


CASE STUDY 
Hudson Yards 


Today, the long swath of Manhattan's Far West 
Side has a coarse, industrial feel. Stretches of 
empty streets border open railyards. There is 
almost no green space. 


The recent rezoning of Hudson Yards will 
transform the area into one of the most dynamic 
neighborhoods in New York, with 24 million square 
feet of office, hotel and retail space, and 13,500 
units of housing. The expansion of the 7 line will 
connect midtown to a reconceived convention 
center, spurring the reclamation of 300 underused 
acres in the heart of Manhattan. 


By 2025, the population of Hudson Yards will more 
than double. Under a traditional development 
scenario, the project would bring new jobs, tax 
revenues and reinvigorated public space, but also 
generate 43.5 million gallons of Combined Sewer 
Overflows (CSOs) per year. 


That's why the City has developed a comprehen- 
sive strategy to absorb growth while protecting 
the environment. 


With each new development, New York City 

is required to reevaluate our sewer system 
accordingly. But in Hudson Yards, we won't simply 
be adding seven new sewers to the 6,700 miles 
already snaking through the city. 


But we cannot simply install these sepa- 

rated sewers at every site. Since they require 
a separate pipe and outlet to a waterbody, 
this strategy is only cost-effective for develop- 
ments near the water’s edge. 
Therefore, the City will analyze each site 
carefully on a case-by-case basis to determine 
the appropriateness of this strategy. One area 
that is clearly a good candidate is the Hudson 
Yards area. Other developments that may 
also be appropriate for HLSS or for the com- 
plete separation of their sewer infrastructure 
include the Bronx Terminal Market, Queens 
West development, Gateway Estates in Brook- 
lyn, and the Columbia University expansion 
in Manhattanville. (See case study above: 
Hudson Yards) 
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INITIATIVE 4 

Capture the benefits of our 

open space plan 

We will expand the amount of green, 


permeable surfaces across the city to 
reduce storm water runoff 


Green spaces act as natural storm water cap- 
ture and retention devices. The 9,000 acres of 
vegetative cover lost between 1984 and 2002 


Five of the seven new sewers will be High 
Level Storm Sewers (HLSS) which can reduce 
the amount of storm water entering the 
system by 50%. 


Before storm water even reaches the sewers, 

it will loiter on the buildings themselves. Specially 
designed drainage systems will release the water 
in spurts, through regulated downspouts that 
control the flow of water. 


could have absorbed, according to an analy- 
sis by the U.S. Forest Service and the City’s 
Department of Parks & Recreation (DPR), 243 
million gallons for every inch of rain. Trees 
capture rainfall on their leaves and branches 
and take up water through their roots, and 
release significant volumes to the air through 
evaporation. In all, the DPR estimates that 
city street trees capture 870 million gallons 
of stormwater each year. At least four million 
gallons of water are absorbed by soil around 
street trees during each storm event. 

Over the next 25 years, we will undertake 
40 new Greenstreets projects every planting 
season, bringing the citywide total to more 
than 3,000 by 2030. A one-acre Greenstreet 
can hold about 55,000 gallons of storm water. 
The existing total acreage of Greenstreets 
sites in New York City is almost 164 acres, 
which translates into nine million gallon 
capacity citywide. With an additional 40 new 
Greenstreet projects, covering 75 acres, the 
capacity to hold stormwater will increase by 
four million gallons. 

In addition to increasing stormwater stor- 
age through Greenstreets, we will increase 
the number of trees in the city by one million. 
New designs for the tree pits could signifi- 
cantly increase this capacity as well. 
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And as a third defense against CSOs, Hudson 
Yards plans include at least 66 acres of green, 
open space on rooftops and in parks. A green roof 
has the potential to reduce annual runoff by 50%. 


These strategies will significantly limit, and 
possibly eliminate, CSOs generated from Hudson 
Yards. In employing such environmentally 
responsible strategies, New York City can 
simultaneously grow, as we need to, and protect 
our resources, as we must. 
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INITIATIVE 5 


Expand the Bluebelt program 
We will expand the Bluebelt in 
Staten Island and other boroughs, 
where possible 


In many areas of Staten Island, development 
preceded the full build-out of the sewer 
system. For example, some residents of South 
Richmond still rely on on-site septic systems 
for sanitary waste disposal. During periods 
of rain, several areas in this region routinely 
experience localized flooding and septic tank 
failures. To address these concerns, in 1997, 
the DEP created the Staten Island Bluebelt as 
a natural solution. (See case study on follow- 
ing page: Reshaping the Urban Environment) 

Nearly 36% of Staten Island’s precipitation 
drains into the current Bluebelt system which 
covers nearly 10,000 acres. Over the next 25 
years, we will seek to add an additional 4,000 
acres in the borough, spread across South 
Beach, New Creek, and Oakwood Beach. 

To date, the Bluebelt program has saved 
the City an estimated $80 million in infrastruc- 
ture costs, and it has also saved homeowners 
money in flood damage. In addition, property 
values in the immediate vicinity of the com- 
pleted Bluebelt drainage corridors have con- 
sistently appreciated, enhancing the city’s tax 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


CASE STUDY 
Reshaping the Urban Environment 


A New York City planner pioneered the 
Bluebelt system—more than a century ago. 


Nearly three decades after designing 
Central Park, Frederick Law Olmsted 
submitted an application to Boston's City 
Council for the Fens portion of the Emerald 
Necklace, a collection of waterfront parks 
circling the Charles River. 


It was not an obvious site for new public 
space. Malodorous fumes from a steady 
influx of sewage wafted into the surround- 
ing communities. Frequent flooding sent 
waste and water spilling out of the rivers 
and into the surrounding land. 


Olmsted had been retained to design 

a park; he ended by pioneering a 
revolutionary approach to waste manage- 
ment. Arranging wetlands and plants 

to create storage basins, he concealed 

a network of retention ponds, drainage 
systems, and natural filtering within a 
beautiful, sprawling wilderness of bridle 
paths, park drives, and boating along 

the waterways. 


By preserving the natural environment, 
providing a recreational resource, and 
preventing sewage and flooding from 
impairing the quality of Boston's water- 
ways, Olmsted integrated ecological 
and sanitary benefits within a stunning 
public resource. 


Those are principles underpinning 
New York's Bluebelt system, which spans 
nearly 10,000 acres in Staten Island 


The Bluebelt program is designed to 
leverage the natural drainage corridors 
including streams, ponds, and other 
wetland areas to convey, treat, and 
detain stormwater prior to its release 
into the harbor. 


To enhance these natural functions, the 
Department of Environmental Protection 
has reshaped the natural environment 
to become a more effective holding tank; 
reengineering a wetland in the shape 

of a snake to slow down water flow; 
planting vegetation to absorb and filter 
impurities out of the water system; and 
positioning rocks so that the water 
bubbles over it, thereby adding air into 
the streams. 


By 2030, we will expand this system 
approach into other boroughs, striking 
Olmsted's balance between parkland and 
environmental benefits. 
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base. The program has demonstrated that 
wetland preservation can be economically 
prudent and environmentally responsible. In 
2005, the EPA recognized the leadership of 
the Bluebelt by awarding it an Environmental 
Quality Award. 

Our ability to replicate this process across 
the city is limited due to our dense develop- 
ment. However, we do plan to expand the use 
of Bluebelts outside of Staten Island, where 
possible: 


* Udalls’ Cove and Brookville Boule- 
vard West: We will install basins to catch 
storm water from the surrounding neigh- 
borhoods in Queens before it travels into 
Little Neck Bay and Jamaica Bay. 


* Springfield Lake: We will dredge this 
3.5-acre lake, located within Springfield 
Park in southeast Queens, and enhance 
it with new tidal marshes and other 
drainage-related improvements. This will 
solve ongoing flooding problems, while 
decreasing algae blooms in the lake and 
improving water quality in Jamaica Bay. 

* Baisley Pond: This is a 40-acre fresh- 
water pond in south Jamaica, Queens. 
This project will solve flooding problems 
and improve ground water conditions by 
incorporating natural water retention and 
filtering strategies. 


The City will also assess opportunities in Van 
Cortland Park, Oakland Ravine, Sailor Snug 
Harbor, Riverdale Park, Seton Falls Park, and 
Alder Brook in Riverdale in the Bronx. 


Expand, track, and analyze 
new Best Management 
Practices (BMPs) on 

a broad scale 


Greenstreets and Bluebelts have proven 
results; their effectiveness has been tracked 
and monitored across the city. But a range of 
emerging strategies that enhance the eco- 
logical environment while naturally cleans- 
ing our waterways have begun to be tested 
and installed across the United States. Cities 
from Seattle to Chicago have begun integrat- 
ing these softer solutions on a broad scale 
into their planning and development, with 
exceptional results. 

Within New York City, financial, informa- 
tional, and institutional barriers have hindered 
our ability to experiment with these best 
practices. Our dense environment has also 
made spaces difficult to identify. But the 
opportunities are there. 


Long-Line Mussel Farm 
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INITIATIVE 6 


Form an interagency 

BMP Task Force 

We will make the reduction of 

CSO volumes and other environmental 
issues a priority for all relevant 

City agencies 


Multiple agencies, including but not limited 
to the Departments of Transportation, Parks 
& Recreation, Buildings, and City Planning 
are responsible for infrastructure or devel- 
opment that has direct impacts on pollu- 
tion in our waterways. But water quality is 
seldom considered during the decisions 
and activities these agencies undertake on a 
daily basis. Every time the City plants a tree, 
a contractor builds a house, or an agency 
constructs a road, there is little opportu- 
nity or incentive to integrate water quality 
measures. This has created barriers to 
our ability to assess and develop comprehen- 
sive policies for the deployment of BMPs ona 
citywide basis. 

That’s why we will establish the New York 
City Interagency BMP Task Force which will 
bring together all relevant City agencies to 
analyze ways to incorporate BMPs into the 
design and construction of projects. This year, 
the Task Force will pilot three of the most 
promising BMPs followed by a series of addi- 
tional pilots across New York and measure the 
results. After 18 months, the Task Force will 
announce a plan to integrate the most suc- 
cessful BMPs on a larger scale. The recom- 
mendations of this plan will not only reduce 
CSO volumes, they will also help cool the 
city and reduce construction and demolition 
waste creation by City agencies. 


Credit: Pia Norling 


Improved Tree Pit Design 


Sidewalk 


Expanded area for roots and 
water drainage under sidewalk 


Tree pit depth 


Source: NYC Department of Environmental Protection 


The focus will be on greening the public 
right-of-way, developing BMPs on City-owned 
land, improving environmental performance 
of open space, and creating strategies to pro- 
mote BMPs on private development. 

The Task Force and its working groups will 
be coordinated by the Office of Long-Term 
Planning and Sustainability with participation 
from the Departments of Environmental Pro- 
tection, Design and Construction, Transporta- 
tion, Citywide Administrative Services, Parks 
& Recreation, Health and Mental Hygiene, 
City Planning, and Buildings, and the Office of 
Management and Budget. 

The Task Force also will create a set of per- 
formance metrics to be published annually. 
Possible metrics include market penetration of 
BMPs on private development, acres of perme- 
able surfaces, storm water capture rates, and 
improvement in water quality such as reduc- 
tions in fecal-coliform levels and increases in 
dissolved oxygen. It will develop a process to 
monitor, assess, and report agency and BMP 
performance, as well as a process to reevalu- 
ate and modify the report every two years. 
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INITIATIVE 7 
Pilot promising BMPs 
We will immediately pilot various BMPs 
to monitor and assess their performance 
in New York City neighborhoods 
The Task Force will begin by piloting the 
following three BMPs, selected for their 
feasibility and proven effectiveness in other 


programs across the United States: 
* Create a mollusk habitat pilot program 


+ Plant trees with improved pit design 


* Create vegetated ditches (swales) 
along highways 


Within the next two years, the City will also 
pilot other BMPs, including developing storm 
water BMPs for ballfields along the Bronx 
River, using vacant public property to create 
urban storm water systems that offer greater 
infiltration and protect wildlife habitat. We will 
also study the treatment and capture of storm 
water from large parking lots using vegetation 
and infiltration through pilots in the Jamaica 
Bay Watershed. 


We will introduce 20 cubic meters 
of ribbed mussel beds 


When Henry Hudson first sailed through New 
York’s Harbor, half the world’s oysters were 
alive beneath him. Approximately 350 square 
miles of oyster beds lined the surrounding 
harbor estuary, removing impurities from 
our water free of charge. At one time, oyster 
trade supported the city’s early mercan- 
tile economy. But over-harvesting and raw 
sewage led to the loss of the oyster popula- 
tion by the early 20th century. While scattered 
populations of oysters and other mollusks, 
including mussels, can be found in the city’s 
harbor estuary, there are no longer enough to 
significantly improve the city’s water quality. 
The loss of mollusks has resulted in the loss of 
one of nature’s finest filtration systems. 

To once again reap the benefits of these 
natural bio-filters, the City will create a 
habitat and reintroduce 20 cubic meters of 
ribbed mussel beds. Ribbed mussels present 
little safety risk because they are not eaten. 
Through this pilot, we will test the capability 
of mollusks to improve the water quality of 
our tributaries around combined sewer over- 
flow outlets. Our first location will be Hendrix 
Creek, a tributary to Jamaica Bay, which is 
located next to the 26th Ward Wastewater 
Treatment Plant, at a cost of $600,000. (See 
photo on facing page: Long-Line Mussel Farm) 

According to the Gaia Institute, 20 cubic 
meters of ribbed mussels should be able 


Vegetated Swale 


to filter all the effluent, 65 mgd, from the 
26th Ward Wastewater Treatment Plant. 
But because this premise has not been 
tested recently in New York City, we can’t 
confirm that this level of performance is pos- 
sible. Therefore, we will test the solution in 
order to determine whether or not it should 
be expanded. 

The study will evaluate to what extent mol- 
lusks can grow in our waterways, the mollusks 
densities necessary to address urban pol- 
lution and nutrient problems, and the costs 
associated with achieving various levels of 
water quality improvement. The demonstra- 
tion habitat will be monitored, documented, 
and replicated as appropriate. 


We will plant trees with improved 
pit designs 


New York City street trees are often planted 
in small confined pits—commonly four feet 
by four feet square and 20 feet apart—with 
densely packed soil. These characteristics 
restrict roots, blocking their ability to absorb 
oxygen, nutrients, and water. In addition, 
these confined pits limit the amount of storm 
water that can be captured. (See illustration 
above: Improved Tree Pit Design). 

Trees planted in cramped pits can either 
die or damage the sidewalk as they grow. 
Improving the design and size of the tree pit 
will confer the dual benefits of improving the 
chances for the tree’s survival and retaining 
storm water. 

nstalling underground storage areas and 
using structured soils will expand the volume of 
storm water captured by these redesigned pits. 
Structured soils have more air space and can 
be used in trenches between trees, under side- 
walks or under porous pavement. 
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Greening Standards for Parking Lots 
Under current zoning 


Under proposed zoning 
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Source: NYC Department of City Planning 


DEP, in partnership with the Gaia Institute 
and DPR, will pilot in the Jamaica Bay water- 
shed five enhanced tree pits with below-grade 
water catchments to increase storm water 
infiltration. The pilot program will include 
three years of monitoring and data collec- 
tion with annual reports and a final project 
summary of findings. If successful, this tech- 
nology will be recommended for widespread 
application during future sidewalk and road 
reconstruction. 


We will create vegetated ditches 
(swales) along parkways 


Vegetated ditches (called swales) are linear, 
dry ditches designed to receive runoff and 
slowly move rain to an outfall point along our 
waterways, absorbing water along the way. 
They are especially effective when located 
adjacent to parking lots, streets, parkways or 
highways or when used as a median. In addi- 
tion to storing direct rainfall and reducing 
storm water volumes entering the combined 
sewer system, swales provide natural cleansing 
of runoff through the soil and vegetation. 
(See illustration on previous page: Vegetated 
Swale) 

But there are challenges associated with 
swale construction, including finding enough 
space given the city’s density. Nevertheless, 
incorporating swales into the redesign of 
roadways may prove less expensive than con- 
structing traditional piped drainage systems. 
For example, Seattle’s pilot Street Edge Alter- 
natives Project (SEA Streets) is designed to 
provide drainage that more closely mimics the 
natural landscape instead of traditional piped 
systems. Two years of monitoring show that 
SEA Streets has reduced the total volume of 
storm water from the street by 99%. 
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INITIATIVE 8 

Require greening of parking lots 
We will modify the zoning resolution 
to include design guidelines for 
off-street parking lots for commercial 
and community facilities 


Much of the urban landscape is impervious, 
including buildings, roads, and parking lots: 
this means water cannot trickle back into the 
ground, but instead flows off the hard sur- 
faces into our sewers, putting additional strain 
on our infrastructure. As described above, 
there are strategies for reducing this runoff, 
such as tree plantings, other landscaping 
projects, porous pavement technology, and 
underground water storage. (See renderings: 
Greening Standards for Parking Lots) 

The addition of trees and landscaping to 
parking lots offer a feasible and cost-effective 
means for the private sector to work with the 
City in curbing storm water runoff and poten- 
tially decreasing CSO events. Increased land- 
scaping, along with storm water detention 
and retention, could slow down the rate at 
which water enters the sewer system; that will 
enable New York’s combined sewer system 
to treat a higher percentage of storm water. 
Vegetated and gravel buffer strips along the 
edge of landscaped areas or surrounding 
detention infrastructure can also help filter 
pollutants from water. 

The City will modify the zoning resolution to 
require perimeter landscaping of commercial 
and community facility parking lots over 6,000 
square feet as well as street tree planting 
on the adjacent sidewalks. Parking lots over 
12,000 square feet would also be required to 
provide a specified number of canopy trees in 
planting islands within each lot. The intention 
of this proposal is to reduce the eyesore of 


large asphalt expanses while more effectively 
managing storm water runoff and helping to 
cool the air. 

In addition to the zoning modification, the 
City will analyze the costs and benefits of 
integrating additional BMP’s into parking lots. 
From these findings, we will create appropri- 
ate policy to improve storm water capture 
and storage for parking lots as part of the New 
York City Interagency BMP Plan. 


INITIATIVE 9 


Provide incentives 

for green roofs 

We will encourage the installation 
of green roofs through a new 
incentive program 


A green roof partially or completely covers a 
building roof with plants. It can be a tended 
roof garden or a more self-maintaining ecol- 
ogy. Similar to swales and tree pits, green 
roofs can reduce the volume of runoff by 
absorbing or storing water, and other natu- 
ral processes, in addition to cooling the air. 
According to a recent study by Riverkeeper, a 
40-square-foot green roof could result in 810 
gallons of storm water captured per roof per 
year. If each installation cost $1,000 then a 
$100,000 dollar investment could lead to over 
81,000 gallons of stormwater captured. (See 
illustration on facing page: Components of a 
Typical Greenroof?) 

The City is developing four residential and 
two commercial pilots to analyze the poten- 
tial cumulative benefits of green roofs on the 
city’s combined sewer system. The expected 
cost for each is $100,000 for design and $1.3 
million for construction and equipment. 


In order to achieve direct CSO benefits, 
a large number of green roofs would be 
required within a concentrated area—an 
expensive undertaking. Therefore, incentives 
are necessary to off-set some of these costs. 

The City currently provides incentives for 
the private development of two BMPs through 
DEP’s Comprehensive Water Reuse Program. 
This program offers buildings that install 
“blackwater” or “greywater” systems a 25% 
discount off their water and sewer charges. 
“Blackwater” systems capture and treat sani- 
tary wastewater and recycle it within the build- 
ing for non-potable use. “Greywater” systems 
capture used water from washing machines, 
dishwashers, and showers and reuse 
that water for toilets or other non-potable 
applications. 

Starting in 2007, the City will begin provid- 
ing incentives for green roofs, as well. New York 
City will support the installation of extensive 
green roofs by enacting a property tax abate- 
ment to off-set 35% of the installation cost of a 
green roof. The pilot incentive will sunset in five 
years, when it will be reassessed for extension 
and inclusion of other technologies. 
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INITIATIVE 10 


Protect wetlands 

We will assess the vulnerability 
of existing wetlands and identify 
additional policies to protect 
and manage them 


Wetlands play an important role in maintain- 
ing and even improving our water quality. 
They filter and absorb pollutants from storm 
water runoff, lower high levels of nutrients, 
such as nitrogen and phosphorus, and trap 
silt and other fine matter to reduce cloudiness 
in local waterways. In addition to water quality 
improvements, they provide flood protection, 
erosion buffers, important wildlife habitat, 
public enjoyment, and they sequester CO. 
But we have lost 86% of our wetlands in the 
last century. Some of this loss is due to envi- 
ronmental change, such as rising sea level; but 
the majority of it was due to development. 

To further wetlands protection in New York 
City, in 2005 the City Council sponsored, and 
Mayor Bloomberg signed Local Law 83 which 
formed the Wetlands Transfer Task Force to 
assess available City-owned properties that 
contain wetlands. By September 30, 2007, 


Components of Typical Green Roof 
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the Task Force is required to submit its con- 
clusions and recommendations to the Mayor 
and Council Speaker on the feasibility of trans- 
ferring such wetlands to the Department of 
Parks & Recreation and to other agencies that 
can protect them against loss. 

State regulations provide a framework 
for local governments to adopt their own 
freshwater wetland protections, in order to 
strengthen the New York State Freshwater 
Wetlands Act. Many other municipalities also 
regulate their tidal wetlands. 

We will launch a study to identify gaps, or 
areas not effectively addressed under exist- 
ing Federal and State laws. Specifically, we will 
assess where existing regulations fall short 
of protecting New York City’s remaining wet- 
lands. This assessment will be the first step in 
the development of a comprehensive policy 
to protect and manage wetlands in the city. 


In the coming decades we must challenge our- 
selves to creatively reclaim our waterways for 
public use. In Gowanus, the Pump Station will 
be upgraded to move 50% more water to the 


Source: American Wick Drain Corporation 


closest treatment plant; a new force main will 
move the CSO overflow directly to the treat- 
ment plant, instead of traveling a more circu- 
itous route; a modernized flushing tunnel will 
be able to process 40% more water, enabling 
the tunnel to bring more dissolved oxygen to 
the canal’s water, encouraging the growth of 
aquatic life. 

By applying a range of strategies to water 
bodies across the city, we can reclaim them 
for New Yorkers. It would not be the first time. 

In the 1860s, the City opened 15 pools 
along Manhattan’s waterfront, all open to 
flowing river water. Despite the pools’ popu- 
larity, the presence of raw sewage in the 
waterways soon caused them to be closed. 
With the city’s waters now cleaner than at any 
time in half a century, it is time to revive ideas 
like these in a 21st century form. 

That means exploring possibilities such as 
creating permanent pools along our rivers. 
The structures could be supported by piers, 
which in turn, could be designed as habitat 
for mollusks and other life forms, enriching 
the ecology of the waters and cleansing them. 
This balance between ecology, recreation, 
and water quality will underpin our efforts as 
we continue reclaiming our waterways for the 
next generation of New Yorkers. 
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Develop critical backup systems 
for our aging water network 
to ensure long-term reliability 


City Water Tunnel No. 3 


In 1835, a fire engulfed Lower Manhattan for 24 hours. With the rivers frozen, more than 


700 buildings burned to the ground. 


The blaze made the need for a new water supply inescapable. New Yorkers accelerated 
construction of the original Croton System, which would open eight years later. Over the 
following decades, we added two more watersheds, determined not to make the same 
mistake again. But though our supply has continued to stay ahead of our population growth, 


today we face a new challenge. 


Growth is no longer our greatest risk. 
New Yorkers use 1.1 billion gallons a day (bgd), 
but we are far from reaching the system’s 
capacity. In fact, in the 1980s, our system 
supplied as much as 1.6 bgd. At our current 
usage rate, and as citywide conservation 
efforts continue to succeed, 900,000 more 
people would only raise our total to a still- 
manageable 1.3 bed. 

But though we have the luxury of a strong 
water supply, our supply system faces seri- 
ous Challenges. The majority of our network 
was constructed before World War Il. While 
our two water tunnels are constructed 
in bedrock and expected to provide water 
service well into the future, neither has been 
closely examined since opening more than 
70 years ago. And as development encroaches 
on the city’s watersheds, protecting our res- 
ervoirs will require continued vigilance. 

In order to continue providing reliable 
water to New York City residents and an 
additional one million people upstate, we 
face three fundamental questions: How can 
we continue to protect the quality of our 
water supply, ensure it arrives safely to the 
city, and then deliver it reliably to residents? 
(See map on following page: New York City 
Watershed System) 


New York City’s water supply 
Fresh water is a relatively recent phenome- 
non for the city. 

In the early 1800s, the only freshwater 
supply in New York City was a single, fouled 
lake in Lower Manhattan where New Yorkers 
washed clothes, disposed of waste, and 
dumped dead animals. The only other sources 
were 250 public wells sunk along streets trav- 
eled by horses, hogs, and other livestock. 
Water quality remained a serious public health 
problem for decades, as contaminated water 
contributed to cholera epidemics and other 
outbreaks that killed thousands. 

In 1837, construction began on the Croton 

Water Aqueduct System, which brought 
resh water from the Croton River through 
the Bronx and across the Harlem River to 
what is now the Great Lawn in Central Park. 
There a reservoir was built to supply water 
to homes across the city. 
Over the next century, the city added 
two more upstate watersheds and con- 
structed viaducts, creating the world’s lare- 
est municipal water system. Today, our three 
watersheds sprawl across 2,000 square 
miles and contain 19 reservoirs and three 
controlled lakes, with a storage capacity of 
550 billion gallons. 
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Protecting the quality of our water 
Conditions in our watersheds have changed 
since we completed our major infrastructure in 
the 1960s and our strategies for protecting the 
purity of our water must evolve accordingly. 

When construction on the Croton system 
began, about 95,000 people lived in the sur- 
rounding farmlands of Westchester and 
Putnam Counties. In the last 170 years, that 
number has increased to over one million. With 
population growth has come a resulting rise in 
fertilizer, sewage, and road salt, all of which 
run into the reservoirs. Moreover, stricter reg- 
ulations have made achieving health standards 
harder than ever before; nonetheless, the City 
continues to meet and even exceed stringent 
Federal water quality standards. 

Development has been less extensive west 
of the Hudson River, around the Catskill and 
Delaware watersheds. With natural systems 
protecting the purity of the water, the Catskill 
and Delaware systems remain unfiltered; of 
the 7,400 surface water supply systems in 
the United States, only 90 achieve this distinc- 
tion—and only four other large cities. 

Nevertheless, the Catskill Mountains are 
steep and the soil is clay. During and after 
extreme storms, when the natural settling in 
the reservoirs is insufficient to ensure that the 
water meets standards, we have responded 
by adding alum to the water, a chemical 
which bonds with the dust and dirt particles 
to remove them from the drinking water. In 
recent years, these storms have been increas- 
ing—a pattern that may only get worse as our 
climate becomes more volatile. 


Getting the water to the city 

Today, three main aqueducts carry water from 
our reservoirs toward the city—and the lare- 
est one is stable, but leaking. An estimated 15 
to 36 million gallons per day (mgd) of water 
is being lost from the Delaware Aqueduct, or 
4% of its daily volume peak flows. According 
to the professional engineering firm retained 
by DEP along with its own investigation, there 
is little immediate risk of failure of the tunnel. 
But to perform the repair work, the tunnel 
may need to be shut down and drained. That 
will make it necessary to increase reliance on 
other water supplies, and to implement strin- 
gent measures to encourage conservation. 
Under an extended shutdown of the aque- 
duct, water quality in the remaining reservoirs 
could potentially suffer as storage volumes 
are drawn down. 


Distributing water within New York City 
After the aqueducts carry the water near 
the city limits, two tunnels distribute it across 
New York City. Water Tunnel No. 1 was com- 
pleted in 1917 and supplies most of Manhat- 
tan; Water Tunnel No. 2 opened in 1936, and 
serves the rest of the city. There is no back up 
for either, meaning we cannot shut them off 
to undertake any repairs. 


Our plan for the water network: 


Since 1970, we have been building Water 
Tunnel No.3; the second of four phases is 
scheduled to open in 2009. But this will only 
create a backup system for a section of the 
city. In order to achieve full redundancy, we 
must commit ourselves to complete the tun- 
nel’s final two stages. 


Our Plan 


We must be vigilant in order to minimize the 
impact of development on the Croton System, 
and preserve the natural filters of our Catskill 
and Delaware Watersheds to avoid expensive 
and energy-intensive filtration plants. By inten- 
sifying efforts to protect the water at its source, 
we can maintain the high standards New York 
City residents have enjoyed for 150 years. 

We will create redundancy across our 
system so that we can begin repairing our 
aging tunnels and aqueducts—and be ready 
for any unusual weather shifts that result from 
climate change. We must generate a balanced 
strategy for reducing demand and for main- 
taining our most essential infrastructure. 


Ensure the quality of our drinking water 
1 Continue the Watershed Protection Program 
2 Construct an ultraviolet disinfection plant for the Catskill and Delaware systems 


3 Build the Croton Filtration Plant 


Create redundancy for aqueducts to New York City 
4 Launch a major new water conservation effort 


5 Maximize existing facilities 
6 Evaluate new water sources 


Modernize in-city distribution 
7 Complete Water Tunnel No. 3 


8 Complete a backup tunnel to Staten Island 
9 Accelerate upgrades to water main infrastructure 
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Ensure the quality 
of our drinking water 


The health, welfare, and economic well- 
being of New Yorkers are all intrinsically 
linked to the quality of our drinking water. 
The City has taken aggressive steps to pre- 
serve our water quality, including planning 
for the building of a major water filtration 
plant in the Bronx for the Croton Reservoir 
system, and purchasing almost 80,000 acres 
to protect our watersheds from develop- 
ment. As a result, the Catskill and Delaware 
Watersheds provide some of the country’s 
purest water. 

But looking ahead, our reservoirs will 
require increasingly ambitious efforts to 
protect against threats such as develop- 
ment. To address those challenges, we have 
embarked on an aggressive program to pre- 
serve the quality of our drinking water. 


WEST OF HUDSON 
CATSKILL AND DELAWARE WATERSHEDS 
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Continue the Watershed 
Protection Program 

We will aggressively protect our 
watersheds as we seek to maintain 
a Filtration Avoidance Determination 


for the Catskill and Delaware 
Water Supplies 


Today, New York is one of only five major 
cities in the United States without a filtration 
plant processing its drinking water supply. 
Although the 1986 Safe Drinking Water Act 
mandated such facilities, New York—along 
with Boston, Portland, San Francisco, and 
Seattle—received a special waiver, known as 
a Filtration Avoidance Determination (FAD). 
Since 1993, this waiver has been re-evalu- 
ated every five years; the Federal government 
issued New York City a draft 10-year FAD 
on April 12, 2007. In order to maintain our 
status—and meet more stringent Federal 
standards —we must continue to aggressively 
protect the purity of our water supply. 


That is why we have developed a $462 mil- 
lion Watershed Protection Program that will 
target the biggest potential threats and enlist 
the help of the surrounding towns, workers, 
and residents. 

The city owns nearly 114,000 acres within 
the watersheds, of which 74,000 are open 
to the public. Over the next decade, DEP will 
seek to purchase an additional 60,000 to 
75,000 acres in key locations to protect even 
more of the land along the reservoirs. 

Privately-owned forests and farms cover 
two-thirds of the watershed land area, which 
means the City must work with foresters to 
establish sustainable forest management 
plans and to ensure the overall health of these 
important buffers for the city’s water supply. 
Already, we have worked with 560 landowners 
covering 100,000 acres to develop long-term 
orestry programs that we will implement in 
the coming years. Much of the developed land 
in the region is also filled with working farms; 
we will continue partnering with farmers to 
prevent fertilizers and manure from washing 
into the waterways. 

We will also continue to work with local 
communities to repair an estimated 300 resi- 
dential septic systems per year, and install 
new wastewater treatment systems in a 
number of communities. Finally, we must 
address the growing problem of turbidity that 
occurs during heavy storms and explore pos- 
sible infrastructure changes to prevent sedi- 
ment from entering our supply system. 

We know that protection efforts can do 
more than preserve water quality—they can 
improve it. For example, prior to the enhance- 
ment of the city’s watershed protection pro- 
grams in the 1990s, the Cannonsville Res- 
ervoir suffered from massive algae blooms 
that frequently made the water undrinkable. 
Today, nutrient loading into Cannonsville has 
been reduced by 40%, reducing algae blooms 
and making Cannonsville a reliable source of 
drinking water. But we have to do more. 

The Watershed Protection Program is 
costly. But compared to the costs of construct- 
ing and operating a filtration plant, as well as 
the environmental impacts of the additional 
energy and chemicals required by filtration, it 
is the most sustainable choice for New York. 
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Construct an ultraviolet 
disinfection plant for the 
Catskill and Delaware Systems 
We will construct an ultraviolet 
disinfection facility to destroy 
disease-causing organisms in 

our upstate watershed 


Although the Delaware and Catskill Water 
Supplies are not filtered, the EPA still requires 
us to treat the water with chlorine as an addi- 
tional layer of protection. The chlorine kills 
tiny organisms and prevents the spread of 
waterborne diseases. But one pathogen, 
known as Cryptosporidium, has always been 
able to evade this treatment. This microscopic 
parasite is encased by a shell that enables it 
to survive outside of a body—and resist chlo- 
rine-based disinfectants. When it is ingested 
by humans or animals, it can lodge in an intes- 
tine and cause cryptosporidiosis, a diarrheal 
disease. 

We will open the world’s largest ultraviolet 
disinfection facility in 2012. The plant will use 
ultraviolet light to destroy the pathogens’ abil- 
ities to reproduce. Because this is a physical 
process rather than a chemical one, there are 
no harmful impacts on humans or aquatic life. 
This plant will also enable us to scale back the 
use of chlorine pumped into the water, limit- 
ing the amount of disinfection by-products 
that are created. 

The ultraviolet disinfection plant will be 
located at a 153-acre property in the towns of 
Mount Pleasant and Greenburgh in Westchester 
County. It will have the capacity to treat 2,020 
med from the Catskill and Delaware systems. 


CASE STUDY 
Toilet Replacement Program 


The Delaware Watershed has prompted conserva- 
tion efforts before. In 1949 and 1950, the City was 
hurrying to complete the system when a dry spell 
struck. The city announced “thirsty Thursdays,” 
during which residents were encouraged not to 
shower or drink tap water. Volunteers known as 
“water conservation commanders” visited homes 
searching for leaky faucets and circulating gin 
replaced water at a Tiffany's window display. 


But the City's most successful water conservation 
program came after a Federal law required that 
new toilets use only 1.6 gallons of water per flush. 
In 1994, the City launched the world’s largest 
toilet replacement program, offering incentives 
for owners to retire their old toilets, which could 
use up to five gallons a flush. Shower heads and 
faucets were exchanged for low-flow fixtures at 
the same time. 


When the program ended in 1997, more than 
1.3 million toilets had been replaced across the 
city for $290 million—with projected savings of 
$350 million. The replacement project sliced the 
city’s average water consumption by 70 to 90 
million gallons of water per day (mgd), and 
decreased water usage by 37% in participating 
apartment buildings. 


EAST OF HUDSON 
CROTON WATERSHED 


INITIATIVE 3 


Build the Croton Filtration Plant 
We will construct a water filtration 
plant to protect the Croton supply 


The Croton system is the smallest and oldest 
of the city’s watersheds, supplying on average 
about 10% of the city’s needs and upwards of 
30% during droughts. When the Croton system 
was constructed in the 1830s, the surround- 
ing area was mainly rural. But over the past 
50 years, suburbanization has spread through 
Westchester and Putnam counties. 

Since the Croton system opened, one 
million people have moved into land around 
the watershed, paving over fields, wetlands, 
and forests. The resulting impacts of develop- 
ment have caused negative aesthetic impacts 
on the water leading to occasional seasonal 
shutdowns. 

To meet the requirements of the Safe Drink- 
ing Water Act, DEP was ordered to build a 
filtration plant for the Croton Watershed. 
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A decade later, technology for toilet efficiency 
and water conservation has advanced. When the 
program first launched, Robert Bellini, the owner 
of Varsity Plumbing and Heating in Queens, tested 
150 models that met the efficiency standard. 

He only recommended four. 


“Just because the toilet met minimum require- 
ments didn’t mean it flushed well,” said Bellini. 


The new standard models don't clog or require 
double-flushing like the first series of efficient 
toilets, saving up to four gallons. That's why 


The Croton filtration plant—the city’s first— 
will be constructed within the Mosholu Golf 
Course in Van Cortlandt Park in the Norwood 
section of the Bronx by 2012. It will have the 
capacity to filter 290 med of water, and will 
also feature the City’s largest green roof for 
public year-round recreational use. 


Create redundancy for 
aqueducts to New York City 


The Delaware Water Supply has historically 
provided about 50% of the city’s water supply 
needs and the Delaware Aqueduct is the 
only way to transport this supply to the city. 
Although it is not in danger of immediate fail- 
ure, we must prepare for an extensive repair 
period that may require shutting the aque- 
duct down. During any such period, it would 
be necessary for the city to increase reliance 
on its other water supplies, and to implement 
more stringent measures to encourage con- 
servation and decrease demand. 
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starting in 2008, the Department of Environmen- 
tal Protection will launch a new conservation 
program to reduce daily usage by up to 60 med. 
But this time the program will extend beyond 
toilets, including incentives for buildings and 
laundromats to replace their most inefficient 
washing machines. 


“A new program could mean even more savings 
this time around,” Bellini said. “The technology 
has benefited now from experience, time. New 
York City could benefit greatly from a second 
program at this point.” 


INITIATIVE 4 


Launch a major new 

water conservation effort 
We will implement a water 
conservation program to reduce 
citywide consumption by 60 mgd 


In 1994, DEP launched a Toilet Rebate Pro- 
gram that provided incentives to all property 
owners to replace older toilets and shower 
heads with modern, more efficient models. 
(See case study above: Toilet Replacement 
Program) 

Over the past decade, technology has 
improved even more dramatically. Where the 
original efficient toilets could save up to 3.5 
gallons per flush, the newest models can con- 
serve up to four gallons. One-gallon urinals 
were considered “best technology” during the 
1990s but today half-gallon urinals are main- 
stream, one-pint urinals are on the market and 
non-flush urinals are available. 

Starting in 2008, we will launch additional 
rebate programs for toilets, urinals, and high- 
efficiency washing machines in laundromats 
and apartment building laundry rooms to 
lower water usage in the city by 5%. This pro- 
gram will save approximately 60 mgd and $34 
million is already budgeted. 
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Other projects such as water-efficient indus- 
trial equipment, water-saving dishwashers and 
ice machines for the food service industry, 
water audits, early leak detection, and gray 
water reuse and recycling are also being evalu- 
ated. Between 1990 and 2005, the City identi- 
fied and repaired leaks that save 15.8 med. 
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Maximize existing facilities 
We will expand our supply potential 
through increased efficiency 


Restore groundwater use in Jamaica, 
Queens 

In 1996, DEP bought the Jamaica Water Supply 
system, which at its peak supplied 65 mgd to 
southeast Queens. Pumps extracted ground- 
water and distributed it across the borough 
in contrast to our upstate system which relies 
on gravity 95% of the time. Another difference 
was flavor: the ground water tasted different 
from our upstate supply. 

Today, only one med from this system is 
circulated throughout southeast Queens, pri- 
marily because of the ample supply of cheaper 
surface water available from upstate. But while 
groundwater is far more expensive to clean 
and distribute, it has several advantages. The 
supply is constant and not subject to drought. 
Expanding this water source will diversify our 
upply, providing important redundancy. That 
is why DEP will begin upgrading the ground- 
water system in southeast Queens and begin 
construction on an enhanced treatment plant 
between 2011 and 2012. By 2016, the Jamaica 


system will provide an additional 10 mgd. 
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New Croton Aqueduct 

As discussed above, the construction of the 
Croton Filtration Plant, as well as improve- 
ments to the New Croton Aqueduct, will 
ensure the safe and reliable delivery of up 
to 290 mgd of water from the Croton water 
supply system. 


Alternative connections to the reservoir 
for emergency use 

Today, the New Croton Aqueduct is the only 
way to bring water from the Croton Water- 
shed into the city. But the Delaware Aqueduct 
passes directly through the Croton Water- 
shed; strong pumps could force the water into 
the Delaware Aqueduct below the point of the 
leak described earlier. 

Although we currently have hydraulic 
pumps in place, they lose three gallons of 
water for every gallon successfully trans- 
ferred. Upgrading these pumps to more effi- 
cient models will enable us to convey 125 
med of Croton Water through the Delaware 
Aqueduct. We expect these new pumps to be 
operational by 2011 and cost $62 million. 
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Evaluate new water sources 
We will evaluate 39 projects to meet 
the shortfall needs of the city if 

a prolonged shutdown of the 
Delaware Aqueduct is required 


The additional supply described above 
will bring us only part of the way toward cov- 
ering the shortfall if the Delaware Aqueduct is 
shut down. 

That is why since 2004, DEP has identified 
a broad range of possible solutions that could 
fill the gap. By summer 2007, we will finalize 
a short list of projects for piloting and design, 
based on the capital, maintenance, and opera- 
tions costs, the schedule, and the City’s author- 
ity to implement without State legislation. 

Below is a sampling of proposals under 
consideration: 


Groundwater 

Coursing underneath New York are three giant 
aquifers of water that were trapped hundreds 
of thousands of years ago within the earth’s 
crust. Some of this water can be extracted and 
used as an additional clean supply source. 
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DEP could rehabilitate 26 existing wells 
throughout Brooklyn and Queens and con- 
struct an additional 12 wells to tap into the 
Magothy Aquifer, which runs under Queens. To 
meet water quality standards, DEP would con- 
struct six centralized treatment facilities using 
the finest available treatment technology. 


Reusing water 

Today, millions of gallons of water in the city are 
wasted every day. By targeting these sources 
with the appropriate cleaning processes, we 
could generate a new reliable source of so- 
called “grey water” for New York. Those strat- 
egies include recovering treated water from 
the Red Hook Wastewater Treatment Plant for 
steam, toilets or air conditioning. 

Our subway tunnels provide another oppor- 
tunity. Because tunnels are dug so deeply 
under the ground, there is constant seepage 
from the surrounding groundwater. Every day, 
pumping stations throughout the system push 
out approximately 25 million gallons of water 
and dump it into the rivers. The City will seek 
to partner with the Metropolitan Transporta- 
tion Authority to capture and collect these 
streams, clean this water, and pump it into 
our distribution system. 


New infrastructure 
A new aqueduct connecting the Rondout Res- 
ervoir with the West Branch Reservoir across 
the Hudson River would completely meet the 
city’s water demand if the Delaware Aqueduct 
was required to be shut for repair. This new 
45-mile section would run parallel to the Dela- 
ware Aqueduct and into the Croton Water- 
shed, providing a second means of carrying 
water from the Delaware System into the city. 
We could also expand the capacity of the 
Catskill Aqueduct to 660 mgd, a 10% increase, 
by pressurizing sections of the tunnel to 
improve water velocity. 


Regional interconnections 

Another strategy to secure the city’s water 
supply could be new interconnections across 
the region. By running pipes between New 
Jersey, Connecticut or Long Island and the city, 
each state would gain critical backup systems 
in case of an emergency. 


New York City Water Distribution System 
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Modernize in-city 
distribution 


Some of the oldest parts of our system are 
the tunnels, water mains, and pipes that 
carry water to the homes of New Yorkers. 
More than 1,000 miles of water pipes—out 
of 6,700—are already more than a century 
old. Our two water tunnels were built in 1917 
and 1936 and they each serve distinct parts 
of the city. 

In order to conduct maintenance, we must 
develop ways to distribute water across the 
city when the tunnels are out of service. Once 
they are shut down, we must be prepared for 
a lengthy rehabilitation period. We will need 
to design and build equipment especially for 
this reconstruction. 

In order to provide the necessary window, 
we must complete Water Tunnel No. 3 to 
provide full redundancy for the system. We 
must also continue to aggressively upgrade 
and replace aging street mains. (See map: 
New York City Water Distribution System) 
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INITIATIVE 7 


Complete Water Tunnel No. 3 
We will complete construction of 
Stage 2 and begin repairing Water 
Tunnel No. 1 


Construction on Water Tunnel No. 3, the 
largest and most expensive capital project in the 
city’s history, began in 1970. The 60-mile tunnel 
was designed in four stages, beginning at the 
Hillview reservoir in Yonkers, traveling through 
the Bronx, moving south to the tip of Manhat- 
tan and then on to Brooklyn and Queens. 

Stage 1, which serves northern Manhattan 
and parts of the Bronx, was projected to cost 
$238 million and be completed within eight 
years. It finally opened in 1998—at a cost of 
a billion dollars. (See case study on following 
page: Water Tunnel No. 3) 

Stage 2 is currently under construction in 
Brooklyn, Queens, and Manhattan and will 
begin delivering water in two stages: the 
Brooklyn/Queens leg will open in 2009, with 


y | Tunnel No.3 Stage 3 


the Manhattan leg following in 2012. Although 
Stage 2 will not provide full redundancy for the 
in-city distribution, its completion will enable 
Water Tunnel No. 1 to be shut down for repairs, 
which are estimated to cost $365 million. 


We will complete Stages 3 and 4 
of Water Tunnel No. 3 


The third stage of the water tunnel, also 
known as the Kensico-City Tunnel (KCT), will 
extend from the Kensico Reservoir to the 
valve chamber in the Bronx. This 16-mile sec- 
tion, currently in the planning stage will pro- 
vide critical redundancy between the Kensico 
and Hillview reservoirs. Although this stage is 
estimated to cost between $4 and $6 billion, 
just $239 million is currently included in the 
10-year plan. 

Stage 4 of Water Tunnel No. 3 will be 14 
miles long and run from the valve cham- 
ber in the Bronx under the East River into 
Queens. It will provide more distribution 
in Queens and provide full coverage during 
the eventual shutdown and repair of Water 
Tunnel No. 2 
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Cross Section of Underground Infrastructure with Water Tunnel No. 3 


Subways keg 
30-50 ft deep 


Old water tunnel 


Uptake shaft 


Water Tunnel No. 3 


Source: Don Foley/National Geographic Image Collection 


CASE STUDY 

Water Tunnel No. 3 

In 1970, the City broke ground on the most 
expensive construction project in its history. 
It quickly became larger. 


Originally projected to cost $1.5 billion and take 
16 years to complete, Water Tunnel No. 3 will 
ultimately cost more than $6 billion and have 
taken more than half a century to build. 


Much of that pace has to do with the enormity 
of the project. The tunnel, which will be 60 miles 
long when completed, has engaged more than 
5,000 workers and cost the lives of 24 men. It 
will be formed by approximately three million 
cubic yards of concrete. As it snakes through 
the subterranean city, the tunnel will plunge 


Water distribution hub 


Sewer Mains 
Typically 
3-15 ft deep 


up to 800 feet underground and rise to a depth 
of less than 150 feet at its highest points. 


But there is another reason that the tunnel’s 
construction has been delayed. In the early 
1970s, the City suspended work after 
mounting bills, cost overruns, and contract 
disputes. During the fiscal crisis of the 1970s, 
construction of the tunnel stopped completely. 
Progress continued through the succeeding 
decades. But in 2002, the City declared 

its commitment to completing the tunnel. 
Even through the economic downturn 

after September 11th, that commitment has 
remained resolute. Over the past five years, 


WATER NETWORK DEVELOP CRITICAL BACKUP SYSTEMS FOR OUR AGING WATER NETWORK TO ENSURE LONG-TERM RELIABILITY 
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nearly $2.6 billion has been earmarked to 
propel the project to completion. 


In addition to providing essential redundancy 
for our in-city distribution network, the tunnel 
has also been designed to improve the ease of 
repairs. In the original tunnel, valves controlling 
the water supply were located within the tunnel. 
Unlike those inaccessible bronze models, the 
new valves will be crafted out of stainless steel 
and centralized in large underground chambers. 


Average Annual Water Rate 
For a single family household, 2006 
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INITIATIVE 8 


Complete a backup tunnel 
to Staten Island 

We will replace water pipelines 
connecting Staten Island to Water 
Tunnel No. 2 


Staten Island is currently served by the five- 
mile-long Richmond Tunnel, which connects 
the borough to Water Tunnel No. 2. Com- 
pleted in 1970, the Richmond Tunnel tripled 
carrying capacity to Staten Island, increasing 
its water supply from 100 to 300 med. 

Currently, two pipelines embedded into a 
trench in the Harbor provide redundancy for 
this tunnel. But by the end of 2007, the Army 
Corps of Engineers will be dredging the bottom 
of the waterway to create a deeper shipping 
channel—dislodging this backup system. 

DEP will partner with the Army Corps 
to build a new 72-inch water main that will 
replace the pipes, ensuring a continued reli- 
able water supply for Staten Island. 
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Source: NYC Water Board 


INITIATIVE 9 


Accelerate upgrades to 
water main infrastructure 
We will increase replacement rate 
to over 80 miles annually 


Once it leaves our in-city tunnels, water travels 
through 6,700 miles of water mains to reach 
our homes, over 1,000 of which were installed 
over a century ago. These aging pipes require 
constant repair and continual upgrades. 
We are currently replacing 60 miles of water 
mains annually. 

At our current pace of replacing 1% of 
our infrastructure every year, a full upgrade 
will take a century to complete. Over the 
next decade, we will accelerate the pace of 
upgrades to over 80 miles annually. In addi- 
tion, we will spend approximately $575 million 
to link Stage 2 of Water Tunnel No. 3 with the 
water main distribution system. Over 10 miles 
of new trunk water mains will be installed in 
Manhattan for this purpose. 


Conclusion 


The initiatives described above are essen- 
tial. But they are not inexpensive. Each will 
take years to complete, and in some cases, 
decades. And they are massive, sprawling 
across hundreds of miles and involving thou- 
sands of workers, residents, and even com- 
munities. That is the price we must pay for 
continuing to have a reliable source of water— 
something New Yorkers have only truly been 
able to count on for the last century. 

By investing in these critical backup sys- 
tems, and making more efficient use of exist- 
ing resources, we will ensure New Yorkers 
enjoy a reliable water supply into the next 
century. (See chart above: Average Annual 
Water Rate) 
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Transportation has always been the key to unlocking 
New York’s potential. From our origins as a port city to the 
completion of the Erie Canal, from the construction of the 
Brooklyn Bridge to the creation of the subway system, New York's 
erowth has always depended on the efficiency and scale of its 
transportation network. But for the last 50 years, we have 
underinvested in our most critical network: transit. 


While we have made progress in the last two decades 

in maintaining and improving our existing infrastructure, 
we still need billions of dollars more to reach a full state 
of good repair. More significantly, almost all of our subway 
routes, river crossings, and commuter rail lines will be 
pushed beyond their limits by 2030. 


Transportation is the greatest single barrier to 
achieving our region’s growth potential. Only by 
strengthening our transit—which uses less land and creates 
less pollution than autos—can we meet this challenge, and 
provide a quality trip to those who drive. Our transportation 
plan will enable us to improve travel times across the region 
and achieve the funding necessary to meet our transportation 
needs through 2030 and beyond. 


Congestion 

Improve travel times hy adding 
transit capacity for millions more 
residents, visitors, and workers 


State of Good Repair 
Reach a full “state of good 
repair” on New York City’s roads, 
subways, and rails for the 

first time in history 


How New Yorkers Get to Work 


Improve travel times 
by adding transit capacity 
for millions more residents, 


Eile 


34.1% 
Work outside CBD, 


visitors, and workers 


Reach a full “state 
of good repair” on 
New York City’s roads, 
subways, and rails for 


YN 


Bryan Block rises at 6:30 am. By 8:00 am 

he is waiting at his local bus stop in Cambria 
Heights, Queens, watching for the bus 

to arrive. It lumbers to the Parsons/Archer 
subway station, where Block takes an 

E train that will be packed well before it 
reaches Manhattan. 


By the time he reaches his office in Midtown 
Manhattan, his trip has taken an hour and 

a half. It used to be called a “two-fare zone.” 
Now it's just too long. 


“It's tiresome,” said the 50-year old Block, 
who has been traveling from Cambria 
Heights into Manhattan for more than 

20 years. “By the time | get to work | am 
fatigued. By the time | get home | am 
fatigued. If you live in Manhattan you can 
just jump on the IRT, my co-workers can 
walk to work, they can take a bus down 


Times Square, Manhattan 


the first time in history 


Fifth Avenue, a bus up from the Village. They 
don't understand. Once you live in southeast 
Queens and have to get to Manhattan you're 
tired when you get to work.” 


Block loves southeast Queens and the 
shared work ethic that binds together the 
neighborhood's cross-section of professions, 
from doctors to teachers to city workers. 

He has to remind himself of this on his way 
to work, especially during the wintertime. 
“It's cold, you're wet, you're freezing, you're 
angry, you're frustrated and you have to 
stand there and wait. 


“You have no recourse,” he said. “No choice.” 


take transit or walk 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau (2000) 


CBD = Manhattan Central Business District 


The lack of transit for Bryan and his 
neighbors in southeast Queens is not a 
new problem. As early as 1929, planners 
proposed to extend the subway to the area. 
But despite widespread agreement that it 
was necessary, the plan was halted because 
funding could not be found. 

It is a story that has been repeated again 
and again in New York. Inadequate invest- 
ment in the basic maintenance of our roads 
and transit system intensified until the 1970s 
when the entire network fell apart. A truck 
plunged through a hole in the West Side 
Highway. Track fires were common occur- 
rences. Bridges were closed for fear they’d 
collapse. 

In 1981, the Metropolitan Transporta- 
tion Authority (MTA) halted all new transit 
expansion until the existing system could 
be restored. The City made a similar com- 
mitment to repave and reclaim its road net- 
work. And that has been the focus of trans- 
portation investment for the past 25 years: 
rebuilding, but not expansion. 

The improvements are undeniable. In 
1981, trains broke down every 6,600 miles; 
today they run for more than 140,000 miles. 
The MTA has made great progress in provid- 
ing cleaner, safer stations, and implementing 
new technology such as the MetroCard. Our 
road network has also improved, although 
the quality of our streets has fallen below the 
levels achieved in 1999. The City’s bridges 
have done better since the days when they 
were regularly closed for emergency repairs: 
in 2005 only four of the City’s 787 bridges 
were deemed to be in poor condition, down 
from 48 as recently as 1996. 
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And yet, there is much more to be done. 
Today, more than half our stations are await- 
ing repairs; and 40% of our network’s signa 
systems are obsolete, preventing new ser- 
vices like displays showing the arrival time o 
the next train. Altogether, we are more than 
$15 billion short of achieving a full state o 
good repair on our transit and road networks. 

But with population, jobs, and tourism al 
at record levels, our challenge is no longer 
simply maintaining the system—we also face 
an urgent need to expand it. In 2006, ridership 
on our subways soared to the highest levels 
since 1952—but during that time the subway 
network actually shrank by eight route miles. 
(See chart above: New York City Subway Rid- 
ership and Route Miles) 

Failure to invest adequately in our transit 
system has had negative consequences for 
nearly all New Yorkers. Too many don’t have 
access to mass transit; those who do find their 
trains increasingly crowded. Nearly half of our 
subway routes experience congestion at key 
times or are at capacity today. 

It isn’t just city residents who suffer. Over 
70% of all Long Islanders who commute into 
Manhattan take the Long Island Rail Road 
(LIRR), but the tunnels into the city have 
reached their capacity. 

Auto use has risen alongside transit use. 
In 1981, when subway service was at its low- 
point, 31% of all people traveling to Manhat- 
tan’s Central Business District (CBD) arrived 


by car. In 2006, with the quality of subway ser- 
vice at modern-day record levels, that figure 
has remained essentially unchanged. 

While only 4.6% of working New Yorkers 
commute to Manhattan by car, the conges- 
tion they fight through has increased. Rush 
hour has slowly stretched out over the past 
two decades, as people have started leaving 
earlier and arriving home later. This is true for 
drivers across the region, with local traffic on 
roads like the Hutchinson River Parkway, the 
Long Island Expressway, and Interstate 95 
competing with cars heading for Manhattan. 
By 2030, rush hour conditions could extend to 
12 hours every day. 

It isn’t just Manhattan-bound commuters 
who face the consequences of increasing road 
congestion—nearly seven times as many New 
Yorkers drive to jobs outside of Manhattan as 
to it. These commuters often have fewer tran- 
sit alternatives, but face the same challenge of 
escalating traffic. (See chart on previous page: 
How New Yorkers Get to Work) 

With every travel mode congested, it should 
come as no surprise that New Yorkers experi- 
ence the longest commutes in the nation. Of 
all large counties in the United States, 13 of 
the 25 with the longest commute times are 
in the New York area. The four worst nation- 
wide are Queens, Staten Island, the Bronx, 
and Brooklyn. (See chart on page 78: Average 
Travel Time to Work) 
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Road congestion costs all of us money—in 
higher store prices, because freight deliveries 
take longer; in higher costs for services and 
repairs, because delays mean repairmen visit 
fewer clients each day; in taxi fares, in wasted 
fuel, in lost revenue. One recent study esti- 
mated that traffic jams cost the New York City 
area $13 billion every year. 

And there are other consequences as well. 
Snarled traffic slows bus service. Emergency 
vehicles lose valuable response time. Finally, 
cars and trucks contribute 20% of the City’s 
global warming emissions and a large part of 
the ozone—a serious pollutant that can cause 
respiratory illnesses like asthma—in our air. 

By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 
750,000 new jobs, and millions more visitors 
will put our system under new pressures. 
The increasing congestion, and the resulting 
economic costs, will reverberate throughout 
the region. (See map on page 78: Demand 
for Travel into Manhattan's Central Business 
District) 

We know what must be done. There is 
general agreement on the strategy neces- 
sary to achieve the level of mobility our city 
and region need. We must finish repairing our 
roads and transit system and invest to pro- 
vide more and better mass transit options. We 
must also proactively embrace strategies to 
reduce congestion on the city’s streets. 

The problem is that we do not have the 
resources to fund our needs. Although we 


know that the projects will prevent crippling 
congestion, collectively they face a monumen- 
tal funding gap. As a result, improved transit 
will require new sources of funding. 

The greatest factor in determining the suc- 
cess of our city in the 21st century may be 
whether we can summon the collective will 
to generate the funds necessary to meet the 
transportation demands of the future. New 
York City is prepared to make an extraordinary 
commitment to ensure that we do. 


We benefit today from the foresight of past 
generations of New Yorkers: the street 
grid, laid out in 1811 for a city of a million at 
a time when New York only had a 100,000 
residents; Central Park, built at a time when 
few lived above 23rd Street; a water system 
constructed with the capacity to last for cen- 
turies; and the subway system that reshaped 
the city. 

But we seldom think about the fact that 
those New Yorkers made the decision not only 
to do those things, but to pay for them as well. 
In all of those cases, New Yorkers argued over 
who should pay what, but ultimately settled on 
financing approaches based on the principle 
that those who benefited should contribute. 

We face a similar challenge today. The 
recent groundbreaking ceremony for the 
Second Avenue Subway marked the third 
time that same project has been started. Each 
time, New Yorkers were confident the project 
would be completed; the Second and Third 
Avenue Els were even dismantled in antici- 
pation of the new route. But each time, the 
project stalled for lack of funds. This experi- 
ence ought to have taught us one thing: If we 
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don’t know exactly where funding will come 
from, it’s a good indication that we may not 
get what we want. (See photos above: Second 
Avenue Subway) 

Building the new transit we—and our entire 
region—need and achieving a full state of 
good repair will require over $50 billion. 

Only $13.4 billion is already committed 
to these projects; we can reasonably expect 
another $6.3 billion from Federal sources. 
That means that if we want to see those proj- 
ects built, the region will have to raise an 
additional $31 billion between now and 2030. 
That is why we seek to work with the State to 
create a new regional partnership, the Sus- 
tainable Mobility And Regional Transporta- 
tion (SMART) Financing Authority. The SMART 
Authority’s mandate will be to provide funding 
necessary to complete nearly every critical 
transportation project—and finally bring the 
full system into a state of good repair. 

The Authority would have three dedicated 
revenue streams: the proceeds from conges- 
tion pricing; an unprecedented City invest- 
ment; and a corresponding contribution 
from the State, all exclusively dedicated to 
funding improvements to the regional trans- 
portation network. 

These dedicated revenue streams would 
support bond issues to ensure that our most 
critical projects are not delayed by a lack of 
funding. Over time, they would also gener- 
ate enough excess revenues to launch a new 
wave of projects to improve mobility across 
the region even more. 

The SMART Financing Authority would be 
governed by an independent and experienced 
board appointed by the City and State to incor- 
porate a wide range of perspectives about 
transportation priorities for the region. It would 
not operate or build anything, but rather would 
invest in projects proposed by other transpor- 
tation agencies. It would then monitor those 
investments, assuring accountability. 


_- 


Credit: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 


In addition to accelerating major transit 
expansions, we must also aggressively reduce 
congestion on the city’s streets. Citywide, 
road travel is growing faster than population. 
Managing our roads better to improve traffic 
flow will help, but it won’t be enough. 

The time has come for New York to try con- 
gestion pricing: a carefully-designed charge 
for drivers in part of Manhattan during busi- 
ness hours. This solution is bold. It is also 
proven. Cities around the world have shown 
that congestion pricing can reduce conges- 
tion and speed travel times with no significant 
negative impact on economic activity. 

Congestion pricing has three primary ben- 
efits. First, it has been proven to reduce con- 
gestion and improve travel times. Second, it 
would generate revenues dedicated to the 
SMART Authority, which would fund significant 
expansions and upgrades in transit across the 
city and the region. In the short-term, the 
focus would be on neighborhoods with limited 
mass transit options and high concentrations 
of drivers. But by reinvesting the proceeds in 
mass transit, nearly all New Yorkers can ben- 
efit, especially the 95% of New Yorkers who do 
not drive to jobs in Manhattan. 

By encouraging mode shifting from private 
automobiles, it will stem the amount of pol- 
lution spewed from tailpipes on city streets, 
helping us meet our goals of reducing green- 
house gas emissions and achieving the clean- 
est air of any big city. 

The potential benefits of congestion pric- 
ing are tremendous. And there is no reason 
we cannot turn the system off if we do not like 
it. That’s why we propose to pilot congestion 
pricing for a period of three years. We expect 
a combination of Federal and private dollars 
could fully cover the initial investment. After 
three years, we will know whether it really 
works for New York. 
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Average Travel Time to Work Demand for Travel into Manhattan's Central Business District 
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By aggressively combating congestion, find- 
ing new sources of funding, and making 
smart choices about priorities for the coming 
decades, we can reach a state of good repair 
on our roads, rails, and subways for the first 
time ever, while expanding our transporta- 
tion system to improve travel times and con- 
venience for New Yorkers. (See map on facing 
page: Transit Capacity Expansions) 


Our plan for transportation: 


Build and expand transit infrastructure 
1 Increase capacity on key congested routes 
2 Provide new commuter rail access to Manhattan 
3 Expand transit access to underserved areas 


Mass Transit 

Despite being the most transit-oriented city in 
the United States, when it comes to transit rid- 
ership, we still lag behind our strongest global 
competitors. Cities like London, Singapore, 
and Tokyo have recognized that providing 
more mass transit options creates a cleaner, 
healthier, more efficient urban environment— 
and have invested accordingly. 


We must keep pace. That’s why we have 
developed a mix of short-term and long-term 
solutions that will improve transit throughout 
the city. The result will be new or improved 
public transportation options for virtually 
every New Yorker. (See chart on page 80: 
Public Transit Usage Per Capita) 


Improve traffic flow by reducing congestion 
10 Pilot congestion pricing 

11 Manage roads more efficiently 

12 Strengthen enforcement of traffic violations 


13 Facilitate freight movements 


Improve transit service on existing infastructure 


4 Improve and expand bus service 
5 Improve local commuter rail service 
6 Improve access to existing transit 


7 Address congested areas around the city 


Promote other sustainable modes 
8 Expand ferry service 
9 Promote cycling 


Achieve a state of good repair on our roads and 


transit system 


14 Close the Metropolitan Transportation Authority’s 


state of good repair gap 


15 Reach a state of good repair on the city’s roads and bridges 


Develop new funding sources 
16 Establish a new regional transit financing authority 
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Transit Capacity Expansions 
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Build and expand transit 


infrastructure 


Today, more people take the 4, 5, 6 trains 
every day than ride the entire Washington, 
D.C. Metro. The Lexington Avenue line is the 
most heavily used subway line in the coun- 
try. Crowding not only makes the trip 
unpleasant; delays caused by people enter- 
ing and exiting cars actually result in fewer 
trains running during rush hour. 

For decades, planners have known the 
answer. The Second Avenue Subway was 
proposed in the 1920s to provide relief 
for the Lexington Avenue line and to 
replace elevated trains. The new subway 
line is one of 11 major transit projects that 
would help solve the region’s transit conges- 
tion problem. 

Some, like the Second Avenue Subway, 
will increase capacity on already clogged 
routes. Others, like East Side Access, will 
expand commuter rail options. Several will 
provide access to growing, but inaccessible 
communities. The rest will just make life for 
riders more pleasant. All share one thing: 
they are not fully funded. 

In most cases, some funding is available, 
from Federal and other sources. But they 
are all missing the last set of contributions 
necessary for completion. We may have broken 
the ground for the Second Avenue Subway— 
but there is still a significant funding gap for 
the first of four phases. While the entire proj- 
ect is designed to travel from Harlem to 
Lower Manhattan, we are still nearly a bil- 
lion dollars short of the funds needed to 
build just from 96th Street to 63rd Street. 

Overall, the remaining funding gap for 
just these 11 projects is nearly $21 billion. If 
we can fill this gap and realize these plans, we 
will prevent the transit and traffic conges- 
tion that threatens to choke our economy in 
the coming decades. 
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INITIATIVE 1 


Increase capacity on 

key congested routes 

We will seek to fund five projects that 
eliminate major capacity constraints 
Five key projects will ease congestion on 
some of our most clogged routes into Man- 


hattan—all of which will be pressed beyond 
their capacity by 2030 unless we act. 
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The Second Avenue Subway is one of 
our most urgent needs, for a wide range of 
travelers: workers from the Bronx, local trav- 
elers from the Upper East Side, commuters 
changing trains to get from Westchester to 
Wall Street. Its construction will be a massive 
undertaking and cost billions, but we cannot 
let funding run out on this critical project a 
third time. (See case study on facing page: 
Yorkville, Manhattan) 

The addition of a third track on the Long 
Island Rail Road (LIRR) Main Line will enable 
the LIRR to run more trains, use its fleet better, 
and provide more service at local stations in 
Queens. It will especially serve reverse com- 
muters, who live in New York City but work in 
Nassau County. Today, nearly 270,000 New 
York City workers commute to jobs outside 
city limits, up by 10% since 1990. Facilitating 
reverse commuting helps New York City resi- 
dents expand their career options and subur- 
ban businesses broaden their worker pool. 

Two projects will increase capacity for 
commuters west of the Hudson. Access to 
the Region’s Core (ARC) will create a second 
trans-Hudson tunnel for New Jersey Transit 
(NJT), doubling the number of trains NJT can 
run into Manhattan and enabling direct ser- 
vice to New York on several lines for the first 
time. These and other Penn Station commut- 
ers will be able to get closer to the emerg- 
ing Hudson Yards neighborhood through the 
Moynihan Station Project. The station will 
also restore a grand entrance to the west side 
of Manhattan. 

Even more New Jersey commuters arrive 
by bus than by train—making the Express 
Bus Lane through the Lincoln Tunnel one 
of the region’s most important assets. The 
Port Authority’s plan for a second dedicated 
Express Bus Lane through the Lincoln Tunnel 
will allow expanded service for communities 
not on the NJT rail network. 
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INITIATIVE 2 


Provide new commuter rail 
access to Manhattan 

We will seek to expand options 
for rail commuters 


Today’s commuter rail service is excellent, 
but increasingly strained. Rising ridership has 
meant more crowded rail lines. For thousands 
of commuters, their trains do not even take 
them where they need to go. Nearly half of 
all LIRR riders work on the East Side, but are 
dropped off every morning at Penn Station; 
23% of Metro North riders have jobs on the 
West Side, but arrive daily in Grand Central 
Terminal. Traveling across town lengthens 
their daily commute—and takes up additional 
subways, buses, and street space. (See map 
on facing page: New and Expanded Transit 
Infrastructure; see commuter profile on page 
85: Co-op City to Lower Manhattan) 

Finally, rail lines that run through the Bronx 
and Queens do not provide as much service 
to residents as they could, in part because the 
trains can’t fit more riders. Three projects will 
address these issues. 

East Side Access was first planned in the 
1960s to offer LIRR riders better access to 
Grand Central. Its construction will free up 
track space for Metro North service to Penn 
Station. Combined, these projects will reduce 
subway crowding and provide most commut- 
ers with two Midtown rail options. (see com- 
muter profile on page 82: Bayside, Queens to 
Manhattan’s East Side) 

They would also improve service to Queens 
and the Bronx. Additional tracks will allow for 
a station at Sunnyside Yards (serving Long 
Island City), and make it easier for additional 
trains to serve stations in eastern Queens. 
Metro North will also be able to extend ser- 
vice to new stations—providing residents of 
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Co-op City and Hunts Point with fast, direct 
rides, and helping to reduce auto commuting 
to job centers in West Harlem. 

Long Islanders who work in Midtown are 
more likely to take the train than those who 
work in Lower Manhattan or downtown Brook- 
lyn. Those who drive contribute to traffic 
delays in Brooklyn and Nassau County. Those 
who do take the train have to transfer to sub- 
ways to get to their jobs. Further, the lack of 
good airport access hinders the competitive- 
ness of both areas for job growth. By connect- 
ing Jamaica, Brooklyn, and Lower Manhattan, 
the Lower Manhattan Rail Link will address 
all of these challenges. 
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Expand transit access to 
underserved areas 


We will seek to provide transit to 
new and emerging neighborhoods 


Two areas of the city offer immediate oppor- 
tunities to add new transit options where 
none currently exist. The 5.1-mile Staten 
Island North Shore Alignment—an aban- 
doned railline linking directly to St. George 
and the Ferry Terminal—has been unused 
since 1953. A study will examine the potential 


Westchester 


Long Island 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


for either rail or a dedicated road for buses to 
give the area its first rapid transit service in 
two generations. 

The second area of opportunity is on Man- 
hattan’s West Side: as the 7 train is extended 
to reach the Javits Center, it will pass through 
an area that is growing fast but lacks transit. A 
new 10th Avenue Subway Station will meet a 
strong, emerging need at West 41st Street. 

But transit-oriented development isn’t 
limited to the city: developing transit hubs 
around suburban railroad stations can achieve 
a similar purpose. One such project, the 
Nassau County Hub, envisions a transit loop 
connecting LIRR stations and several existing 
and emerging employment centers in Mine- 
ola, Hempstead, and Garden City. Serving 
local riders, inbound commuters, and reverse 
commuters, the project will help reduce con- 
gestion on Long Island and create opportuni- 
ties for the entire region. 

These three projects should only be 
the beginning of a new era of rapid transit 
planning in New York. We will work with the 
MTA to review other potential transit expan- 
sions in the city, and we will support other 
regional efforts to explore local and longer- 
distance opportunities. 
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COMMUTER PROFILE 

Bayside, Queens to 

Manhattan’s East Side 

Karin Werner has given up on Bayside. 
Although the Bayside Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR) station is closest to her 
house in Queens, she drives an extra few 
minutes to the Auburndale stop instead. 


“I never got a seat, and there were 
always eight to ten of us stuck standing 
in the middle of the car,” she said. “I will 
not take Bayside in the morning.” 


When she gets off the train, she is in 
the wrong place. That's because Werner 
is one of the nearly 45% of all LIRR 
commuters who work on Manhattan's 
East Side, but are dropped off at Penn 
Station every morning. 


The extra 25 minutes spent trekking 
across town means that she has to 
leave her house at 6:15 every morning. 
She's tried driving, but afternoon traffic 
often leaves Werner sitting in gridlock. 
And inevitable parking prices make 
costs prohibitive. 


But her transit choices today are not 
much more cost-effective; she pays 
over $150 for a LIRR monthly pass and 
$76 for a monthly MetroCard. 


By 2012, Werner's ride could be trans- 
formed. The LIRR’s East Side Access 
project would bring east side commuters 
directly into Grand Central Terminal. 


She'll have a seat, and she'll keep it all 
the way to Grand Central—just like she'll 
keep that $76 in her pocket. 


“So it's not just the 25 minutes,” she 


said. “Though being able to sleep in a little 
longer would be great.” 


Improve transit service on 
existing infrastructure 


While these longer-term projects are crucial, 
transit improvements do not have to wait for 
major new construction. Through targeted 
near-term investments and closer partner- 
ships between the city and the MTA, we can 
improve transit options for all New Yorkers 
in just a few years. 

These improvements are especially 
important for neighborhoods where subway 
access requires a long walk or a bus trans- 
fer. Almost 30% of New Yorkers live more 
than a half mile from a subway station. And 
in 22 areas across New York, the lack of 
good transit access has led to concentra- 
tions of Manhattan-bound commuters who 
drive. 

We have many measures at our disposal 
to meet the needs of these neighborhoods. 
We can improve the speed and reliability of 
our bus network; make better use of exist- 
ing rail systems like the LIRR; and create 
better connections to—and among—transit 
services. Taken together, these steps can 
provide significant service improvements 
without major capital investments, and usu- 
ally without increasing operating costs. 

The key barriers to these improvements 
have been largely organizational. We need 
to work in closer cooperation with the MTA 
to develop detailed implementation and 
financing plans for these improvements. 
(See map on page 86: Near-Term Improve- 
ments to Transit Service; see table on page 
86: Potential Improvements for 22 Neighbor- 
hoods with Concentrations of Manhattan- 
bound Drivers) 
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INITIATIVE 4 


Improve and expand bus service 
We will work pursue a variety 

of strategies to improve and 

expand bus service 


New York City has the highest bus ridership in 
the United States, but the slowest buses. As 
the city grows and vehicles compete for the 
same road, more riders board buses, caus- 
ing buses to operate at even slower speeds. 
Between 2002 and 2006 alone, bus speeds 
across the city slowed by 4%. (See chart 
above: Bus Speeds) 
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National Transit Database: revenue bus 
miles/revenue bus hours 


Because traffic routinely delays buses, 
travelers are often stranded at bus stops with 
no way to gauge whether to keep waiting or 
move on. Even on the best days, every rider 
has experienced the feeling of watching a bus 
pull away seconds before reaching the stop, 
knowing that the posted schedule may not be 
any guide to when the next one will arrive. 

Yet buses retain enormous appeal. They 
offer flexibility that subways cannot match; 
the capital costs to start a bus service are 
small compared with rail transit; and they can 
be up and running in months, not years. With 
new technology already in use by the MTA, 
they are environmentally friendly. Many senior 
citizens, and others, prefer the bus to the 
subway to avoid climbing stairs. And buses 
are the most efficient use of our limited road 
space: one bus takes the same amount of road 
space as two cars, but can carry 70 people. 

The key is to improve speeds and reliability. 
Cities around the world have begun embrac- 
ing the benefits of bus travel while address- 
ing the issues that have traditionally undercut 
buses’ effectiveness. Dedicating bus lanes, 
and enforcing their exclusive use, is an impor- 
tant step. Another strategy is Bus Rapid Tran- 
sit (BRT), an overall approach that has been 
implemented in cities around the world. BRT 
uses dedicated bus lanes, fewer stops, time- 
saving technologies, and additional efficiency 
measures to make bus travel fast, reliable, 
and effective. (See case study on facing page: 
Bus Rapid Transit Around the World) 


We will initiate and expand 
Bus Rapid Transit 


Within two years, New York City and the MTA 
will launch five BRT routes, one in each bor- 
ough. We will incorporate many of the most 
successful proven features from domestic and 
international systems, including establishing 
dedicated bus lanes with bright, distinctive 
signage. The lanes will be marked with red 
paint to distinguish them from regular traffic 


Express Bus Service Today 
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lanes, and their exclusive use by buses will be 
enforced rigorously. To strengthen our enforce- 
ment ability, we will seek the approval of the 
State Legislature to use cameras to issue fines 
to drivers who violate these lanes. (See photo: 
New York City Bus Rapid Transit Stop) 

BRT service will run along the same routes 
as traditional buses; but, more buses will run 
along the routes, and stops will be spaced 
farther apart than local service, with stations 
every 10 to 15 blocks. (By contrast, regular 
buses often stop every two to three blocks.) 
Electronic message boards will provide riders 
with real-time updates on arrival times. As 
illustrated below, the savings in terms of travel 
times will be significant. 


FIVE INITIAL BRT ROUTES 


DAILY DAILY TRAVEL TIME 

ROUTE CORRIDOR BRT IMPROVEMENTS 

RIDERS*  RIDERS*  (% FASTER)** 
First and Second 
Avenue (Manhattan) 27 ila Heald eee 
Fordham Road/Pelham 
Parkway (Bronx) 14,700 7,000 8% 
Nostrand Avenue 
(Brooklyn) 20,000 5,300 20% 
Merrick Boulevard 
(Queens) 21,800 2,600 16% 
Hylan Boulevard 
(Staten Island) “fe esa eet 


*Includes other buses that will also benefit from bus lanes 
**End to end travel time savings compared to existing local service 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation; Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority 


By 2014, we will expand BRT service by at 
least five additional routes. We will also imple- 
ment new technologies, including giving BRT 
vehicles signal priority—which means traffic 
lights recognize approaching buses and either 
turn or stay green so that the buses remain 
on schedule. We are already working with the 
MTA to test this technology on Victory Boule- 
vard on Staten Island. 

Where possible, we will build sidewalk 
extensions that allow buses to stop without 
pulling over to the curb—and provide more 
waiting room for riders who might otherwise 


Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 


Congestion Impacts 
on Express Bus Service 


The MTA's system of express 
buses is designed to provide 
direct service to Manhattan 
for neighborhoods at the ends 
of subway lines or without 
subway access. Over 100,000 
New Yorkers ride these buses 
every business day. Like any 
road vehicle, they suffer from 
congestion. One of the longest 
runs, X22 from Tottenville, 
Staten Island, to Midtown, 
takes an hour and 17 minutes 
at its earliest departure, but 
an hour and 44 minutes at the 
height of rush hour—a loss of 
27 minutes each morning for 
its riders, and an increase in 
operating costs of over 25% 
due to fuel, driver time, and 
wear and tear on brakes and 
other components. 


impede passing pedestrians. (These are being 
installed in Lower Manhattan this year.) We are 
also investigating ways to allow passengers to 
board and exit buses more quickly. Potential 
ideas include electronic smart cards and let- 
ting passengers pay their fares before board- 
ing buses. If successful, all of these technolo- 
gies could be implemented system-wide, not 
only on BRT routes. (See commuter profile on 
following page: Staten Island to Brooklyn) 


We will dedicate Bus/High Occupancy 
Vehicle (HOV) lanes on the East River 
bridges 


As neighborhoods in Brooklyn and Queens 
grow, congestion on some subway lines 
across the East River worsens. Crowding is felt 
most acutely at the stations nearest Manhat- 
tan, where rush hour riders are increasingly 
forced to let packed trains go by before find- 
ing one they can squeeze into. That’s why bus 
service across the river would be an attractive 
alternative for many of these riders. 

We will create new or improved bus lanes 
on the Manhattan, Williamsburg, and Queens- 
boro Bridges to allow the MTA to expand local 
service to and from Manhattan. These lanes 
could also serve express buses and carpool- 
ers. We will work with the MTA to identify the 
bus routes that will benefit most from these 
lanes, and particularly alleviate crowding on 
the E train, L train, and 7 train. 


We will explore other improvements 
to bus service 


Further opportunities to improve bus ser- 
vice across the system exist. Many of the 
technologies that will be used for BRT—traf- 
fic light priority, electronic message boards, 
bus bulbs—could be used by regular buses 
as well. Opportunities besides the East River 
Bridges may exist where dedicated bus 
lanes could significantly improve service. 
Adjustments to service patterns—skip-stop 


New York City Bus Rapid Transit Stop rendering 
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CASE STUDY 
Bus Rapid Transit Around the World 


It was in the mornings that Ottawa's 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) system really 
made the difference for Andrew Harder. 


“I don't know how | would've gotten 
to work,” said Harder. “Because of BRT, 
| didn't have to get up at 5 am.” 


BRT gives commuters the option of 
taking mass transit to work, without the 
sacrifices that bus riders sometimes 
make to turtle-paced traffic. 


Over the last two decades, Bus Rapid 
Transit has become a popular tool, used 
by cities like Bogota, Boston, Sydney, 
Jakarta, Miami and Seattle to alleviate 
congestion. Today, Miami’s BRT system 
shuttles around 18,000 passengers 
each day. Seattle's BRT serves 46,000 
weekday commuters, and Boston gives 
4,500 commuters a ride during morning 
rush hour. 


Since 1983, Ottawa has installed 28 
stations and nearly 20 miles of exclusive 
busways—the most extensive system in 
North America. The 900-bus fleet carries 
more than 200,000 riders every day. 


BRT buses frequently receive priority 

at traffic signals, allowing them to travel 
through intersections without delay. 

In Ottawa, message boards at select 
passenger stations give riders updates 
on when to expect the next bus, a system 
that New York City will be adopting for its 
first five BRT routes, which launch in 2007. 


Off-vehicle fare collection is another 
improvement New York City is exploring. 
In Curitiba, Brazil—which pioneered BRT 
routes in 1974—features like these 
reduce waiting time at the station by 

at least 20 seconds per stop. 


“It's a lot like riding the subway,” Harder 
said. “But with fewer stops, and sunlight.” 
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Commuter Rail Service 
Number of inbound trains during 
morning rush hour (6-10am) 


HB TERMINALS Riverdale 10 
Spuyten Duyvil 10 

@ STATION Marble Hill 11 
University Heights 7 


Morris Heights 7 


Melrose 4 
125th St 16 ¢ 
Hunter's Paint Ave 10 


Grand Central 
Penn Station m_™ 


me 
Long Island City 


Atlantic Avenue w. 
Nostrand Avenue 18 


East New York 20 


Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority and 
Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability. 


COMMUTER PROFILE 
Staten Island to Brooklyn 


Tony Licciardello laughs when asked how 
long he has commuted from his home 

in New Dorp, Staten Island, to his job as 
a court officer in Downtown Brooklyn. 


“Oh, a long time,” he says. “At least 
20 years.” 


In that time, Licciardello has gotten his 
daily drive down to a science—one based 
on the desire to avoid the complex subway 
and bus route commute that links his 
borough to Brooklyn. 


There is currently no direct transit option 

to shuttle the more than 2,600 New Dorp 
residents who commute outside Staten 
Island every day. Today, if Licciardello wants 
to leave his car at home, he has to take a 
local bus to the Staten Island Ferry, which 
drops him in Lower Manhattan, and then 
take the subway or bus to Brooklyn. The trip 
would take 90 minutes—and add an entire 
borough to his commute. 


He opts for his car's relative ease over 
transfers and inevitable wait times—even 
though the travel time is roughly the same. 
But if there was a simpler transit route, 
Licciardello would leave his car, ending his 
constant search for parking and cutting 
down gas costs. 


He will be getting the choice soon. A new 
Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) option from Hylan 
Boulevard in Staten Island—set to launch 
in 2007—will provide Licciardello with 
direct service to the subway—and shave 
15 minutes off his commute time. 
Congestion pricing would give Licciardello 
a faster drive, too, removing some of the 
Manhattan-bound traffic that he battles 
with each day. 


“Now it’s just more convenient for me 

to drive,” Licciardello said. “But | would 
definitely take public transit instead—even 
if it took a little bit longer.” 
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Express Bus service, for example, or stopping 
some Express Buses in Downtown Brook- 
lyn—might also increase ridership and help 
to reduce congestion. Changes in traffic pat- 
terns, signal timing or street alignment might 
eliminate “hot spots” where buses routinely 
get delayed. Because they rely on City-owned 
streets, good bus service requires close coop- 
eration between the City and the MTA. The 
City will invite the MTA to work with it to iden- 
tify a wide range of opportunities, big and 
small, where joint efforts might provide better 
transit service. (see map on previous page: 
Express Bus Service Today) 


INITIATIVE 5 


Improve local commuter 

rail service 

We will seek to expand local use 

of Metro-North and Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR) stations 


For some neighborhoods in the Bronx, Brook- 
lyn, and Queens, commuter rail is the best 
transit option. But local service at many of 
these stations is infrequent, and commuter rail 
costs even more even than express buses— 
especially if a transit transfer is necessary. Of 
the 33 commuter stations in the city, 15 do 
not have rush-hour service frequencies com- 
parable to local stations in suburban counties. 
(See map above: Commuter Rail Service) 

Capacity constraints drive some of this 
shortage; in some cases, expanding service 
will only be feasible after new projects such 
as East Side Access are complete. At others, 
higher ridership can come from improved 
connection from local buses. We will seek to 
work with the MTA to identify innovative ways 
that commuter rail service can serve Queens, 
Brooklyn and the Bronx. 
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INITIATIVE 6 


Improve access 

to existing transit 

We will facilitate access to subways 
and bus stops citywide 


Every transit trip requires the passenger to 
get to the subway station or bus stop. But in 
many cases across the city, that can be almost 
as difficult as the journey itself. 

Three main challenges prevent transit stops 
from being used to their full capacity: subway 
stations where the sidewalks are congested; 
bus stops where riders have to wait in the 
street under elevated rail structures; and bus 
stops along city streets that lack sidewalks. By 
making it easier for people to reach and use 
our existing transit system, we can encourage 
a broader mode shift in every borough. 

All over New York are sites that require 
simple improvements to make existing transit 
options more accessible. For example, in the 
burgeoning neighborhood of Williamsburg, 
commuters increasingly ride bicycles to the 
L train. Today the line of bikes at the Bedford 
Avenue subway station stretches down the 
block, spilling across the narrow sidewalk. To 
relieve this condition, we will remove parking 
spaces, expand the sidewalk, and install more 
bicycle racks. 

After evaluating all 468 subway stations, we 
have identified 24 areas in Brooklyn, Queens, 
and the Bronx that are not yet equipped to 
handle the rise in sidewalk congestion. These 
sites were selected in 2000, and work is 
underway to complete all of them by 2019. 

In 42 other sites across the city, bus stops 
are tucked under elevated structures near 
subway stops. The columns interfere with traf- 
fic patterns especially when combined with 
high volumes of pedestrians. Buses cannot 
weave through the columns to reach the curb, 
which forces waiting riders to step into traf- 
fic to see if a bus is approaching. When the 
bus arrives, boarding frequently takes place 
on the street. To date, we have built raised 
islands that serve as bus stops at four loca- 
tions. By 2021, we will complete work at all 
42 locations. These upgrades can also include 
sidewalk extensions to make it easier to get to 
the stop. 

In other cases, there is no sidewalk to the 
bus at all. For example, at Staten Island’s 
Hylan Boulevard and Fairlawn Avenue, dozens 
of adults and school children need to cross 
the road daily to walk to school, work, or the 
bus stop, but there is no sidewalk along the 
eastern side of the road leading to the cross- 
walk or the bus stop. 


The Sidewalks to Buses initiative focuses on 
providing sidewalks, crosswalks, bus waiting 
areas, and other pedestrian safety improve- 
ments to improve access at these locations. 
Priority will be given to areas where pedestri- 
ans are exposed to high-speed or high-volume 
traffic on their way to and from bus stops. On 
average, each location will require a quarter 
mile of sidewalk to provide a safe route. We 
plan to complete work at up to 15 different 
stops each year. 


TRANSIT ACCESS INITIATIVE 


Subway/Sidewalk Interface 24 2 

Bus stops under Els Up to 42 4 
A 2 pilots 

Sidewalks to Buses identified 0 

TOTAL 68 6 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation 
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Address congested areas 
around the city 

We will develop congestion 
management plans for outer 
borough growth corridors 


The vast majority of trips made in New York 
are not to Manhattan; even among com- 
muters, nearly twice as many outer bor- 
ough residents work outside of Manhattan 
as inside—1.56 million versus 841,000. As 
neighborhoods across the city grow, we must 
develop targeted plans to diffuse congestion 
across the city. 

The main commercial stretch along Brook- 
lyn’s Church Avenue is one such area. This 
vibrant commercial district attracts shoppers 
arriving by car and transit, as well as local 
truck traffic. Double parking causes even 
more delays between Coney Island Avenue 
and Utica Avenue, and the B35 bus is slowed 
by traffic, encouraging more to drive rather 
than take transit. 

We have identified nine corridors that expe- 
rience this kind of road and transit congestion: 

* Fordham Road (Bronx) 

¢ White Plains Road (Bronx) 

* Church Avenue (Brooklyn) 

* Nostrand Avenue (Brooklyn) 

° West 96th Street (Manhattan) 

° West 181st Street (Manhattan) 

* Northern Boulevard (Queens) 

¢ Woodhaven Boulevard (Queens) 
¢ Amboy Road (Staten Island) 


Over the next two years, we will undertake an 
intensive study of each area, evaluating traffic 
congestion, truck traffic, pedestrian mobility, 
transit service, and current and future land 
use potential. When each study is finished, 
we will work with affected communities to 
complete customized plans that reduce traf- 
fic congestion, improve air quality, provide a 
safer environment for vehicular and pedes- 
trian traffic, and improve quality of life. 

Actions under consideration will include 
new bus, pedestrian and bicycle enhance- 
ments, changes to the road design, modifica- 
tion to parking rules to free up curb space, 
and technological upgrades like computer- 
ized signaling systems to facilitate traffic flow. 
Broader improvements, such as taxi or for- 
hire vehicle stands, increased transit service, 
and targeted traffic enforcement, could also 
be part of the solutions. 

We will also identify broader congestion 
“Growth Areas” across the city, potentially 
spanning entire neighborhoods, and develop 
neighborhood-specific strategies using many 
of the same tools. 
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Near-Term Improvements to Transit Service 


In all New York City neighborhoods, a majority of 


Manhattan-bound commuters take transit. But the 


areas shown in this map have higher concentra- 
tions of drivers to Manhattan than any other parts 
of the city. Many of these areas do not have rail 
transit service; others have subway or rail service 
that does not meet all residents’ needs. With 
only slight enhancements to the system more 
people in these areas would choose transit over 
driving. These enhancements would emphasize 
connections to the subway or commuter rail 
system where feasible; minimize transfers; 
improve reliability; and use existing bus routes 
and corridors where possible. 


Intermodal connections improve the timing 

or the location of bus stops to make an existing 
two-seat ride more convenient. Rerouting 
existing bus routes can bring buses closer to 
potential riders or make routes more direct. 

Bus prioritization can change traffic lights when 
buses approach to speed bus travel. Improving 
subway and rail station access can cut walking 
distances or make entrances easier to navigate. 
On some routes, bus frequency is too low for the 
potential demand and could be increased; on 
others, frequency is sufficient to allow skip-stop 


or limited-stop service that would cut travel times. 


New bus routes would increase options within the 
system—but are the most expensive of these 
short-term measures. In addition, many of these 
neighborhoods will benefit from other projects 
outlined in this plan, ranging from new commuter 
rail service to BRT. 


The table below outlines which of these strategies 
we would recommend for each neighborhood. 
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Potential Improvements for 22 Neighborhoods with Concentrations of Manhattan-bound Drivers 
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Expand ferry service 

We will seek to expand service and 
improve integration with the city's 
existing mass transit system 


Along Newtown Creek, which separates 
Brooklyn and Queens, the transformation of 
New York’s waterfront is clear. To the north, 
apartment buildings are rising and land is 
being cleared for thousands of additional units 
of housing at Queens West, many of which 
will be affordable to middle-income families. 
To the south sit the low-lying factories and 
warehouses of Williamsburg and Greenpoint, 
which are being converted into a waterfront 
esplanade, parks, and housing. 

Across the city, more than 60 miles of 
largely-abandoned waterfront land is being 
reclaimed for recreation and new communi- 
ties. But some of these neighborhoods lack the 
basic transportation infrastructure required for 
sustainable growth. In some areas, the nearest 
subway stop is more than three-quarters of a 
mile away. Where there is service, the trains 
and buses are increasingly crowded as grow- 
ing numbers of commuters use stations clos- 
est to Manhattan. 

Ferries and water taxis can help solve 
both of these problems. In addition, ferries 
have proven that they can provide critical 
backup transportation for the city during 
emergencies, as they did on 9/11 and during 
the 2003 blackout. 

That’s why we will seek to expand ferry ser- 
vice to emerging neighborhoods across the 
city and seamlessly integrate it into the city’s 
transportation network. 

The City will seek to initiate a new privately- 
operated ferry system along the East River 
that will connect developing areas of Brooklyn 
and Queens with Midtown and Lower Man- 
hattan. This new service would connect ferry 
landings at Queens West, Greenpoint and 
North and South Williamsburg, with landings 
at Pier 11 (Wall Street) and East 34th Street in 
Manhattan. In addition, we will seek to pilot 
service between Manhattan and the Rocka- 
ways in Queens. Other parts of the city where 
ferry service may make sense—such as south- 
ern Queens, the south shore of Staten Island, 
and the Bronx—will be evaluated based on 
potential ridership and financial flexibility. 

Ferry service is most effective when it con- 
nects riders with land-based transit bringing 
them close to their inland destinations. That 
is why we will work with the MTA to extend 
bus routes to ferry docks from Midtown. We 


will also explore the possibility of using BRT 
or other fast service on crosstown routes for 
more efficient connections, especially across 
34th Street and 42nd Street. 

Finally, for ferries to be considered an 
effective component of the city’s mass tran- 
sit system, they must be treated that way. 
That is why ferry passengers must be able 
to use their MetroCards for ferries and the 
connecting bus service. We will work with 
the MTA and the ferry companies to achieve 
this intergration. 
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Promote cycling 
We will pursue strategies to encourage 
the growth of cycling across the city 


Cycling also offers an environmentally-friendly 
and space-efficient way to travel around the 
city. Other cities have embraced cycling as 
emission-free, low-cost travel mode that pro- 
motes a healthy lifestyle—and one that New 
Yorkers are increasingly embracing. Cycling 
in the city is estimated to have increased 75% 
from 2000 to 2006. But there is still plenty of 
room to grow; less than 1% of New Yorkers 
commute to work by bicycle. (See case study: 
Cycling Emerges Around U.S.) 


We will complete the city’s 1,800-mile 
bike master plan 


In order to reduce traffic and reach our clean 
air and greenhouse gas reduction goals, New 
Yorkers should be given the option of reaching 
their jobs and major city destinations through 
cycling. That is why we will dramatically accel- 
erate the implementation of the City’s 1,800- 
mile bike lane master plan, to ensure that the 
entire system is in place before 2030. (See 
chart above: Bike Lane Construction) 
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The plan includes 504 miles of separated 
bike paths (Class 1 facilities) and 1,296 miles 
of striped bicycle lanes or markings reminding 
drivers and cyclists to share the road (Class 2 
and 3). To date, only 420 miles have been con- 
structed. 

We will complete Phase 1 of the plan in 
2009, which will add 200 lane miles in tar- 
geted areas across the city—with the first 40 
finished by June 2007. 

We will prioritize areas with high demand, 
building connections between existing por- 
tions of the network, and strengthening 
access to parks through special bike paths 
known as greenways. These greenways not 
only offer their own recreational benefits such 
as biking, skating, and walking throughout our 
city’s park system; they can also open up new 
areas of parkland. 

Phase 2 and beyond will complete the 
remaining bike lanes, resulting in 1,800 total 
lane miles of bicycle facilities in New York City. 


BIKE MASTER PLAN STATUS 


Built 200 176 44 420 
Planned for 2030 42 1,076 1,380 
TOTAL 504 1,296 1,800 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation 


We will facilitate cycling 


In addition to implementing the master plan, 
we must provide support for city cyclists and 
encourage New Yorkers to explore this form 
of transportation. That means improving 
public education on the benefits of cycling and 
on safety issues, increasing necessary bicy- 
cling infrastructure such as bike racks and 
lockers, and improving observation of traffic 
and bicycling laws. 

Cyclists often point out that their main 
concern is having safe places to store their 
bikes. To solve this problem, the City’s Depart- 


$5 BILLION 
in lost time 


ment of Transportation (DOT) will continue the 
CITYRACKS program by installing 1,200 addi- 
tional on-street bicycle racks throughout 
the City by 2009, and commit to that level 
of installation until every neighborhood has 
adequate bike parking. We will also pursue 
legislation to require that large commercial 
buildings make provision for bicycle storage 
either on site or reasonably nearby. 
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Pilot congestion pricing 
We will seek to use pricing 

to manage traffic in the 
Central Business District (CBD) 


Over the last 30 years, even significant 
improvements in our subway system have not 
substantially changed the way New Yorkers get 
to Manhattan. Despite enhancements in safety, 
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$2 BILLION 

in wasted fuel 
and other vehicle 
operating costs 


$1.9 BILLION 
in increased 
operating costs 


$4.5 BILLION in lost 
business revenue 


efficiency, and aesthetics, the percentage of 
drivers has remained essentially unchanged. 

On a given workday, the Manhattan CBD 
is home to nearly 2 million workers from 
around the region, hundreds of thousands of 
tourists, and several hundred thousand resi- 
dents. Cars compete for the road with buses, 
trucks pedestrians, cyclists and taxis. Vehicles 
trapped in traffic spew pollution into the air, 
putting the health of those living near con- 
gested roads at risk; and the resulting jams 
cost the region more than $13 billion dol- 
lars every year. As our population grows by 
another 900,000 people, we add more than 
20 million visitors annually, and 750,000 new 
jobs—many concentrated in the CBD—the 
consequences of congestion will become ever 
more severe. 

The strategy that has emerged around 

the world as the most effective tactic to this 
gridlock is congestion pricing, a system that 
charges drivers a fee for entering a city’s 
center. London, Stockholm, and Singapore all 
employ congestion pricing. Here in the United 
States, the U.S. Department of Transporta- 
tion has also encouraged cities to undertake 
market-based congestion reduction initia- 
tives. (See case study on facing page: London 
Congestion Pricing) 
In every case where it has been imple- 
mented, congestion pricing has been success- 
ful at reducing traffic both within the “con- 
gestion zone” and outside it, soeeding bus 
service, decreasing delivery times, improving 
air quality, and cutting greenhouse gas emis- 
sions, with no material impact on the econ- 
omy, including retail activity in the zone in 
which the charge applies. 

Key to the success of congestion pricing 
in those cities—and the widespread accep- 
tance of initially reluctant businesses and 
residents—is the fact that congestion pricing 
is only one part of an overall commitment to 
increase investment in mass transit. 


That is what we propose for New York. We 
believe a thoughtfully designed congestion 
pricing program should be part of a solution 
to the regional and city-wide transportation 
gridlock we will be facing. Its proceeds would 
be dedicated to funding billions of dollars 
of transportation improvements, including 
immediate enhancements to some of New 
York’s least transit accessible communities. 
(See following page: New York City’s Conges- 
tion Pricing Plan) 

Summarized below is an illustrative exam- 
ple of how congestion pricing could be imple- 
mented and its impact. The details would 
have to be determined through a collabora- 
tive process between the City and the State, 
because State legislation would be needed 
to enable the City to impose a fee and give 
the City the right to fine violators. State law 
could authorize the City to define the pricing 
area, the amount of the charge, the hours 
it would apply, and the fines for failure to pay, 
or it could specify those details in the leg- 
islation. The legislation would also need to 
specify the type of environmental review that 
would be necessary. 

Given its successful track record in other 
major global cities, we seek to pilot conges- 
tion pricing in New York for a test period of 
three years. The best way to predict whether 
it will work—and whether the benefits out- 
weight the inconveniences—is to try it. Fur- 
ther, we believe that a pilot could be under- 
taken with no outlay of City or State funds, but 
leveraging Federal and private dollars. 


Operating congestion pricing 

Passenger vehicles entering or leaving Man- 
hattan below 86th Street during the busi- 
ness day (weekdays 6 am to 6 pm)—with the 
exception of the FDR Drive, the West Side 
Highway, and West Street—would pay an 
$8 daily fee. Trucks would pay $21. Autos that 
drive only within “the Zone” would pay half 
price. The charge would apply to all vehicles, 
except emergency vehicles, those with handi- 
capped license plates, taxis, and for-hire vehi- 
cles (radio cars). 

Vehicles using E-Z Pass that travel through 
MTA or Port Authority (PA) tolled crossings 
on the same day would pay only the differ- 
ence between their MTA or PA tolls and the 
congestion charge, so that drivers don’t have 
an incentive to detour across free bridges. 
Because roads on the periphery of Manhattan 
will not be in the Zone, trips around the Zone 
(for example, from Harlem to Brooklyn) would 
not be charged. 

Payment would involve no toll gates or 
waiting areas. The technological backbone 
of the system would be E-Z Pass, which relies 


on high-speed sensors, and is used by more 
than 70% of New York area drivers. The charge 
would appear on drivers’ E-Z Pass statements. 

For those drivers without E-Z Pass, their 
license plates would be checked automatically 
by cameras mounted on traffic light poles, 
with payment options available through Inter- 
net, the telephone, or at participating retail 
outlets. Drivers would have two days to pay 
the charge. 


Impact of congestion pricing 

The main benefit of congestion pricing would 
be reduced traffic congestion. Traffic within 
the Zone would decrease 6.3%. Speeds are 
projected to increase 7.2%. The impact would 
also be felt in the other boroughs, since the 
number of cars passing through other neigh- 
borhoods on their way to Manhattan will 
decline. This is especially the case on key thor- 
oughfares leading to bridges, including Flat- 
bush Avenue in Brooklyn and Queens Boule- 
vard in Long Island City. (One study suggested 
that 43% of all traffic in downtown Brooklyn 
and 57% of rush-hour traffic in Long Island 
City is bound for Manhattan). Overall, travel 
speeds in all four boroughs would get better 
due to congestion pricing in Manhattan. 

The 4.6% of New York City residents who 
drive to work in the Zone would pay a daily 
charge less than the cost of commuting by 
Express Bus, and they would have a faster 
commute than today. Everyone who drives, 
especially in Manhattan, would experience 
the benefits of reduced traffic and higher 
speeds. Workers and companies whose 
income depends on providing services in Man- 
hattan would be more productive. A plumber 
who currently spends a quarter of his day 
sitting in his van in Midtown traffic traveling 
from site to site would be able to do more 
work every day—increasing his income far 
more than the $8 fee he pays. Delivery firms 
would have fewer packages delayed. Buses 
would run faster. Taxi drivers would carry 
more fares in a shift. These benefits would 
lower costs of doing business in the city, and 
benefit all New Yorkers. 

The implementation of short-term improve- 
ments would be essential to the success of 
any congestion pricing program and to the 
transit infrastructure described earlier in this 
chapter, including: bus rapid transit, improved 
express bus service, dedicated bus lanes on 
bridges, and new ferry service, especially to 
areas of the city that lack convenient mass 
transit access to Manhattan today. In many 
cases, these improvements would be put in 
place prior to implementation of congestion 
pricing. 


CASE STUDY 
London Congestion Pricing 


In 2000, headlines often compared the 
speeds of central London traffic to Victorian 
horse-and-buggies. And so did Londoners. 


“Some days, it took me almost an hour to 
drive six miles from home to work in the 
morning,” said Gregory Phillips, an architect 
who works in the city’s West End. 


But when Mayor Ken Livingstone 
introduced an internationally proven 
congestion-mitigation strategy he was 
named the city's “Deadliest Enemy” by 
the London Daily Telegraph. 


The strategy was congestion pricing—a 
plan to charge drivers a daily fee for the 
use of London's busiest roads during 
business hours. 


Opponents of the congestion charge argued 
the charge would “strangle retailers” in the 
area. More than half of Londoners believed 
that the fee would make no difference 

in traffic patterns at all. Westminster City 
Council called on the High Court to order 

a full-scale public inquiry into the program, 
and more than 60% of the city’s population 
stood against the idea. 


Despite the skepticism, in February 
2003, London began charging cars 
£5 ($10) to access central London's 
most congested streets. 


Traffic delays in London have plunged 
substantially—by 30%. Road speeds have 
increased 19% from the introduction of 
congestion pricing. A feared drop in retail 
spending never materialized. 


Since the program started, more than $360 
million has been funneled into expansions 
and improvements of mass transportation— 
improvements that are attracting more 
Londoners to public transit. Bus ridership 
has increased 30% during peak periods The 
extra road space has been reshaped into 
stunning public spaces like the new plaza 
at Trafalgar Square. 

Now, Gregory Phillips rides his bicycle 

to work. “Since the introduction of the 
congestion charge, | find that | cycle in 
almost every day, and | love it," he said. 


In fact, Phillips said, his commute has actually 
become much quicker. “If I'm cycling, | can get 
into the office in 35 minutes.” 


Now that's an improvement. 


CHANGE IN TRAFFIC WITHIN LONDON’S CHARGING ZONE 
AFTER CONGESTION PRICING 


Automobiles —34% 

Heavy trucks -7% 2 
Vans 5% . 
Buses +21% & 
Taxis +22% a 
Bicycles +28% is 
ALL VEHICLES -12% 3 
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New York City's Congestion Pricing Plan 
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BROOKLYN 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term 
Planning and Sustainability 


Manhattan below 86th Street, except 

+ West Street and West Side Highway 

Zone boundaries + FDR Drive 

+ Battery Park Underpass 

+ Queensboro, Williamsburg, Manhattan andBrooklyn Bridges and their approaches. 


Hours 6 am—6 pm, Monday-Friday (no charges on weekends) 


$8 daily charge to enter, leave, and move within the zone during charging hours 


Cheges alice $4 daily charge for travel only within the zone during charging hours 


$21 daily charge to enter, leave, and move within the zone during charging hours 


Charges: trucks $5.50 daily charge for travel only within the zone during charging hours 


Drivers do not pay unless they enter the zone. For example, driving from 


Trips bypassing the Zone Brooklyn to the Bronx on the Brooklyn Bridge and FDR Drive would still be free 


E-Z Pass users paying bridge and tunnel tolls to enter the zone will be credited the amount of their round-trip tolls that 
Toll rebates for E-Z Pass users day, up to $8. For example, an E-Z Pass driver who now uses the Battery Tunnel to enter and leave Manhattan will pay 
no additional charge, because the current round-trip toll they pay is already $8 


No charges for: 

+ Handicapped license plates 

+ Emergency vehicles and transit buses 
+ Yellow taxis and livery cabs 


Exemptions 


At-speed E-Z Pass readers will allow fee collection without slowing vehicles down. Vehicles not equipped with E-Z Pass 


Collection technology will be recorded by cameras and drivers can pay the fee by phone, internet or at participating retailers within 48 hours. 


Revenues All net revenues will be dedicated 100% to transportation investments through the SMART Financing Authority 


NYC Department of Transportation will control the system, which will be built and maintained by a contractor 


Operating entity yet to be selected 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 
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Over time, more and more commuters 
would benefit from the longer-term invest- 
ments in mass transit, 50% of which would be 
funded by the nearly $400 million net reve- 
nues of congestion pricing in its first full year. 

Although areas near the congestion pric- 
ing zone should experience reductions in 
traffic due to fewer drivers passing through 
on their way to the Zone, we would work with 
local communities if it seems that they would 
be impacted by drivers seeking to avoid the 
congestion pricing charge. Possible solutions 
include parking permits for residential neigh- 
borhoods and an expansion of the Muni meter 
program in commercial areas. 

Overall, 94,000 travelers are projected to 
take advantage of new and improved transit 
choices, achieving the city’s first significant 
mode shift in decades. Only 1.4% are expected 
not to take the trip into the Zone at all 
because of the congestion charge. The major- 
ity of these will travel instead to destinations 
in Upper Manhattan and the outer boroughs, 
helping businesses in those areas. As a result, 
the overall economic impact of the congestion 
charge is expected to be neutral to positive, 
consistent with the experience of cities where 
congestion pricing is in operation. 
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Manage roads more efficiently 
We will increase the use of Muni 
meters within the city and develop an 
integrated traffic management system 
for our regional transportation network 


We will expand the use of Muni meters 


Muni meters, first introduced in New York in 
1996, offer numerous advantages compared 
to traditional single-space parking meters. 
For drivers, they increase parking capacity 
by allowing cars to park closer together. They 
also enable the city to improve traffic flow 
by charging vehicles progressively higher 
fees for longer stays, encouraging shorter 
stays and more turnover. This increased turn- 


over reduces double-parking and cuts the 
amount of time drivers spend “cruising” for a 
parking space. The meters also allow for more 
flexible payment options, accepting coin, 
credit card or city parking cards, and they 
create more sidewalk space for pedestrians— 
one Muni meter can replace up to six single 
space meters. 
While Muni meters are currently only in use 
in certain areas, DOT will introduce them in 
business districts across the city, completing 
installation in all possible locations by 2011. 


We will create an integrated traffic 
management system 


The region’s congestion problems are com- 
pounded by inefficiencies and lack of coordi- 
nation among agencies and travelers. Poorly 
timed signals can cause backups, and drivers 
are often not alerted to traffic jams until they 
are actually sitting in them. 

That’s why the City has launched a five- 
year plan to unify and expand the informa- 
tion systems on our transportation network 
and enhance coordination throughout the 
region. Although we have utilized Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) for years through 
the use of cameras and electronic signage 
on highways, the real benefits can only be 
achieved when the information is centralized 
and coordinated. 

Also in 2008, the New York Police Depart- 
ment, New York State Department of Trans- 
portation and the City’s DOT will open the 
Joint Transportation Management Center, 
in Long Island City, which will enhance our 
ability to track and coordinate responses to 
traffic incidents. 

But coordination is only the beginning; 
significant improvements require significant 
investments in technology. We will continue 
technological upgrades. By 2009, we will 
electronically control the timing on more than 
70% of the city’s traffic signals, allowing us to 
respond in real-time to emerging traffic condi- 
tions; by 2012, all of the city’s highways will be 
equipped with ITS technologies. 

Expanded technology and coordination will 
improve our ability to respond to traffic inci- 
dents, manage traffic congestion, and deliver 
information to drivers in real time. 
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Strengthen enforcement 
of traffic violations 

We will improve our ability 

to enforce traffic laws 


The number of vehicles is not the only con- 
tributor to congestion. Drivers who violate 
traffic laws make congestion worse. While the 
City undertakes focused efforts to increase 
enforcement, we must make broader, more 
systematic changes to enhance enforcement. 
We will undertake two initiatives and advocate 
for State action on a third to ensure that many 
drivers do not suffer from unnecessary con- 
gestion due to the illegal behavior of a few. 


We will expand the number of 
Traffic Enforcement Agents 


There are an estimated 800 intersections 
around New York City—in all five boroughs— 
where the presence of traffic enforcement 
agents (TEA) will be beneficial—not as ticket 
writers, but as traffic directors. The NYPD cur- 
rently has approximately 500 “level 2” traffic 
enforcement agents whose main role is to 
direct traffic. But on any given day, the major- 
ity wind up not controlling the flow at busy 
intersections, but ensuring the movement of 
traffic around construction sites and other 
disruptions. To provide the coverage that will 
keep traffic moving, the NYPD will increase 
the force of level 2 TEAs by 100 agents this 
year, to be followed by further increases in 
the future. 


We will enable all TEAs to issue 
blocking-the-box tickets 


A major cause of true gridlock is drivers choos- 
ing to “block the box”—to cross an intersec- 
tion even if there is no room on the other 
side. But writing a “blocking-the-box” ticket is 
currently a state-regulated moving violation, 
which may only be issued by police officers 
and selected traffic enforcement agents. We 
will seek to create a new parking violation that 
will allow both police officers and all TEAs to 
write block-the-box tickets faster, which will 
encourage more vigilant ticketing of violators. 
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We will expand the use of traffic 
enforcement cameras 


Along with blocking the box, another signifi- 
cant cause of congestion—and a major safety 
hazard—is the running of red lights. Currently, 
New York State law allows the City to use only 
100 red light cameras among the city’s 12,000 
signalized intersections. Further, cameras are 
not allowed to be used for speeding violations. 

To improve the flow of traffic and to improve 
safety on our streets, we will seek state autho- 
rization to expand the use of red light cam- 
eras dramatically, and to begin using them to 
enforce speeding laws. We will also use the 
cameras more effectively, by rotating them 
around the city, so that drivers will not be able 
to predict where they are located. In this way, 
we will change driver behavior and at the same 
time minimize the chance that drivers will cause 
accidents by stopping short at the last minute 
in order to avoid receiving a summons. 
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INITIATIVE 13 
Facilitate freight movements 
We will work to expand options for 


freight movements 


One of the major ways that New Yorkers bear 
the costs—economic, health, and social—of 
congestion is in the movement of freight. 
Delays to deliveries increase the cost of the 
goods sold in New York stores. Congestion— 
and inconsistent tolling policies—lead trucks 
to take circuitous routes through neighbor- 
hoods. Deliveries require curbside space, and 
when trucks can’t find it they often cause more 
congestion, either by cruising for a space or 
by double parking. Congestion is even threat- 
ening the status of John F. Kennedy Interna- 
tional Airport UFK) as one of the nation’s lead- 
ing airfreight hubs—and the airport is one of 
the largest employers in Queens. Still, for the 
vast majority of deliveries to New York busi- 
nesses and homes, trucks are the only viable 
option, even in the long term. 

The City and its regional partners are under- 
taking several efforts to improve freight access 
across the region. In some cases, capacity 
would be added; more often, we would be 
attempting to manage the capacity we have 
more wisely, for the benefit of the truckers 
and the neighborhoods they drive through. 
For example, the results of the DOT’s Truck 
Route Study will improve the overall manage- 


ment of truck traffic in New York City leading 
to improved efficiency of truck traffic, while at 
the same time working to keep non-essential 
truck traffic out of residential neighborhoods. 
Muni-meters will create curbside space to 
allow truckers to make deliveries more easily. 
Better traffic management and information 
will speed up all types of traffic. Congestion 
pricing will apply to trucks, but will also create 
an incentive for night time deliveries and elim- 
inate the practice of trucks passing through 
Brooklyn and Manhattan to avoid the one-way 
tolls on the Verrazano-Narrows Bridge. 

Two additional initiatives will be specifically 
focused on freight movement, but will also 
have benefits for other travelers. 


We will improve access to JFK 


Congestion en route to JFK is bad and getting 
worse, making the city less convenient and 
business-friendly. It also reduces the airport’s 
competitiveness: in the last decade, JFK has 
been losing cargo business to airports outside 
the region, primarily due to delays and con- 
gestion on the road leading to the airport. 

In June 2006, the City, in partnership with 
the Port Authority, created a private/public 
task force focusing on improving roadway 
access to JFK for passengers, employees and 
cargo. It has recently issued several short- 
term recommendations. These include: mar- 
keting the Cross Island Parkway as alternative 
to the Van Wyck Expressway for non-commer- 
cial vehicles; improvements to the Van Wyck 
Expressway; allowing 53’ trailer access to JFK; 
and providing a southern route to JFK for com- 
mercial vehicles. We will pursue these recom- 
mendations, and explore the long term solu- 
tions the task force recommends in the future. 


We will explore High-Occupancy Truck 
Toll (HOTT) Lanes 


Around the world and in several states, truck 
traffic has been accelerated by the creation of 
new lanes dedicated to trucks, which pay for 
themselves through tolls charged for travel- 
ing on these lanes. In many cases, high-occu- 
pancy vehicles are allowed access for free, 
and in some, those driving alone can choose 
to pay a variable toll to travel on them. Thus, 
they are referred to as “HOTT” Lanes—for 
High-Occupancy Truck Toll. 

On several of New York City’s main high- 
ways, the opportunity exists to explore this 
concept, using medians and in some cases 
service roads for additional lanes. Key bottle- 
necks where trucks encounter—and cause— 
congestion include the Cross-Bronx Express- 
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way, the Staten Island Expressway, the Van 
Wyck, and the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway. 

The City will work with and support the 
New York State Department of Transporta- 
tion (NYSDOT), which controls these roads, to 
explore these self-financing lanes. 


Achieve a state of 
good repair on our roads 
and transit system 


We have come a long way toward improving 
the condition of our aging and fragile trans- 
portation network. But we must not forget 
that we have not achieved the state of good 
repair on our roads, subways, and rail net- 
work that we have sought for 30 years. In fact, 
the need for additional capital is serious, if 
largely unseen. (See map on facing page: Con- 
dition of New York City Subway Stations) 
That’s why, even as we meet our new 
expansion needs, we must continue to vigi- 
lantly pursue a state of good repair—and 
preserve the progress that has been made. 
Doing so will not only prevent the breakdowns 
that cause crippling delays, but also contrib- 
ute to our complementary goal of increasing 
capacity and improving travel times. 


Condition of New York City a. 
Subway Stations f, 


© STATIONS NOT YET 
AT STATE OF GOOD REPAIR 


© STATIONS IN GOOD REPAIR 


Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 


Close the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority’s 
state of good repair gap 

We will seek a grant from the 
SMART Authority to cover the MTA's 
funding gap 


In 1981, the MTA halted all expansion proj- 
ects until the transit system could be brought 
back into a state of good repair. The goal was 
to restore all system components so that 
they could start being upgraded on a normal 
replacement schedule—before they started 
to fail. The next year, the MTA launched its first 
five-year capital plan—an attempt to establish 
long-term priorities for renewing our deterio- 
rated transit system. Since that decision, New 
York’s transit network has undergone a renais- 
sance. The dedication of the MTA’s leadership 
and staff have made it one of the core compo- 
nents of New York City’s recovery. 

But even with the progress that has been 
made, the MTA system is still nearly $15 bil- 
lion away from a state of good repair, only 
$5.5 billion of which has a dedicated source of 
funding—leaving a gap of $9.5 billion that will 
begin in 2010. More than 60% of our subway 
stations remain in disrepair. Fan plants, which 


remove smoke from tunnels during fires and 
other emergencies, won’t be fully upgraded 
until at least 2028. Almost half of our tunnel 
lighting does not meet current lighting safety 
standards, or have additional power sources 
to stay on in case of a blackout. Last October, 
there were 514 weekday train delays due to 
“signal trouble.” 

Obsolete equipment has capacity con- 
sequences as well; older signal technology 
allows fewer trains to be run safely on the 
same track than modern systems. Modernizing 
these could dramatically improve service on 
crowded lines such as the E train. The MTA has 
invested $288 million to test its first computer- 
ized signaling system on the L line—including 
electronic messaging boards alerting passen- 
gers of train arriving times—but we are billions 
away from modernizing the full system. 

The challenge is that the MTA is chronically 
under-funded. Every five years, it develops a 
capital plan and then has to ask the State for 
the funding sources to cover the costs. We 
believe that achieving good repair is as funda- 
mental as expanding the system, and will seek 
to have the SMART Authority provide the MTA 
with a one-time grant to cover its unfunded 
need to achieve a full state of good repair. 


Reach a state of good repair on 
the city’s roads and bridges 

We will seek a grant from the SMART 
Authority to fund accelerated capital 
repairs and upgrades 


During the 1970's fiscal crisis, the City’s road 
resurfacing efforts virtually stopped. Repav- 
ing was limited to our principal arterials, which 
received a lower quality of resurfacing than 
would be acceptable today. New layers of 
asphalt were simply laid over the older, dam- 
aged sections and sealed up. Each new layer 
caused the road level to rise closer to the curb. 
To avoid having streets at the same level as the 
sidewalks, repairs were simply avoided longer. 

As the city’s budget crisis eased, New York 
restored funding for street repair. Using new 
equipment, as well as additional personnel 
and private contractors, resurfacing increased 
through 1991, and the roads steadily 
improved. (See chart above: Lane Miles Resur- 
faced Per Year in New York City) 

But since then, the average yearly resurfac- 
ing has fallen back below what was needed 
to maintain the quality of the city’s streets. 
To keep pace with the wear of daily travel, 
we must resurface approximately 1,000 lane 
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miles of its roads per year. In the past 15 years 
we have averaged only 800 lane miles. This 
under-investment has resulted in a consis- 
tent decline in street assessment ratings, to 
a current low, where only 69.9% of our streets 
are rated “good” or better. (See chart on pre- 
vious page: Lane Miles in Good Repair in New 
York City) 

We will reverse this trend by increasing the 
City’s street resurfacing output with a limited 
SMART grant paid out over 20 years. 

We will also seek to improve our efficiency 
by increasing the use of recycled asphalt 
pavement (RAP). With RAP the City takes the 
asphalt that is about to be removed and recy- 
cles it as fresh asphalt. RAP has the potential 
to replace as much as 50% of the new material 
we use for asphalt. In addition to reducing our 
waste disposal needs, this will cut down on 
truck trips and on the need for new aggregate 
and asphalt cement. 

The City has done a better job at maintain- 
ing the 787 City-owned bridges and tunnels 
that connect the five boroughs. After the Wil- 
liamsburg Bridge was closed in 1988 for emer- 
gency repairs, the City began a significant 
rehabilitation program and is in the process 
of completing all deferred maintenance. But 
with more traffic every year, the City’s bridges 
require significant periodic capital upgrades 
and replacement. We will not substitute that 
work for routine maintenance, but we will seek 
a SMART Fund grant to provide enough capital 
to allow the needed, but costly upgrades nec- 
essary to keep our bridges safe. 
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Establish a new regional transit 
financing authority 

We will seek to create a SMART 
Financing Authority to advance 

new projects and achieve a state 

of good repair 


We will seek to work with the State to establish 
the Sustainable Mobility and Regional Trans- 
portation (SMART) Financing Authority, which 
would serve as a transportation infrastructure 
bank for the region. This authority would be 
funded through dedicated revenue streams 
that could be bonded against to advance criti- 
cal capital expansions that improve connec- 
tions between the city and the surrounding 
region. (See charts above: How the SMART 
Financing Authority Would Fund Regional 
Transportation Projects) 


Revenues 
For two generations, our inability to raise suffi- 
cient funds for transportation investments has 
undermined the mobility of our region. That is 
why we must tap new sources of funding if we 
are to make our goals a reality. Further, that 
funding responsibility must be borne equitably. 
All of these projects serve New York City in 
some way, so the City must share in funding 
them. Virtually all of them—even those wholly 
within the five boroughs—serve the region’s 
commuters as well, and so non-city residents 
should also contribute. That is why we will 
seek to partner with the State to establish 
three dedicated revenue streams that split 
the contributions evenly between city and 
non-city resident commuters. 
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Projects Financed Through the SMART Fund 


7 Train - 10th Avenue Station $450 2013 2017 $225 $225 
Access to the Region's Core $7,381 2009 2016 $2,580 $1,111 $3,691 
Bicycle Lanes $23 2008 2030 $12 $12 
BRT: First Five Routes $438 2008 2014 $ 60 $159 $219 
BRT: Five Additional Routes $527 2010 2016 $264 $264 
Congestion Pricing $224 2009 2009 $224 
East River Bus/HOV Capacity $43 2009 2010 $21 $21 
East Side Access $6,350 2007 2013 $4,382 $1,968 
Express Bus Lane to Lincoln Tunnel $1,300 2010 2011 $100 $550 $650 
Ferry Service $40 2011 2013 $20 $20 
LIRR Third Track $770 2010 2013 $416 $354 
Lower Manhattan Rail Link $7,500 2010 2015 $2,960 $790 $3,750 
MNR Penn Station Access (Hudson Line) $455 2012 2013 $228 $228 
MNR Penn Station Access (New Haven Line) $357 2012 2013 $178 $178 
Nassau County Hub $738 2010 2013 $369 $369 
North Shore Alignment $350 2012 2016 $175 $175 
Penn / Moynihan Station $1,000 2008 2015 $500 $500 
Second Avenue Subway (Phase 1 ) $3,838 2007 2013 $2,864 $974 
Second Avenue Subway (Phase 2) $3,400 2011 2018 $1,700 $1,700 
State of Good Repair (MTA) $13,681 2010 2030 $13,681 
State of Good Repair (NYC Roads & Bridges) $1,722 2009 2029 $1,722 
TOTAL FIRST PRIORITY PROJECTS $50,222 $13,362 $6,302 $30,925 


Note: Costs are nominal, year of construction. Where available, agency's year-of-construction estimates are used. 

Otherwise, annual construction industry inflation estimates used. Existing funding includes Federal, state, local, and agency funding; 
“expected” is based on reasonable expectation based on past trends. Second Avenue Subway Phase 1 estimate assumes receipt of 
Federal Full Funding agreement. MTA SGR estimate based on unfunded remaining state of good repair gap after current MTA Capital Plan. 
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City and State Contributions 

The City proposes a matching partnership 
with the State. The City will commit $220 mil- 
lion to the SMART Authority in an annual pay- 
ment starting in 2008, rising to $275 million in 
2012 and increasing at the growth rate of the 
City’s personal income tax thereafter. 

The City contribution will be contingent 
on the State matching these funds. To ensure 
that the SMART Financing Authority is able 
to issue bonds against these revenues, both 
commitments must be enshrined in law. The 
State could determine any source of funds for 
this contribution. 


Congestion Pricing 

Congestion pricing is projected to generate 
net revenues of $380 million in the first year of 
operation, increasing to over $900 million by 
2030. Based on traffic patterns, roughly half 
the revenues from congestion pricing would 
be paid by New York City residents, and the 
other half by non-city residents. 
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Investment criteria 
Regional, state, and city transportation agen- 
cies would apply for funding for specific proj- 
ects. These projects would be evaluated by a 
board of directors with representatives from 
around the region and appointment criteria 
to ensure a balanced and impartial perspec- 
tive. The board would be supported by a 
professional staff that would analyze funding 
requests, undertake independent assess- 
ments of regional transportation needs, and 
develop financing structures for selected 
projects. Once a project has been chosen, the 
SMART Authority would monitor its progress 
to ensure that investments are being spent 
efficiently and as promised. 

Although regional priorities may change 
over time, the SMART Authority will only provide 
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Expansions or improvements to our 
regional transit system 
Meeting the following criteria: 

* Capital investment to expand or improve 
transit infrastructure in the New York City 
Metropolitan region, with all projects 
needing to provide either direct or indi- 
rect service to New York City 


* Ready-to-go projects that have received 
all required legislative, local, and environ- 
mental approvals 


* At least 50% funded so as to use the 
SMART Fund to provide a match to 
local, State, agency, and Federal funding 
already in place 


Achieving a state of good repair on city 
streets and the transit system 

A series of one-time block grants would be 
awarded to the MTA and the City’s DOT to 
achieve a state of good repair as the need 
was identified in 2005. These grants would 
be conditional on the agency’s certification 
each year that it is replacing infrastructure on 
a normal cycle and conducting preventative 
maintenance at a level to prevent a relapse 
into disrepair. 


Financing 

The series of urgent capital projects—such 
as Second Avenue Subway, East Side Access, 
and ARC—are sufficiently far along in their 
planning and construction that the need for 
investments over the next several years will 
exceed even the revenues projected here. To 
provide the resources needed when they are 
needed, the SMART Authority would issue 
debt secured by its three revenue streams. 
Based on extensive modeling, not only should 
we be able to meet all of our identified needs, 
but there would also be excess funding avail- 
able. Beginning in 2022, this could be used for 
the final phases of the Second Avenue Subway 
and a next wave of regional projects, such as 
subway extensions and expansions, com- 
muter rail lines, and providing transit on a new 
Tappan Zee Bridge. 


Governance 

With its revenues split between City and State 
sources, the SMART Financing Authority 
should be governed by a Board that is similarly 
evenly split. Further, to ensure the indepen- 
dence of the Board, the enabling legislation 
should state that Board members must not 
be government employees; that membership 
terms should be staggered; and that exper- 
tise in finance, planning or transportation be a 
prerequisite for membership. 


Implementation 

Multiple legislative actions will be required 
in order to establish the SMART Financing 
Authority. The State Finance Law must be 
amended to establish the entity and empower 
it to issue debt and allocate funding to regional 
projects. In order to bond against future rev- 
enues, a dedicated funding source must be 
secured. That means the identified revenue 
streams must be protected to the extent pos- 
sible by State law and bond covenants. 


We can accept increasing congestion and 
the damage it will inflict on our economy and 
quality of life. Or we can act to reshape our 
transportation network and ensure that New 
York maintain its position as the world’s pre- 
mier city. That means providing every New 
Yorker, visitor, and worker with transportation 
that is as attractive, efficient, and sustainable 
as possible. 

As a result of the policies outlined above, 
New Yorkers like Bryan Block will experience 
reduced travel times, more comfort, and more 
reliable rides, whether they are going to work, 
going shopping, attending cultural events, 
or visiting family and friends. By accelerating 
long-delayed projects, implementing smart, 
short-term improvements, and embracing a 
new set of transportation priorities, New York 
can achieve a new standard of mobility. 
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New Yorkers face rising energy costs and carbon 
emissions from an ineffective market, aging 
infrastructure, inefficient buildings, and growing needs. 


That's why we must make smart investments in 

clean power and energy-saving technologies to reduce 
our electricity and heating bills by billions of dollars, 
while slashing our greenhouse gas emissions by nearly 
27 million metric tons every year. 


Energy 


Energy 

Provide cleaner, more reliable power 
for every New Yorker by upgrading 
our energy infrastructure 
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Provide cleaner, more reliable power 
for every New Yorker by upgrading 
our energy infrastructure 


New York City skyline 


On July 17, 2006, the electric cables began to fail. 
As the lights started flickering off, the residents 
of western Queens began alerting Con Edison that 
a blackout had begun. 


Over the next nine days, Con Edison recorded 
these calls to assess the scope of the outages— 
because there was no automated way to find 
out. Finally, their employees drove through the 
streets of western Queens and counted the 
number of buildings without lights to estimate 
how many customers had been affected. 


Although we have the most reliable energy 
network in the United States, the recent Queens 
power outages betrayed the weaknesses in our 
aging grid. Less familiar, though, are the risks 
revealed over the rest of the summer. 


Ten days after the blackout, a third multi-day heat 
wave gripped the city, with temperatures reaching 
as high as 102°. Although institutions and large 
companies began extinguishing lights, raising air 
conditioning temperatures, and shutting down 
elevators, there was no systematic way to slow 
the skyrocketing demand. Con Edison customer 
representatives, police officers and members of 
the City's Office of Emergency Management began 
knocking on doors across the city. The Real Estate 
Board of New York began emailing many of its 
12,000 members. Newspapers, radio stations, and 
local news networks carried announcements. All 
urged New Yorkers to slow down their energy use. 
It wasn't enough. 


On August 1-2, the city set two consecutive 
records for electricity demand, topping the 
previous record set a year earlier. To prevent a 
blackout, businesses began switching to backup 
diesel generators that spewed pollutants into the 
air. Our dirtiest and least efficient power plants 
were turned on, making our air quality unhealthy 
for people with heart or lung disease, the elderly, 
and children. And since these aging plants are 
more expensive to run, the city's electricity 
prices—already among the highest in the nation— 
soared by 500% that day. 


Every year, New Yorkers collectively spend 
approximately $13.4 billion on the energy 
that lights our buildings and powers our 
electronic devices, on our electrical delivery 
system, and on the fuel used for heating and 
hot water; the average residential energy bill 
is $145. But this consumption has additional 
costs. It is responsible for roughly 80% of our 
global-warming emissions and more than 
40% of all locally generated air pollution. 

Even on regular days, our supply is nei- 
ther as clean nor as affordable as it should 
be. Our existing fleet of power plants aver- 
ages around 30 years old, and uses mostly 
out-of-date technologies. These older plants 
use 30% to 60% more fuel and produce sev- 
eral times the air pollution of newer plants to 
generate the same amount of electricity. 

But by 2012, even this supply will not be 
enough. We are continually setting new 
records for energy usage. As the summer of 
2006 showed, our ability to reduce demand 
in a coordinated, efficient way is limited. And 
our delivery infrastructure is under increas- 
ing pressure. 

By 2030, population and economic growth 
will strain the city’s energy network further. 
If current trends continue, energy demand 
could grow substantially. By 2015 alone, 
the city’s annual electricity and heating bill, 
excluding delivery costs, will increase by 
$3 billion, translating into energy bills 
that are annually $300 to $400 higher for 
the average New York household. As we 
consume more energy, our environmen- 
tal impact will increase accordingly. By 
2015, we will be pumping an additional 4.6 
million metric tons of CO into the atmo- 
sphere. (See chart on page 103: New York City 
Price of Electricity) 
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Projected New York City Energy Increase 


Summer peak demand 


Reducing prices and CO2 emissions will 
require displacing high-cost, inefficient plants 
through an unprecedented demand reduction 
strategy and new, clean sources of supply. 


Energy planning 

Today, there is no entity capable of address- 
ing these challenges. There are eight organi- 
zations responsible for some dimension of 
energy planning in New York City, but not one 
of them is designed to take the city’s unique 
needs into account. None are empowered to 
bargain on behalf of New Yorkers, while pri- 
oritizing air quality, lowering global-warming 
emissions, and ensuring affordable prices. 
And there is no existing planning body that 
analyzes how supply and demand-side strat- 
egies can work together to achieve reliable 
power for the city. 


Demand reduction 

Reducing our demand while absorbing growth 
will not only be difficult—it has never been 
done before. Energy efficiency programs in 
the United States began during the 1970s, 
but consumption has still steadily risen along 
with the proliferation of air conditioners, cell 
phones, laptops and other electronic devices. 
Even the most successful programs in the 
country have failed to flatten demand; while 
California has held its per capita energy use 
constant, the state’s overall energy needs 
have continued to grow (See chart on facing 
page: Electricity Consumption Per Capita) 

In New York, under-investment, a series 
of fragmented programs, and the absence 
of city-specific programs or planning have 
prevented us from achieving our efficiency 
potential. Participation in programs has also 
been hampered by the city’s high installation 
costs and greater proportion of renters; build- 
ing owners are reluctant to invest in upgrades 
that will only benefit their tenants through 
lower energy bills. 


Electricity consumption 
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Heating fuel consumption 


480,000,000 


422,000,000 


MMBTU PER YEAR 


Source: KeySpan; Con Edison; NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


We can do better. Smarter choices and 
targeted investments can yield substantial 
savings. Our density is an advantage; less 
than 4% of our buildings contain roughly 50% 
of the city’s built area. By focusing on these 
sites—and our other largest energy con- 
sumers—for upgrades, the impact could 
be enormous. 

Unchecked, our city’s peak electricity 
demand—the highest amount of electricity 
we will need over the course of a year—is pro- 
jected to grow by 29% by 2030. Total electric- 
ity consumption could rise by 44% or more and 
our consumption of heating fuels by 14%. But 
it does not have to grow. We will seek to meet 
the entirety of this need by increasing our 
energy efficiency and expanding programs to 
manage demand on our “peak” days—while 
actually reducing our consumption of heat- 
ing fuels by 17%. (See charts above: Projected 
New York City Energy Increase) 


New, clean supply 

It will take several years to benefit from this 
ambitious efficiency effort. In the meantime, 
we must prepare for a short-term rise in 
our power consumption. We must also add 
enough clean supply to retire our dirtiest 
plants, which are frequently located in some 
of the city’s most underserved communities, 
and make our prices more competitive with 
the rest of the region. As a result, securing 
a clean, reliable, affordable energy supply 
will require generating an additional 2,000 to 
3,000 MW of capacity by 2015. 

In our current market, that won't be easy. 
Before the mid-1990s, Con Edison was a 
regulated monopoly that built, owned, and 
operated the city’s power plants and deliv- 
ered the electricity they supplied. They were 
guaranteed a return on their investment, 
because they could raise ratepayer costs to 
cover new construction. But in 1998, the com- 
pany was directed to sell its power plants to 
foster a competitive electricity market in New 
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York State. Since deregulation, power plant 
construction and operation is now the role of 
private developers and owners. But without 
long-term contracts, there is no guarantee 
that power prices will provide a sufficient 
return—and land constraints, construction 
costs, and higher financing requirements 
have made the price of building power 
plants in New York almost three times the 
national average. 

Virtually every existing power plant in the 
city has the capacity to expand or improve its 
efficiency and environmental performance— 
but owners currently have no incentive to do 
so. Adding more supply would risk lowering 
prices across the market. While the health 
benefits are clear, there is no guarantee that 
owners will make back their investment. 

As a result, only one repowering has 
ever taken place in the city. Since deregula- 
tion with the exception of investments by 
NYPA—a public authority—only two private 
powerplants have been built. 

Our heating and electricity will increasingly 
rely on natural gas, which is the cleanest- 
burning fossil fuel. But our delivery capacity is 
limited, creating some of the highest natural 
gas prices in the nation. 

The cleanest energy sources—such as 
wind and solar power—are promising, but 
they are not yet financially feasible to play a 
large role. Without significant support, they 
will not be able to assume a greater role in our 
energy generation. 


New York City Price of Electricity* 


*Assumes constant real gas price after 2007. Price is wholesale: 
does not include delivery, surcharges or taxes. 
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Delivery infrastructure 
We also must make sure that the supply we 
have can reach its recipients. 

The world’s first electric power delivery 
system was developed in New York City in 
1882. When Thomas Edison switched on the 
first electric station in Lower Manhattan, it lit 
up a total of four hundred bulbs. A year later, 
there were over 10,000 electric lights in Man- 
hattan fed by a web of overhead wires, which 
were moved underground after the blizzard of 
1888 to improve public safety. 

The design of this underground grid 
has remained essentially unchanged in the 
decades since. As a result, although we have 
the most reliable network in the United States, 
the grid’s current technology and complexity 
make it difficult to repair. This can be espe- 
cially damaging during events like the 2006 
power outages in western Queens, when the 
lack of “smart” technologies meant that we 
were unable to assess the extent or location 
of outages in a timely fashion. 

To overcome these challenges, we have 
developed an aggressive, integrated plan that 
puts the city’s energy, air quality, and green- 
house gas targets within reach. 


Our plan for energy: 
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Source: U.S. Department of Energy; U.S. Census Bureau; and Global Insight 


Our Plan 


We know the solution: greater investment in 
a comprehensive energy efficiency plan, cou- 
pled with an increase in clean supply. 

We must target our largest energy con- 
sumers—institutional buildings, commercial 
and industrial buildings, and multi-family resi- 
dential buildings—and accelerate energy effi- 
ciency upgrades through a system of incen- 
tives, mandates, and challenges. 

To retire our oldest, most polluting plants, 
we must encourage the addition of new, clean 
power plants through guaranteed contracts, 
and expand the market for renewable ener- 
gies in the future. 

Together, the strategies just outlined 
can produce a reliable, affordable, and envi- 
ronmentally sustainable energy network for 
New York City. 

But today there is no entity capable of 
implementing these projects and realizing 
their goals. 

That’s why we will work with the State to 
create a New York City Energy Planning Board 
that will help us shape our energy future. The 
Board will oversee a new entity that will coordi- 
nate all energy efficiency efforts within the city. 


This plan will require significant effort, 
capital, and political will. The City will pro- 
pose an amendment to the City Charter that 
will require it to invest 10% of its energy bill 
in reducing the energy consumed by City 
operations. Citywide initiatives will be funded 
through an increase in the energy bill sur- 
charge that customers already pay. 

By spreading the charges of these initia- 
tives among all energy users, the costs will be 
reasonable—approximately $2.50 per month 
for the average household. But they will reap 
enormous benefits for the entire city. 

By implementing an unprecedented energy 
efficiency strategy, while increasing supply, 
New York City’s overall power and heating 
bill will plunge by $2 billion to $3 billion annu- 
ally—saving the average household $230 
a year onits energy bill by 2015. 

The environmental impacts will be equally 
impressive. By 2015, our carbon emissions 
will have been slashed by seven million tons, 
bringing us closer to our goal of reducing the 
city’s greenhouse gases by 30% by 2030 and 
providing a healthier environment for all New 
Yorkers. (See table on following page: Our 
Plan for Electricity) 


Improve energy planning 
1 Establish a New York City Energy Planning Board 


Reduce New York City’s energy consumption 
2 Reduce energy consumption by City government 
3 Strengthen energy and building codes for New York City 
4 Create an energy efficiency authority for New York City 
5 Prioritize five key areas for targeted incentives 
6 Expand peak load management 
7 Launch an energy awareness and training campaign 


Expand the city’s clean power supply 


8 Facilitate repowering and construct power plants and 
dedicated transmission lines 


9 Expand Clean Distributed Generation (“Clean DG”) 
10 Support expansion of natural gas infrastructure 
11 Foster the market for renewable energy 


Modernize electricity delivery infrastructure 

12 Accelerate reliability improvements to the city’s grid 

13 Facilitate grid repairs through improved coordination 
and joint bidding 

14 Support Con Edison’s efforts to modernize the grid 
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Current Energy Planning 
Structure In New York City 


—- 
Pere 


STATE 
FEDERAL 
LOCAL 
AUTHORITY 
INFLUENCE 


New York City Government 


* Works with NYPA to 
incorporate city priorities 
into energy supply contracts 


* Advocates for the interests 
of city businesses, residents, 
and government through PSC 
rate cases 


© With NYPA, co-administers 
program to improve 
energy efficiency of City 
government buildings 


New York Governor 
* Nominates PSC Commissioners 


* Nominates NYPA and NYSERDA 
Board Members 


Public Service Commission (PSC) 


¢ Broad oversight over utilities 


¢ Authorizes increases in energy charges through 
“rate cases" brought by utilities 


* Based on NYISO assessment, directs Con Edison to 
secure supply when market fails to meet demand 


New York State Energy Research 
and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) 


* Creates and implements 
energy efficiency programs, 
funded through the Systems 
Benefit Charge (SBC) 


New York Power Authority 


* Secures energy supply for 
government facilities 
through own assets or 
contracts with outside 
suppliers 


¢ With City, co-administers 
program to improve energy 
efficiency of City government 
buildings 


New York City Customers 
* Consumes electricity 


¢ Pays electricity bill, including the 
Systems Benefit Charge (SBC) 


Federal Energy Regulatory Commission (FERC) 


° Approves licensure of hydroelectric power plants 
and regulates interstate gas pipelines and electric 
transmission 


* Overseas NYISO 


New York Independent Systems Operator (NYISO) 
* Assesses supply needs on a 10-year horizon 

* Administers wholesale electricity market 

* Manages New York State grid system 


Con Edison 
* Delivers electricity and maintains grid 
* Collects electricity payments 


Secures new supply when market fails to meet 
demand as directed by the PSC 


* Collects SBC from customers on behalf of NYSERDA 


Power Plant Owners and Operators 


* Develops, owns, and operates 
power plants 


* Sells power to NYISO or directly to utility 
(Con Edison or NYPA) or customer 


Our Plan for Electricity 


NEW ELECTRICITY NEEDS MEGAWATTS 


NEW SOURCES OF ELECTRICITY MEGAWATTS 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


Improve energy planning 


To stem global warming, improve the health 


Reduce New York City’s energy consumption of New Yorkers, and reduce the city’s energy 
Gap between existing in-city capacity" Energy efficiency bill by billions of dollars, we must take several 
and projected peak demand? 2300 Peak load management or demand response 2,000 : y . ge 5 
big steps: implementing aggressive energy 
Additional in-city resources required 5,000 efficiency and peak load management mea- 
A pessibon ang including retirement sures, upgrading our aging fleet of polluting 
+ Red h icci Facilitate repowering and construction of new clean 3.400 args ‘ctrl. 
sReduce pollition Bee nape power plants and dedicated transmission lines i power plants, building more Clean Distrib 
+ Reduce citywide electricity prices uted Generation, and developing renewable 
energy sources. 
But the existing organizations, programs, 
SUEUCIEL SBI iS ee et and processes are inadequate to implement 
these policies. They are not charged with 
Foster the market for renewable energy 4 5 i 
+ Build the market for solar energy considering goals for cleaning up the envi- 
+ Expand energy production from sustainable : . 
biogas and biomass 600 ronment, moderating prices to consumers, 
+ Support future opportunities: large-scale far and minimizing land use impacts—and they 
off-shore wind, on-site wind, and tidal energy , deay 
are not designed to overcome the city’s 
TOTAL NEW ELECTRICITY NEEDS 7,300| | TOTAL NEW SOURCES OF ELECTRICITY 7,300/ Unique challenges. 


Finally, no organization is currently 
empowered to develop a broad vision for 
energy planning in the city that considers 
supply and demand together as part of an 
integrated strategy. (See chart above: Current 
Energy Planning Structure in New York City) 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


1. Includes existing and committed in-city capacity resources (i.e., in-city generation, dedicated generation connected to the New York City 
grid but located outside the 5 boroughs, and participation in certain New York Independent System Operator demand response programs). 
It also assumes the retirement of NYPA’s 875-megawatt old Poletti power plant in 2010. 


2. The New York State Reliability Council and the New York Independent System Operator require that 80% of New York City's projected 
summer peak demand be met through in-city resources due to limited transmission infrastructure. The projected peak demand for 
2030 reflects this 80% rule. 
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Public Service Commission 


Approves plans, 
RFPs, and funding 


Proposed New York City Energy 
Planning Board 


NYC Energy Efficiency Authority 


Coordinates and implements 
demand initiatives 


Demand 


Customers 


Funds and implements demand 
initiatives; receives benefits 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 
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Establish a New York City 
Energy Planning Board 

We will work with the State and 
utilities to centralize planning for the 
city's supply and demand initiatives 


There is a clear need for a more compre- 
hensive, coordinated, and aggressive 
planning effort, focused on the specific needs 
of New York City. That is why we are pursuing 
State legislation and regulation to establish a 
New York City Energy Planning Board. (See 
chart above: Proposed New York City Energy 
Planning Board; see case study: Long Island 
Power Authority) 


Functions 

Comprehensive planning: This entity’s 
primary function would be to review and 
approve energy plans that include supply and 
demand strategies to meet the city’s needs. 
This plan would be submitted to the Public 
Service Commission (PSC) for regulatory and 
funding approval. 

To ensure that these plans are revised 
regularly, we will urge the State to pass a new 
energy planning law similar to Article VI, which 
lapsed four years ago. Article VI required the 
periodic issuance of a State Energy Plan that 
assessed capacity needs and identified strate- 
gies to meet or manage demand. We believe 
the law should additionally require the devel- 
opment of localized plans across the state, 
and should take into account not only peak 
demand capacity, but also energy consump- 
tion, costs to rate payers, environmental 
impact, and greenhouse gas emissions. 

In addition to overseeing the creation of 
New York City’s energy plan, the Board would 
recommend any necessary ratepayer charges 
for the fulfillment of its plan to the PSC. 


Planning 


New York 
Power Authority 
Issues and awards RFPs 


Merchant 
Developers 


Builds new supply 


Reducing demand: The Board would set 
demand reduction targets as part of the 
city’s overall energy plan, recommend fund- 
ing levels and approve strategies for reach- 
ing those goals. A new authority will also be 
created dedicated to the coordination and 
implementation of energy efficiency initiatives 
in New York City. 

This authority, a partnership among the 
organizations involved with energy efficiency 
programs in New York, would be responsible 
for developing plans to meet the Board’s targets. 


Expanding supply: The Board would also 
set supply targets and recommend a budget 
for spending on supply initiatives. The Board 
would facilitate the supply of new clean power 
to the city by enabling a process to issue long- 
term contracts to energy supply developers. 
These contracts would provide a constant rev- 
enue stream to pay off investment costs. As 
a result of this security, power plant owners 
would be able to attract investors at better 
financing rates. 

One way long-term contracts could be 
issued is for the State to empower the New 
York Power Authority (NYPA) or another exist- 
ing entity to issue and award a power supply 
request-for-proposals (RFP) that reflects the 
city’s priorities and needs. NYPA already per- 
forms this service for government institutions 
located in the city, including our municipal 
government, the Metropolitian Transportation 
Authority (MTA), and the New York City Hous- 
ing Authority (NYCHA). 


Board structure: To ensure a range of 
perspectives and technical experience, the 
proposed Board would include representa- 
tives from the City, the State, and the utilities. 

The City and State representatives would 
ensure that their respective public policy pri- 
orities are reflected in the planning process. 
The City’s representative would also articulate 
local community perspectives, including envi- 
ronmental justice concerns. 


CASE STUDY 
Long Island Power Authority 


The Long Island Power Authority (LIPA) 
doesn't just focus on providing electricity 
to Long Island consumers. 


It does that, too. But as the entity empow- 
ered by State legislation to generate a 
power strategy for all of Long Island, LIPA 
considers how reducing demand and adding 
supply can work together to meet the area's 
reliability needs. 


When it does procure more power, it 
offers investors the security of long-term 
contracts in exchange for supply that 

is clean, affordable, and efficient. 


As a result, while developers are hesitant 
to enter New York City’s volatile energy 
market, LIPA’s willingness to enter into 
long-term contracts spurred new power 
plants and transmission lines to serve 
Long Island. 


“We realize how urgent it is to keep our 
rates and charges as low as possible,” said 
Richard M. Kessel, LIPA’s CEO and President. 
“Since we make no profit on the sale of 
electricity, we make every effort to do so.” 


Until 1998, Long Island residents got 

their power from LILCO, a privately-owned 
corporation. After a financially-strapped 
LILCO saw its cost of debt skyrocket, 

New York State's Legislature stepped in, 
creating LIPA to act as a single, coordinated 
buyer. Over time, LIPA has lowered rates 

by an average of 20%—the largest single 
electric rate reduction in U.S. history. 


LIPA also aims at balancing supply and 
demand side programs—further keeping 
prices down. 


LIPA's Clean Energy Initiative (CEI) is 

one of the most ambitious programs of 

its kind in the nation. The CEI is a 10-year, 
$355 million commitment to promote energy 
efficiency and clean generation technolo- 
gies including the largest commercial solar 
project in the country. 


LIPA also rewards green energy choices, 
encouraging customers to purchase 
wind-generated power and soliciting 
proposals from developers for renewable 
resource projects. 


“With each alternative or renewable energy 
project we advance,” Kessel said, “we take 
another step away from our over-dependence 
on fossil fuel burning technologies. Future 
generations as well as our environment will 
be the beneficiaries.” 
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The representative from Con Edison would 
leverage the company’s technical capa- 
bilities, understanding of grid and reliability 
issues, and familiarity with energy efficiency 
programs to shape the city’s electricity and 
steam plans. Both Con Edison and KeySpan 
would create their own plans for gas demand 
and supply. 


Additional regulatory changes to 
promote coordination and to increase 
investment 

There are four additional regulatory changes 
that will help maximize the coordination 
between energy efficiency and supply efforts 
and generate new funding sources. 

Today, utilities like Con Edison profit from 
the volume of energy consumed. In order 
to encourage greater participation with our 
energy efficiency efforts, we must sepa- 
rate Con Edison’s profits from the amount of 
energy used in the city and replace it with 
incentives for reducing demand. 

We will also advocate for the creation of a 
forward capacity market, which pays upfront 
for future capacity. Under this system, devel- 
opers can secure prices years in advance, cre- 
ating a level of financial assurance for backers 
since they know their initial rates of return. 
This guarantee can also be applied to energy 
efficiency strategies; programs that pledge a 
peak reduction can secure payment as if they 
were selling additional supply. The money can 
be invested into further efficiency efforts, pro- 
viding a new revenue stream for reductions 
into the future. 

The Regional Greenhouse Gas Initiative, a 
multi-state cap and trade program to reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions from power plants, 
could potentially bring millions of additional 
dollars to energy efficiency initiatives in New 
York. Starting in 2009, greenhouse gas cred- 
its will either be given, sold or auctioned to 
generators. Generators that use less than 
their allotted amount will be able to cash in 
the excess credits; those who need more will 
be able to buy them from the market. The 
City will continue to advocate that all of these 
credits are auctioned to power generators, 
forcing power plants to purchase credits for 
each ton of carbon dioxide they produce. This 
money could then be used to finance more 
energy efficiency efforts. 

Finally, we will advocate for an energy plan- 
ning law similar to Article VI, which lapsed four 
years ago, to be implemented on a statewide 
level. This law would serve as a complement 
to the New York City Energy Planning Board 
since energy planning for areas adjacent to 
the New York metropolitan area, such as the 


lower Hudson Valley and Long Island, can 
affect the city. Reducing transmission conges- 
tion could reduce prices in the city as well as 
regional CO and other emissions. Therefore, 
the City will urge passage of a new State plan- 
ning statute to accomplish these aims. 


Reduce New York City’s 
energy consumption 


The answer to meeting our city’s energy 
needs cannot simply be to add more supply. 
For both environmental and economic rea- 
sons, our first step toward a comprehensive 
energy policy must be evaluating how to 
maximize our energy efficiency. 

Nationwide, energy efficiency efforts are 
focused on industry and automobiles, but in 
New York, our challenge is different—it is 
primarily the buildings. Over two thirds of 
our energy is used in buildings, compared to 
a national average of less than one third. 

And when buildings are mentioned, the 
context is usually new construction. New 
York City has emerged as a leader in green 
buildings, with some of the world’s most 
sustainable skyscrapers and _ affordable 
housing developments. We have also estab- 
lished new standards for new municipal 
buildings. 

But by 2030, at least 85% of our energy 
usage and carbon emissions will come from 
buildings that already exist today. Therefore, 
we must focus our efforts on improving the 
city’s large existing building stock. 

If we ensure that energy-saving measures 
in our existing buildings are incentivized— 
and, later on, mandated—we can absorb 
growth while keeping our power consump- 
tion constant and reducing our heating fuels 
by 14%. This will result in seven million fewer 
tons of global warming emissions, and help 
lower the city’s overall energy bill by $2 bil- 
lion to $3 billion by 2015. (See table on facing 
page: Energy Usage by Building Type in New 
York City) 

In addition to lowering energy usage ona 
daily basis across the city, we must also find 
more effective ways to manage demand 
during the periods of greatest need. Our 
power needs are assessed based on these 
“oeak” moments; by keeping our peak 
demand constant, we can reduce the need 
to rely on the most polluting plants during 
our hottest summer days and relieve the 
burden on our delivery grid. 
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Reduce energy consumption 

hy City government 

We will commit 10% of the City’s annual 
energy bill to fund energy-saving 
investments in City operations 


New York City’s government spends nearly 
$800 million a year on electricity, natural 
gas, and heating oil—and consumes roughly 
6.5% of the city’s energy. Investments in LED 
stoplights and retrofits to City-owned build- 
ings have already saved the City money and 
reduced the City’s energy consumption. The 
opportunity exists to go much further—but 
the hurdle has always been the competing 
priorities that pit energy-saving investments 
against other uses of City funds. 

That is why we will propose an amendment 
to the City Charter requiring that New York 
City invest, each year, an amount equal to 10% 
of its energy expenses in energy-saving mea- 
sures. These measures will include creating 
systems and tools to manage the energy use 
of City buildings centrally; conducting routine 
energy audits and tune-ups of City buildings; 
retrofitting City buildings and improving main- 
tenance to save electricity and heating bills; 
and converting streetlights to LEDs when the 
technology becomes available. 

With aggressive management and the 
funding that this amendment would provide, 
we are committed to reducing the City gov- 
ernment’s energy consumption and CO2 emis- 
sions by 30% within 10 years. 
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INITIATIVE 3 


Strengthen energy and building 
codes for New York City 

We will strengthen energy and 

building codes to support our energy 
efficiency strategies and other 
environmental goals 

New York City is completing its first major revi- 
sion to the building code in nearly 40 years, 
with adoption expected in summer 2007. 
This will be followed by regular reviews and 


updates of the code, to be conducted ona 
three-year cycle. 


Energy Usage by Building Type in New York City 
Percent of total energy in British Thermal Units (BTU) 


WHAT WE USE FOR ENERGY FOR 


BUILDING TYPE HOT WATER | 


LIGHTING 


APPLIANCES* | COOLING** 


— 


> = Electricity Savings from 
Compact Fluorescent Light Bulbs 


If you replace one standard light bulb with a CFL, you will save 
$107 and 12 light bulb changes over the 9-year lifetime of the CFL 


1-4 family residential 2.6% 


17% 


2.2% 0.6% 


Multi-family residential 7A 


3.0% 


3.9% 12% 


If all 3 million New York City households replace one standard light bulb 
with a CFL, the energy savings would be enough to power three Empire 
State Buildings 


Commercial 2.8% 


10.2% 


4.5% 45% 


Industrial 2.1% 


4.0% 


3.3% 11% 


Institutional/government 4.0% 


3.6% 


17% 14% 


*Appliances include electronics and refrigerators as well as other appliances 


**Cooling includes ventilation as well as air conditioning 


While the new code will include a number 
of green elements—including rebates for 
some green building features, requirements 
for cool (white) roofs and energy code certi- 
fication, and more stringent ventilation stan- 
dards—more can be done. 

We will make “greening the code” a cen- 
tral focus of the next revision cycle, with an 
emphasis on implementing the city’s energy 
efficiency strategies, streamlining the process 
for incorporating new, sustainable technolo- 
gies into construction, and adaptation to cli- 
mate change. 

Another area of focus will be reducing the 
amount of cement used in concrete. Creating 
cement is an energy-intensive process that 
releases a ton of COz for every ton of cement 
produced. We will advocate for a different 
form of concrete production that uses 30% to 
40% less cement while retaining strength. 

The next three years are also an opportu- 
nity to amend other codes influencing the 
city’s energy efficiency, such as the State 
Energy Conservation Construction Code and 
New York City’s Fire Code. While the State 
code is required to be amended every three 
years, the process is often delayed and its 
provisions are not adequately enforced. We 
will strengthen enforcement of these codes 
and push for higher standards, particularly 
regarding lighting requirements. We will also 
seek to integrate sustainability considerations 
more fully into the City’s other codes, strik- 
ing an appropriate balance between reduc- 
ing implementation barriers while preserving 
safety standards. 


Source: Con Edison; KeySpan; U.S. Department of Energy; 
New York State Energy Research and Development Authority 
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INITIATIVE 4 


Create an energy efficiency 
authority for New York City 

We will create the New York City 
Energy Efficiency Authority responsible 
for reaching the city's demand 
reduction targets. 


There are currently a number of programs 
that target demand reduction and energy effi- 
ciency in New York City, including NYPA and 
NYSERDA at the State level and Con Edison 
at the local level. But these efforts have not 
always been coordinated, and the City has not 
had the opportunity to play a more active role 
in either coordination or in shaping programs 
of its own, beyond participating in Public 
Service Commission proceedings. This will 
have to change if the city is going to achieve 
unprecedented reductions in energy con- 
sumption. 

To that end, we propose to create the New 
York City Energy Efficiency Authority which 
will direct all of New York City’s efficiency 
and demand reduction efforts. These efforts 
would be funded through rate-payer based 
surcharges. This would enable the City to 
develop a unified effort that is well-tailored 
to our unique circumstances. The Authority 
would be charged with developing and man- 
aging programs and establishing the incentive 
structures required to reach the city’s demand 
reduction targets as set by the New York City 
Energy Planning Board. The City, NYSERDA, 
Con Edison, and Keyspan would serve on the 
Authority’s board—allowing the Authority to 
marshal coordinated action among these enti- 
ties and utilize their resources. 

The Authority’s first task would be to under- 
take the three city-wide initiatives that follow: 
targeting five key areas for energy efficiency; 


If all New York City households replace 75% of their standard light 
bulbs with CFL bulbs, the energy savings would be enough to run all the 
subways and light all the stations 


Assumptions 

+ Average standard (incandescent) light bulb uses 75 Watts and lasts for 
750 hrs; equivalent CFL bulb uses 20 Watts and lasts for 10,000 hrs. 

+ Average of 15 incandescent light bulbs per household, each used 3 
hours per day 

+ Annual electrical consumption in NYC: 52,280 GWh 


expanding peak load management programs; 
and undertaking an energy awareness and 
training campaign. In all three of these, the 
City will begin working immediately through 
its existing institutions, but full implementa- 
tion will require the coordination and funding 
the Authority would provide. 


INITIATIVE 5 


Prioritize five key areas 

for targeted incentives 

We will use a series of mandates, 
challenges, and incentives to reduce 
demand among the city’s largest 
energy consumers 


With 5.2 billion square feet of space parceled 
into almost a million buildings, reining in the 
energy consumption of New York’s building 
sector presents a challenge of remarkable 
complexity and scale. (See table on following 
page: Key Areas for Targeted Energy Efficiency 
Initiatives; see case study on following page: 
Energy Efficiency Tools) 

As described in the following table, our 
efforts will be focused around five key areas: 
institutional and governmental buildings, com- 
mercial and industrial buildings, residential 
buildings, new construction, and appliances 
and electronics. We have focused primarily on 
upgrades to existing buildings, since they will 
still form the overwhelming majority of our 
building stock by 2030. 

We have also singled out the largest 
sources of consumption for reforms, such as 
lighting and inefficient appliances. By replac- 
ing outdated lighting systems with more 
energy-efficient models, working at the State 
and Federal level to steadily improve stan- 
dards for appliances and electronics, and 
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Key Areas for Targeted Energy Efficiency Initiatives 


AVERAGE INVESTMENT IMPACT 


% CITYWIDE ENERGY REDUCTION 
BY 2015 (FROM TREND) 


PAYBACK TO CONSUMER 


KEY AREA AFTER INCENTIVE 


INITIATIVE WITH ILLUSTRATIVE EXAMPLES BY OWNER* | INCENTIVE** 


City Government to “Lead by example”: 
+ 30% reduction in buildings and operations by 2017 
+ Achieved through audits/retrofits, lighting upgrades, and improved maintenance 


$400,000 
(public school 7-8 yrs. 1.5% 
GOVERNMENT & 
INSTITUTIONAL 


30% by 2017 


Mayoral Challenge to institutions, Federal & State Government 

+ Pledge to match the City government target by 2017 

+ Benchmarking & retro-commissioning or audit/retrofit (< 5-yr payback measures) 
+ Financial incentives from NYCEEA 


$880,000 
(300,000 s 
hospital. 


$470,000 1.3%-2.0% 


Efficiency Upgrades for large commercial & industrial buildings (>100,000 sq. ft.) 

+ Benchmarking & retro-commissioning or audit/retrofit (< 5-yr payback measures) 
+ Mandated by 2015; efficient buildings exempt 

+ Financial incentives from NYCEEA 


$220,000 
(300,000 s 
building. 


$120,000 2-3 yrs. 
COMMERCIAL & 
INDUSTRIAL 


Upgrades & Lights 


$4,500 
(10,000 sf. 


ighting Systems brought up to energy code 


+ Required for all spaces at time of renovation or change of tenancy 92,500 


1.5-2 yrs. 


Efficiency Upgrades for large residential buildings (> 50 units) 

+ Retro-commissioning or audit/retrofit (< 5-yr payback measures required) 
+ Mandated by 2015; efficient buildings exempt 

+ Financial incentives from NYCEEA 


$39,000 
(100,000 s 
building. 


$21,000 2-3 yrs. 


RESIDENTIAL 
Upgrades & CFLs 


Large-Scale Direct Install Program for CFLs for all residential properties 


+ Free replacement of incandescent bulbs for 180,000 units per year (voluntary) a s00 72,000 9150 


Immediate 


$500,000 
(200,000 sf $0 
building.) 


New construction to Exceed Energy Code by 20%; major renovation by 15% 
+ Commissioning for new construction or major renovation > 100,000 sq. ft. 
+ Aggressive upgrades and enforcement of State energy code 


NEW 3-4 yrs. 


CONSTRUCTION 
15-20% Better 
than Code 


Graduated Incentives for higher energy savings & environmental performance 


+ For gold or platinum LEED equivalent with superior energy and water savings 3625,000 


$125,000 3-4 yrs. 


Incentivize High Efficiencies for appliances, electronics, and air conditioners 
+ Sales and stocking incentives to retailers and distributors Gee $110 
+ Incentivize efficient washer/dryers in apartment buildings 


Immediate 
APPLIANCES & 
ELECTRONICS 
Incentives & 
Standards 


Work at State & Federal level for improved standards for appliance and electronics 
+ Monitor and comment on Federal rule-making on EPCA settlement 
+ Propose streamlining the State process for setting appliance standards 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


TOTAL 12.7%-13.4% 


*After incentive **Incentive by the proposed New York City Energy Efficiency Authority *** No additional cost after incentive 


CASE STUDY 

Energy Efficiency Tools 

There are three key tools to comprehen- 
sively reduce energy consumption in 
buildings: audits, retrofits and commis- 
sioning. An energy audit analyzes how 
changes in equipment, fixtures and 
design can reduce energy use. The 
implementation of those changes is 
called a retrofit and often involves the 
physical upgrade of building energy 
systems and components. Retrofits, 
depending on the scope of work, can 

be designed to pay for themselves 
through the resulting energy savings, 
with a three to seven year typical 
payback. Retrofits can involve any 
component of the building, but usually 
focus on lighting and heating and 
cooling systems. 


Commissioning for new buildings, 

and retro-commissioning for existing 
buildings, refer to a process of insuring 
that a building's equipment is installed 
correctly and operating at maximum 
efficiency. These strategies are most 
effective when combined with improved 
maintenance. Commissioning typically 
pays for itself within a year; retro- 


commissioning within two to three years. 


leveraging renovations to enforce our energy 
code more vigorously, we can achieve enor- 
mous savings—in our usage and energy bills. 
(See table on previous page: Electricity Sav- 
ings from Compact Florescent Light Bulbs) 

For private sector change, government has 
three basic tools in its arsenal: challenges, 
requirements, and incentives. We will be able 
to use all three, sometimes within the same 
targeted area. In many cases, such as the 
energy upgrades for large commercial and 
industrial buildings, we will incent behavior to 
encourage early adoption and then mandate 
compliance by 2015. We will also challenge 
the city’s leading non-profit and commercial 
building owners to match the City’s commit- 
ment to cut its own energy use by 30% in 10 
years. The City’s commitment will not only set 
an example, but also help incubate the exper- 
tise required for the larger citywide transfor- 
mation. This, in turn, will reduce the costs of 
these measures for all. 

Every energy-saving measure included 
is cost-effective, with paybacks within five 
years or less. And by prioritizing the largest 
buildings first, the maximum impact will be 
achieved with minimal complexity. 
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INITIATIVE 6 


Expand peak load management 
We will seek to cut peak load by 25% 
through increased enrollment in peak 
load management programs and real 
time pricing 


Reducing our daily energy usage is critical to 
achieving our 30% carbon reduction goal and 
saving money on energy across the city. 

But special measures must be taken to 
manage electrical power usage during the 
hottest days of the year, when air condition- 
ers are running on high and our power usage 
is at its peak. At these times, our electric grid 
is strained and our oldest and least efficient 
plants must run to meet the city’s demand. 
These power plants guzzle 62% more fuel and 
release 140% more CO2 than newer plants. 
They are also more expensive to run. Our new, 
natural gas power plants cost $74 to produce 
one MWh, while our oldest plants, which were 
designed in the 1960s and 1970s and run 
on oil, cost over $250 to produce the same 
amount of electricity. 

Peak load management programs are 
one way to balance electricity supply with 
demand, reduce the strain on the grid and 


Real-Time Pricing Impact on Electricity Consumption* 
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limit the use of the more expensive and often 
least efficient plants. The following initiatives 
could enable 25% of our peak demand to be 
shaved from the electric load. 


We will seek to expand participation 
in peak load management programs 
through smart meters 


In peak load management programs, custom- 
ers agree to reduce their electricity load on 
the hottest days—either by using less elec- 
tricity or by using alternative sources of gen- 
eration. Participants are paid for enrollment 
and/or for responding during a peak event. 
Already, the customers enrolled can collec- 
tively reduce the city’s peak load by appoxi- 
mately 500 MW—or 4% of the peak electric 
demand in the city. 

We can measure their impact because par- 
ticipants have installed a more sophisticated 
metering system that allows buildings to track 
their own energy use—and sometimes the 
energy consumption of individual tenants—in 
real-time. But these meters can be costly: a 
standard meter costs around $30, while smart 
meters range from $100 to $600. 

Although enrollment has increased by 7% 
over each of the past three years, full partici- 
pation is not realized due to the high cost of 
smart meters and the fact that entrance is 
mostly limited to the largest electricity con- 
sumers, such as large commercial and indus- 
trial buildings. 

To overcome these challenges and allow 
for wider enrollment in the peak load man- 
agement programs, the City will urge the PSC 
to approve Con Edison’s plan to install smart 
meters in every building by 2014. 

The City will work with NYPA and Con 
Edison on installing smart meters in all 
City-owned buildings before 2014. This 
could result in a 4% decrease in City govern- 
ment’s peak energy usage, while reducing 
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overall energy consumption by 5%. We will also 
challenge all other institutional, State, and 
Federal agencies located in the city to partici- 
pate in peak load programs and increase their 
overall impact. 


We will support expansion of real-time 
pricing across the city 


Currently, consumers are able to make 
informed choices about when to use their cell 
phones; in peak times, they know that minutes 
will cost more than off-peak hours and can 
adjust their behavior accordingly. Although 
energy prices fluctuate just as much over the 
course of a day, this information is almost 
entirely unavailable to the vast majority of 
New Yorkers. (See chart above: Real-Time 
Pricing Impact on Electricity Consumption; see 
case study: Real-Time Pricing in New York) 

If customers were able to see the costs of 
electricity at different times, they could make 
more educated decisions about when and 
how they use electricity throughout the day. 
This is known as Real-Time Pricing (RTP). 

Although the State initiated a residential 
RTP pilot program between 2004 and early 
2006, it has not provided incentives for any 
additional pilots since 2005. 

The City will advocate for new incentives 
to expand RTP pilots in the city and encour- 
age residential participation, with the goal 
of enrolling 50% of small businesses and resi- 
dents by 2015. In addition, the City will push 
the PSC to mandate that 100% of medium and 
large non-residential customers enter RTP 
programs over the same time frame. 


CASE STUDY 
Real-Time Pricing in New York 


Ellen Funk loads the dishwasher after dinner, 
and then she waits until 7 am the next day to 
turn it on. 


“Running the dishwasher after dinner costs 
five times as much as turning it on in the 
morning,” Funk said. “Why wouldn't | wait?” 


Funk is a resident of 322 Central Park West, 
the first of four buildings across New York 
City to volunteer for a real time pricing 
program. Real-time pricing uses sophisti- 
cated metering—which 322 CPW installed 
in 2002—to track the energy usage of 
building residents. Most homes have meters 
that are read monthly, but Funk knows how 
much her electricity costs her every hour. 


“I think everyone will buy power this way 

in the next ten years,” said Lewis Kwit, 
President of Energy Investment Systems 
(EIS), who manages the building's energy- 
conserving initiative. 

Monthly bills inform 322 CPW residents of 
their daily usage trends, and color-coated 
seasonal bulletins tell them what to expect 
at various hours in the coming months. 
Peak rates—often found in the hours when 
everyone gets home from work—represent 
about 25% of a building's total bill. The more 
residents conserve energy use during peak 
hours, the more money they save. 


According to research done at Carnegie 
Mellon University and reported by The New 
York Times, American consumers would save 
nearly $23 billion a year if they shifted just 
7% of their usage during peak hours to less 
expensive times—the equivalent of the whole 
nation getting a free month of power every 
year. Several real time pricing pilots are 
happening throughout the country, including 
projects in Illinois, Florida, and California. 


The program at 322 CPW not only helps 
residents save money, it also allows them 

to conserve energy when utility companies 
need it most. This could mean the difference 
between a brownout and a sufficient 

energy supply. 

“When New York expects a power emergency, 
our buildings are notified,” said Kwit. “And 
they respond.” 


Last summer, there were five blackout 
alerts in New York. During the heat-wave in 
July 2006, when parts of Queens went dark 
for days, 322 Central Park West cut their 
energy use by 42% and sold the unused 
capacity for $3,000. 

“The people in our building feel really good 
about the program,” said Funk. “It's been a 
big success.” 
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INITIATIVE 7 


Launch an energy awareness 
and training campaign 

We will increase the impact of our 
energy efficiency efforts through 
a coordinated energy education, 
awareness, and training campaign 


The cost savings of efficiency strategies 
are clear. In many cases, the programs and 
opportunities already exist. But unless the 
public and building professionals appreciate 
the urgency, are informed about the choices 
ahead, and understand the savings they can 
achieve, we will not meet our goal. 

As a result, the New York City Energy 
Efficiency Authority will undertake exten- 
sive education, training, and quality control 
programs to promote energy efficiency. The 
City will begin to undertake these efforts 
through a series of partnerships until the 
Authority is established. 


Education: In partnership with schools, mar- 
keting professionals, and non-profit organiza- 
tions, we will develop customized awareness 
campaigns tailored to specific sectors of the 
public, including the press, schoolchildren, 
and those in the building trades. 


Training: The effectiveness of each strategy 
will depend on its proper implementation. 
That’s why we will also create training pro- 
grams for building operators, builders, design- 
ers, retailers, and energy service providers to 
ensure that building practices reflect the most 
energy-efficient strategies. 


Quality Control: Building owners must be con- 
fident that they will receive the expected energy 
savings. That's why we will establish a certification 
process for energy auditors, commissioning 
agents, and contractors performing retrofits. 


27% 20% 20% 10% 


We will make energy usage in buildings 
more transparent by encouraging building 
owners to file an Environmental Protection 
Agency Portfolio Manager survey, a web- 
based energy usage breakdown for buildings. 
This will enable us to analyze consumption 
patterns, and adapt our efficiency strategies 
to have the maximum impact. 

Finally, we will establish a process to mea- 
sure and verify the progress of each demand 
reduction initiative to establish credibility, 
facilitate consensus about the most cost-effec- 
tive procedures, and fine-tune our policies to 
achieve greater effectiveness over time. 


Expand the city’s 
clean power supply 


Flattening consumption will not happen 
overnight. Despite our efficiency efforts, 
by 2015 we will need at least 900 MW of 
new generating capacity just to keep up 
with rising demand and expected power 
plant retirements. 

But to achieve New York’s environmental 
goals and lower our energy bills, we must 
go beyond merely closing the gap between 
supply and demand. To accelerate the retire- 
ment of the city’s oldest, most polluting 
power plants and address environmental 
justice issues, we must generate enough 
supply to compensate for that loss of power. 
In addition, we must also increase supply 
to make our prices more competitive with 
the region. 

To accelerate the retirement of the older, 
less efficient plants we will build 2,000 to 
3,000 MW of new electric capacity by as 
early as 2015. The new, efficient plants will 
displace generation from older plants, help 
drive down prices in the wholesale market, 
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and enable us to retire 1,000 to 2,100 MW of 
capacity. Between now and 2015, the City 
will mostly rely on conventional, clean 
energy sources to increase supply, but we 
will work to set the stage for renewable 
energies such as solar, wind, and tidal power 
to play a larger role in the future. (See charts 
above: Average Energy Consumed to Produce 
1kWh of Electricity and Average Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions of City Power Plants) 


INITIATIVE 8 


Facilitate repowering and 
construct power plants and 
dedicated transmission lines 
We will facilitate the construction 

of 2,000 to 3,000 MW of supply 
capacity by repowering old plants, 
constructing new ones, and building 
dedicated transmission lines 


Achieving clean and reliable energy will 
require upgrading, expanding, and replacing 
much of our current energy supply. Between 
now and 2015, the City will pursue three strat- 
egies to increase supply from cleaner power 
plants. (See chart above: Electricity Prices 
Across the Region; see case study on facing 
page: East River Repowering) 

First, we can maximize existing power 
plant sites, either by building additional gen- 
eration facilities within the existing site or 
modernizing the plant’s technology. This pro- 
cess, known as “repowering” can increase 
efficiency up to 40% and significantly reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. Replacing old tur- 
bines will also improve local air quality. The 
City will explore opportunities to facilitate 
in-city repowering that offers significant addi- 


Source: Energy Velocity 


tional capacity and achieves immediate local 
air quality improvements. 

Our second option is to build new plants 
on new sites. New construction costs about 
the same or less than repowering, but land 
is limited and construction costs in New York 
City remain high compared to the surrounding 
region. 

Our final option is to build power plants out- 
side city limits that are completely dedicated 
to providing electricity to the New York City 
grid. By controlling the types of plants con- 
structed and connecting those plants directly 
to the city grid, we can ensure that we do not 
import energy from dirtier sources such as 
conventional coal plants. 

All three of these options will provide 
a cleaner energy supply that is also cheaper 
to run. Through the New York City Energy 
Planning Board described above, we will help 
facilitate the issuance of long-term contracts 
to encourage new plants that are sensitive 
to communities. 

We will also work actively with a broad 
range of community stakeholders to advo- 
cate for the re-enactment of Article X, which 
established a single streamlined process for 
reviewing all permitting and siting issues for 
power plants. 
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Expand Clean Distributed 
Generation (“Clean DG”) 
We will increase the amount of 
Clean DG by 800 MW 


Not all power generation has to occur at cen- 
tral power plants. Mini-power plants located 
close to or at the site of use, referred to as 
distributed generation (DG), currently con- 
tribute 180 MW to our supply. Clean DG uses 
clean fuels, such as natural gas, and is a more 
efficient form of energy production because 
the energy travels a shorter distance to its 
destination, retaining up to 8% more energy. 
Clean DG can be even more efficient when it 
utilizes the waste heat from electrical genera- 
tion to create hot water, heating, and cooling 
for buildings, so it is often called Combined 
Heat and Power (CHP). CHP can be done ona 
building level or developed as a “mini-grid” for 
multiple buildings within a small area, known 
as “district energy.” 

As a result, Clean DG can produce twice 
as much energy for the same amount of fuel 
used by older conventional power plants. This 


can result in substantial cost savings; new 
projects that integrate Clean DG can earn back 
their investment in three to five years, while 
existing buildings can cover costs in approxi- 
mately five to eight years. 

But this technology is not always com- 
patible with our existing grid. As a result, 
Con Edison sometimes limits the amount 
of DG that can be connected. Applications 
that meet the reliability requirements estab- 
lished by the PSC must still undergo a lengthy 
11-step connection process that can take 
months to complete. Lastly, permit applica- 
tions to the City have also caused delays for 
Clean DG projects. 

The City will work with Con Edison and rel- 
evant agencies to reduce the financial, techni- 
cal, and procedural barriers related to inter- 
connection in order to achieve, at minimum, 
800 MW of Clean DG by 2030. 

We will work with Con Edison to expand the 
amount of Clean DG that can be safely con- 
nected to the grid. 

This spring, Con Edison will be filing with the 
PSC for a change in the rates that they charge 
customers. The City will use this opportunity 
to advocate that Con Edison study the capac- 
ity of individual networks to handle more DG 
without impacting network reliability and 
power quality. During the same rate case, 
the City will also ask Con Edison to study new 
technologies that would increase the amount 
of Clean DG that can be safely connected to 
the grid. 

In addition, to improve communications 
between Con Edison and prospective devel- 
opers of Clean DG, the City will push for Con 
Edison to develop an on-line interconnection 
application tracker that clearly shows what 
stage interconnection applications are in and 
sends automatic alerts when delays occur. 


We will promote opportunities to 
develop district energy at appropriate 
sites in New York City 


In 2005, Con Edison analyzed the projected 
energy needs of the Hudson Yards Redevel- 
opment Area. It found that extending the 
existing steam infrastructure used for hea 
ing in Manhattan below 96th Street to reac 
the Hudson Yards area would be prohibitive 
expensive—but district energy may be 
viable alternative. 

At the City’s urging, Con Edison is currently 
overseeing a more extensive analysis of th 
economic and technical feasibility for a dis- 
trict energy project in the Hudson Yards area. 
If the study finds that district energy is feasi- 
ble, the City will seek to implement a district 
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CASE STUDY 
East River Repowering 


In April 2005, Con Edison completed 

a massive repowering project involving 
a complex choreography of equipment, 
experts and energy—steam, to be exact. 


The company’s East River steam generating 
facility, for years the target of community 
criticism about the high level of emissions, 
underwent an extensive program of 
operational enhancements, equipment 
upgrades, and reduced oil burning in favor 
of clean natural gas. 


As a result, the facility now is one of the 
cleanest power generating facilities in 
New York State. 


Steam—which can be used in some cases 
instead of electricity—is an efficient way to 
cool a building. Steam cooling in New York 
is especially valuable because Con Edison's 
nine central steam plants currently replace 
the need for 375 MW of electricity, which 
helps to reduce the city's peak demand on 
the hottest summer days. 


The East River repowering helped expand 
the city's steam supply, enabling the plant 
to produce 25% more steam per hour. 


But while repowerings lower emissions 

and increase efficiency, they come at a high 
cost. All of the new equipment must be 
installed within the existing parameters 

of the building, while the old equipment 
continues operating. 


To solve these challenges, most of the 
large machinery—including two dual-fuel 
combustion turbines and two heat-recovery 
steam generators—had to be constructed 
off-site, shipped to the plant on a barge, 
and then lifted over the FDR Drive and 
lowered into the building through openings 
in the roof and walls. 


We will encourage additional repowerings, 
especially at Con Edison's steam plant 

on Hudson Avenue in Brooklyn. We will 
also support the expansion of steam as 

a power source for the city by expanding 
the existing discount program to steam. 
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energy plan through Con Edison or indepen- 
dent developers. 

In addition, we will require through the 
building code that new developments larger 
than 350,000 square feet across the city com- 
plete an analysis on the technical and eco- 
nomic feasibility of installing CHP. This analy- 
sis will help building owners understand the 
benefits of CHP and help accelerate transfor- 
mation of the CHP market. 
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Support expansion of 

natural gas infrastructure 

We will support critical expansions 

to the city's natural gas infrastructure 


New power plants and expanded Clean DG 
will both require the use of natural gas, the 
cleanest-burning fossil fuel. Already, natural 
gas fuels 80% of our power plants and more 
than a quarter of all energy used in build- 
ings—and in the coming decade its use will 
continue to rise. 

But there are two challenges to reliable, 
affordable supply of natural gas in New York. 

Four long pipelines carry natural gas into 
the city, extending from the Gulf of Mexico 
and the Canadian border. On the hottest and 
coldest days of the year, our demand already 
exceeds the capacity of these pipelines by up 
to 1.2 billion cubic feet. We have been able to 
ensure reliable heating and power by keep- 
ing enough gas in storage to cover this gap, 
but as demand continues to increase it will 
become more difficult to meet the need. 

This delivery constraint leaves us vulnerable 
to any disruptions along the pipelines or unex- 
pected temperature swings. New York already 
has some of the highest natural gas prices in 
the nation. But when cold weather strikes, the 
spike in demand propels prices even higher. 
For example, during a cold snap in Febru- 
ary 2003, natural gas prices went from $7.50 
to $28/MMBtu in one day and momentarily 
reached $40/MMbtu. While other regions in 
the Northeast and Midwest were experienc- 
ing a similar cold front, the price impact was 
not nearly as dramatic. 

As the demand for heat and power grows, 
these problems will only get worse—unless 
we take action to expand our natural gas 
supply. That's why we will support siting and 
permitting applications to the Federal Energy 
Regulatory Commission and other relevant 


regulatory authorities for additions to our 
natural gas infrastructure. Currently, there are 
several active proposals for pipeline projects 
and liquefied natural gas (“LNG”) terminals 
that would expand our access to gas. 

Given how critical new natural gas infra- 
structure is to our long-term energy secu- 
rity, the City will support the development of 
new infrastructure projects that are designed 
to be sensitive to environmental and commu- 
nity needs. 


INITIATIVE 11 


Foster the market 

for renewable energy 

We will provide incentives and reduce 
barriers to renewable energy and 
pilot emerging technologies 


Renewable energy is derived from emission- 
free and seemingly unlimited sources such as 
solar, wind, and hydroelectric power. Over the 
long-term, renewable energy has the potential 
to play a significant role in our energy supply. 
(See case study on facing page: Tidal Power in 
New York City) 

New York State is a leader in renewable 
power, with extensive hydroelectric and wind 
resources already located upstate, and several 
major wind farms currently under develop- 
ment. The State has also committed to ensure 
that 25% of its energy comes from renewable 
sources by 2013. 

Today, New York City receives over 6% of its 
electricity from the State’s renewable energy 
resources. In addition, the City recently com- 
mitted to purchase 20 MW of wind for City 
government operations starting in 2008. This 
agreement helped support the development 
of a second phase of a 107 MW wind farm 
upstate. New York City consumers also have 
the opportunity to further support the market 
for upstate wind and other renewables by 
selecting green power as their energy source. 

If we expand our reliance on renewable 
energy, we could help secure our energy 
supply, reduce our greenhouse gas emissions 
and improve air quality. 


Solar energy 


Of all the renewable energy sources, solar cur- 
rently has the greatest potential to generate 
electricity within the five boroughs. The tech- 
nology is commercially available, our abun- 
dant roofs offer ample space for panels, and 
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solar energy is most available when the city 
needs it most—during hot, sunny days. 

Estimates of solar potential by Columbia 
University, the City University of New York, 
and NYSERDA range from 6,000 MW to over 
15,000 MW, with one study claiming solar can 
contribute 18% of peak load by 2022. But solar 
energy is still not as cost-effective as gas- 
fired electricity. And New York City is uniquely 
expensive: our taller buildings require more 
wires and cranes to carry equipment to roof- 
tops, while extensive interconnection require- 
ments and inspections delay implementation. 
For these reasons, installed costs for solar are 
approximately 30% higher than in New Jersey 
and 50% higher than in Long Island. 

As a result, even with incentives from the 
Federal government and the State, the City 
has only been able to achieve 1.1 MW of solar 
capacity. To ensure solar meets its long-term 
potential to contribute more significantly to 
our supply, we must employ a range of strate- 
gies to develop a more competitive market. 


We will create a property tax abatement 
for solar panel installations 


In order to spur the market in the private 
sector and help achieve needed economies of 
scale to bring down prices, New York City will 
offer a property tax abatement for solar instal- 
lations. The incentive will cover 35% of instal- 
lation costs for the first three years of the pro- 
gram, with the incentive scaling back to 20% in 
years four and five. The graduated structure of 
this incentive will grant early adopters greater 
benefits, ensuring that a market is established. 

In addition, the City will study the cost- 
effectiveness of solar electricity when evalu- 
ated under a Real Time Pricing scenario. The 
City will also support the construction of the 
city’s first carbon neutral building. This build- 
ing, located along the East River, will be pow- 
ered primarily by solar energy. 


We will increase use of solar 
energy in City buildings through 
creative financing 


Since City facilities are not eligible for 
NYSERDA incentives or tax credits, the eco- 
nomics for public solar projects are even more 
difficult than in the private sector. In order 
to facilitate solar projects on City buildings, 
we will release an RFP to attract private solar 
developers to build, own, operate, and main- 
tain the panels on City buildings. The City will 
enter into a long-term contract with the devel- 
oper to purchase the solar energy generated 
by these panels. 


CASE STUDY 
Tidal Power in New York City 


A thin sliver of the East River between Queens 
and Roosevelt Island looks just as it did a year 
ago. But there's an important difference under 
the river's surface. Today, turbines in the 
water's depths are testing the river's ability 
to harness the tide, creating a powerful kind 
of energy. 


Last December, Verdant Power built and 
installed two of six planned underwater 
turbines eight feet below the surface of the 
East River as part of the Roosevelt Island Tidal 
Energy project (RITE). The turbines look like 
windmills, and as the tide goes in and out, 
they capture some of its energy, converting 
it directly into electricity. 


Tidal power is predictable and reliable, 
flowing with the everyday force of the moon 
on New York City's rivers. The density of the 
water means that fewer turbines are necessary 
to produce the same amount of electricity 

as wind turbines. 


We will work with the State to eliminate 
barriers to increasing the use of solar 
energy in the city 


To further promote solar energy, the City 
will work with the State Legislature and the 
PSC to reduce two existing barriers: the 
amount of solar that can be connected to 
the grid, currently capped at 8.1 MW, and the 
amount of excess power that can be sold back 
to the grid, currently limited to 10 KW of resi- 
dential power. 


Methane and organic waste 


Our garbage and sewage offer both potential 
and perils. If used productively, organic waste 
or biomass can provide a plentiful source of 
energy, producing as much as 450 MW—or 
the equivalent of a medium-sized power plant. 
Handled improperly, it can add significantly to 
our greenhouse gas emissions through the 
production of methane—which is 21 times as 
potent a greenhouse gas as CO2. 

New York City’s three main sources of 
methane include its current solid waste, its 
former landfills, located within the city, and 
its sewage treatment plants. Currently, some 
of this methane is captured and either 
flared—burned and converted into less potent 
CO2—or used to create energy. But much of it 
still escapes into the atmosphere. 

That’s why New York City will work to maxi- 
mize the safe, cost-effective extraction of 


“It's the depth and strength of the current 
in New York's waterways that makes them 
turbine-friendly,” said Mollie Gardner, a 
geologist who works with Verdant Power. 
“The water is perfect.” 


Not only is the water itself perfect—it's 
perfectly situated. Because our rivers are near 
underground transmission lines, the turbine- 
generated power could easily be plugged into 
the existing power grid, allowing for the tidal 
energy to be sent swiftly to waiting customers. 
RITE turbines in the East River have already 
generated more than 10,000 kilowatt hours 
of tidal power for a supermarket and parking 
garage just yards away from the pilot site 

off the Roosevelt Island waterfront. 


A third of the $6 million budget went to 
sonar radar equipment to study the project's 
effect on its surrounding environment and 
ensure nearby fish and swooping birds won't 
be harmed. 


useful energy from its organic waste streams 
and minimize the methane and CO2 emissions 
associated with waste. 


We will pilot one or more technologies 
for producing energy from solid waste 


The City’s recently approved Solid Waste Man- 
agement Plan (SWMP) called for the evalu- 
ation of alternative waste technologies for 
converting organic waste into usable energy. 
Out of 43 technologies studied, two offered 
superior environmental performance and 
cost-effectiveness—anaerobic digestion and 
thermal processing. We will launch pilot proj- 
ects to test both of these technologies for 
broader application. 

The City is also pursuing a pilot in the Hunts 
Point Food Distribution Center. In 2004, the 
City commissioned a study to investigate the 
feasibility of on-site organic waste recovery 
at the Food Distribution Center in the Hunts 
Point neighborhood of the Bronx. The study 
concluded that it is feasible to site an anaero- 
bic digestion facility that would provide a rea- 
sonably priced organics recovery option. The 
facility would create jobs for the Hunts Point 
community, generate a renewable energy 
source and a marketable compost product, 
and reduce exports of waste to out-of-state 
disposal facilities with associated truck emis- 
sions. The City will work with stakeholders 
to learn more about the potential for such a 


If the project is successful, the East River 
could become home to 300 turbines, providing 
10 MW of renewable energy for New York City, 
enough to power up to 8,000 homes. That 
power could displace the equivalent of 68,000 
barrels of oil, or 430 million cubic feet of 
natural gas per year. 


“We're making such wonderful breakthroughs 
in harnessing water for energy with the least 
amount of environmental impact,” said Trey 
Taylor, Co-Founder and President of Verdant 
Power. “And what excites me is that it’s all 
taking place here in New York City.” 


facility in Hunts Point, including more exact 
costs of a potential organics recovery facility. 
To do so, the City will issue an RFP to target 
the short list of firms identified in the feasibil- 
ity analysis, and set specific operational and 
economic parameters for a facility. 


We will end methane emissions from 
sewage treatment plants and expand 
the use of digester gas 


When wastewater is processed in a sewage 
treatment plant, it produces digester gas, 
which contains methane and COo. Currently, 
roughly 60% of New York City’s digester gas 
is collected and used to create energy via 
fuel cells, most of which is used to power the 
sewage treatment plant itself, another 25% is 
flared, and the remaining 15%—the equivalent 
of 165,000 tons of CO2z—escapes. Over the 
next three years, the City will end all methane 
emissions from sewage processing, and will 
work to expand the use of digester gas for 
energy production. 
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We will study the expansion of gas 
capture and energy production from 
existing landfills 


Beginning in the 1970s, some of the meth- 
ane from Fresh Kills has been processed and 
marketed as natural gas, generating revenue 
for the City. Since the original gas collec- 
tion system was installed, new technologies 
have emerged, the cost of natural gas has 
skyrocketed, and the City has committed to 
a greenhouse gas reduction target of 30%. 
Given these changes, the City will initiate a 
study to explore the feasibility of generating 
more energy from its landfill gas, and it will 
review the standards regarding methane cap- 
ture and flaring at the city’s existing landfills 
every five years to see whether they should 
be amended to support the City’s greenhouse 
gas reduction goal. 


Modernize electricity 
delivery infrastructure 


The final important component of clean, reli- 
able power is the delivery of that energy to 
New York City customers. (See graphic above: 
Energy Delivery System) 

Today, New York City’s power grid is the 
largest underground electric cable system 
in the world. Operated by Con Edison, there 
are almost 90,000 miles of underground 
cable and almost 20,000 miles of overhead 
cables in the city. 

This system is subdivided into mini-grids 
or network neighborhoods that deliver 
power directly to each building. The inter- 
connections within our grid provide essen- 
tial redundancy, making it the most reliable 
network in the United States. But when 
power failures do occur, the network’s age 
and complexity can often make it more diffi- 


cult to identify the problem and restore 
power. These problems were illustrated 
most clearly during the 2006 power outages 
in western Queens when Con Edison could 
not easily assess the scope of the outages. 
Calls from customers became the primary 
way to assess the extent of the damage. 

In addition, upgrading our infrastructure 
—especially the underground cables—can 
be time consuming, costly, and difficult. 
Finding locations to site substations in grow- 
ing neighborhoods is a difficult challenge. In 
order to improve reliability, we must adapt 
our grid to the demands of the 21st century, 
improving communications between cus- 
tomers and the utility, making our grid more 
transparent so that problems can be identi- 
fied more easily, and improving its ability to 
respond to new pressures and incorporate 
new technologies. 


INITIATIVE 12 


Accelerate reliability 
improvements to the city’s grid 
We will advocate for Con Edison to 
implement recommendations from 

the City's report on the western Queens 
power outages 


The damage caused by the 2006 power 
outages demonstrated the need for exten- 
sive upgrades to the city’s electric delivery 
system. A City evaluation found that some 
of the failures in western Queens could have 
been avoided if equipment had been updated 
ina timelier manner, if upgrades to the system 
had been monitored more closely or if Con 
Edison had fully implemented recommenda- 
tions made after the Washington Heights 
blackout in 1999. 


ENERGY PROVIDE CLEANER, MORE RELIABLE POWER BY UPGRADING OUR ENERGY INFRASTRUCTURE 


We will advocate before the PSC and 
through the upcoming Con Edison electric 
rate case for the implementation of the 53 rec- 
ommendations contained in the City’s report. 
These recommendations include: 

* Expanding the installation of advanced 
meters, which will improve Con Edison’s 
ability to instantly identify the number of 
customers affected by a power outage 


* Accelerating repairs to failure-prone com- 
ponents of the grid and strengthening 
oversight of contractors 


*Completing the implementation of all 
recommendations from the 1999 black- 
out, while evaluating similarities with the 
Queens blackout for additional lessons 
on how to improve grid reliability 
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INITIATIVE 13 


Facilitate grid repairs 

through improved coordination 
and joint bidding 

We will pursue the passage of joint 
bidding legislation 


When the City undertakes a construction 
project that involves tearing up the street, 
each affected utility is responsible for protect- 
ing its own cables and other infrastructure. 
Improved coordination between City contrac- 
tors and the utilities will result in fewer delays 
and lower costs. 

Joint bidding enables a single contract to 
cover all the work associated with a project. 
The City will support joint bidding legislation 
citywide to allow for fair competitive bidding 
and more seamless project planning, result- 
ing in fewer street openings and lower costs 
to the public. 
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Con Edison worker 
preparing underground 
delivery system 


In addition, the City will review its policies 
governing the utilities’ ability to open up the 
street for regular maintenance and repairs. 
This analysis will identify any unnecessary 
delays that prevent utilities from undertak- 
ing essential improvements such as install- 
ing new cables and transformers in a timely 
manner. We will also look to pilot new models 
to improve coordination among developers 
of underground infrastructure, such as the 
use of a multi-utility tunnel which allocates 
space for each utility with designated access 
points. (See graphic on facing page: Multi- 
Utility Tunnel) 


We will ensure adequate pier facilities 
are available to Con Edison to offload 
transformers and other equipment 


Transformers and other heavy equipment 
needed to maintain New York’s energy infra- 
structure are often delivered via the water- 
ways. This equipment is then offloaded at pier 
facilities throughout the city. Sites must be 
capable of handling heavy loads and provide 
access to acceptable transportation routes to 
assure prompt and safe delivery of the equip- 
ment. In order to maintain and upgrade the 
reliability of the electric system, it is essential 
that Con Edison have access to specific dock 
facilities to offload this equipment during both 
emergencies and during the regular course 
of business. This is particularly critical in 
areas where there is a regular need to install, 
replace or remove equipment and Con Edison 
does not own its own waterfront property. 

For this reason, the City will work with Con 
Edison to identify specific critical sites and 
maintain open access for delivery of equip- 
ment along the waterfront. 


“~ 
‘* 
“ 


Credit: James Estrin/ «~ 
The New York. Times 


Z/INS 
2 | ch 
Ne) 
INITIATIVE 14 


Support Con Edison’s efforts 
to modernize the grid 

We will support Con Edison's 

3G System of the Future initiative 


Our current grid was designed during 
the 1920s. Today, parts of that original system 
are still in use—and the way it functions 
remains fundamentally unchanged. But grid 
technologies are evolving around the world 
and new models have emerged in Tokyo, 
Paris, and London. 

Con Edison initiated a state-of-the-art 
research and development project called 
the 3G System of the Future to study how 
to transform our network into a 21st cen- 
tury grid. This will include how to integrate 
advances in communications, computing 
and electronics to respond faster and more 
effectively to localized network problems and 
demand fluctuations. 

This research and development will require 
a significant investment. The City will support 
funding requests by Con Edison to advance 
this research and improve reliability and ser- 
vice for New Yorkers. 
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Conclusion 


Last summer, we saw the strains on our 
energy infrastructure and the impact it had on 
our air quality, energy bills, and overall quality 
of life. And these stresses—growing demand, 
inefficient supply, and aging delivery net- 
work—continue to test our system. 

That’s why we will launch the most ambi- 
tious energy efficiency program in the United 
States, while easing the financial risks asso- 
ciated with expansion and construction of 
power plants and dedicated transmission 
lines. The combination will enable us to retire 
our city’s most polluting plants. 

At the same time, we will reduce barriers to 
Clean Distributed Generation or “mini” power 
plants that are more efficient and cleaner than 
centralized power plants. 

Lastly, we will continue to purchase wind 
energy, support the market for solar energy, 
and pilot new and emerging technologies that 
use wind, tides, hydrogen, and biogas to gen- 
erate electricity. By encouraging these emerg- 
ing, clean technologies, we will begin building 
a market to establish the cleanest possible 
energy supply for New York City’s future. 

Implementing all of these policies will 
reduce the city’s global warming emissions 
and cut the average New Yorker's energy bill 
by $230 annually from projected costs in 2015. 
The new strategies will also result in new eco- 
nomic opportunities as new industries swell 
around installation, renovations, and produc- 
tion; the retro-fit and retro-commissioning 
program alone could result in 5,000 new jobs. 

By investing in these efforts now, the city of 
endless energy can stay that way. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


Despite decades of improvement, New York City still fails 
to meet Federal air quality standards—and we have no way 
of measuring the air quality in individual neighborhoods. 


That's why we will create a comprehensive program to reduce 
emissions from a variety of sources within the city, including 
vehicles, power plants, and buildings. Natural solutions such as 
planting one million trees will bring us the rest of the way towards 
cleaner air for all New Yorkers. To track our progress and target 
our solutions to the areas of greatest need, we will launch the 
largest local air quality study in the United States. 


Together, these initiatives will enable every New Yorker to breathe 
the cleanest air of any big city in America. 


Air 
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View over Central Park 


Trucks begin entering the Hunts Point 
neighborhood hours before sunrise. They 
arrive by the hundreds under expressways, 
over highways. 


By sunset, more than 15,000 trucks have 
driven through the peninsula, virtually all 
powered by diesel fuel. The trucks rattle 
down alternate routes, of 10 slipping down 
side streets, past houses and apartment 
buildings, as they search out the Produce 
Market, the Fulton Fish Center, the meat 
market. 


Fifteen million people eat food distributed 
through the center every day. Facilities like 
the Produce Market were built in the 1960s, 
when the demand for produce was signifi- 
cantly less. Now there is not enough storage 
space to meet the need. The trucks help 
solve this problem. Up to 1,000 act as 
refrigerators every day, engines gunning for 
hours to keep the cool air pumping into the 
back so the produce can stay fresh in its 
stacked boxes. 


Trucks are a fraction of the traffic through 
the South Bronx. More than 77,000 vehicles 
pass through the neighborhood daily, 
spewing exhaust and gasoline fumes. The 
area is served by only one bus route and the 
nearest subway can be a significant walk. 
But with the work of the Hunt's Point Task 
Force, the opportunity for change is 
beginning to be realized. 


Not so long ago, incinerators, indus- 
trial factories, and the rise of traffic and 
diesel fuels lent most images of our city 
a blurred, gray edge. The pollution from 
these sources hurt our city’s air quality—and 
had harmful consequences for the health of 
New Yorkers. 

That has changed. Over the past two 
decades, Federal, State, and local govern- 
ments have recognized the need for action. 
In addition to the Federal Clean Air Act, 
the City has lobbied—and, when neces- 
sary, litigated—all levels of government to 
strengthen these standards. Within the five 
boroughs, local programs and legislation— 
such as the retrofit program for City school 
buses and Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA) buses, the City’s purchase 
of hybrid and Compressed Natural Gas (CNG) 
vehicles, and new construction standards— 
have all combined to give New York its clean- 
est air in half a century. 

Still, the improvements that have occurred 
citywide are not felt equally among our 
neighborhoods. In some communities, the 
impacts of exposure to local air emissions 
have likely contributed to higher asthma 
rates and other diseases. Citywide, air qual- 
ity fails to meet all of the Federal standards, 
in large part because of air pollutants that 
travel here from other states. 

The New York City metropolitan area has 
not yet fully attained Federal air quality stan- 
dards for two of six ambient air pollutants 
designated by the Environmental Protec- 
tion Agency (EPA): ozone, and soot (PM 2.5). 
This puts us behind all but one of the largest 
cities in America. 

Despite our progress, there is more to 
be done. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


In the 37 years since the passage of the 
Clean Air Act, our understanding and aware- 
ness of pollution has continued to increase. 
As our knowledge has evolved, the focus of air 
quality efforts has shifted. Three main consid- 
erations have shaped our approach to improv- 
ing air quality in every neighborhood. 

First, it is becoming clearer where the real 
dangers lie. Although the EPA tracks six crite- 
ria pollutants, among the most dangerous is 
PM 2.5—more commonly known as soot. Its 
small size lets it drift deeper into the lungs, 
where it can cause inflammation and other 
damage. According to the EPA, exceedances 
of the PM 2.5 standard cause up to 15,000 
premature deaths annually. Estimates from 
the City’s Department of Health and Mental 
Hygiene show that a 10% decrease of current 
levels in New York City would result in hun- 
dreds fewer deaths annually. 

PM 2.5 is a by-product of burning fuel in 
trucks and buses, factories and power plants, 
and boilers. Other criteria pollutants—sulfur 
dioxide (SO2), nitrogen dioxide (NOx), and 
volatile organic compounds (VOC)—form 
additional PM 2.5 through chemical reactions. 
In fact, according to the State’s Department 
of Environmental Conservation (DEC), some- 
where between 45% and 60% of PM 2.5 levels 
in New York City comes from sulfate trans- 
formed in the atmosphere from SO2 emis- 
sions. (See charts above: PM 2.5 Emissions in 
New York City) 


PM 2.5 Emissions in New York City 


Non-Local vs. Local Emissions 


Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Second, we have also learned what we 
do not control. More than 50% of New York’s 
PM 2.5 originates outside the city. Some pol- 
lution drifts in from other states, mostly from 
mid-western power plants and factories; more 
is expelled from airplanes. The wind catches 
exhaust from the west and carries it into the 
city. Depending on the time of year, up to 70% 
of particulate matter measured in the city 
comes from somewhere else. 

Some of these polluters can be held 
accountable. In 2003, the City joined several 
states and municipalities in a successful law- 
suit challenging the EPA's plans to change reg- 
ulations to enable older, more polluting facili- 
ties to increase air pollution emissions, which 
would have impacted New York City’s air qual- 
ity. The City also joined a number of states ina 
public nuisance action designed to force the 
five largest United States power plant CO2 pol- 
luters to reduce their emissions. 

Finally, it is clear we need to re-examine the 
methods we use for measuring pollutants to 
more accurately reflect their local impact. 

The EPA began addressing regional air 
pollution issues as part of a broad, interstate 
approach. The EPA and DEC deliberately 
placed most monitoring systems away from 
highways, power plants, and heavily-traf- 
ficked roads so that their emissions wouldn't 
skew the results. The intent was not to record 
the output of an individual smoke stack, 
but to understand how that smoke affected 
the region. 

Today, the EPA still largely measures its 
success by looking at overall area concentra- 
tions; the cumulative pollution gathered over 
a given region. But implicit in that decision is 
the acknowledgement that the closer one gets 
to an actual polluter, the greater the exposure 
to that pollution. In cities like New York, where 
roads, power plants and highways are inter- 
woven through communities, the ambient 
measurements are inadequate indicators of 
actual exposure. Virtually all of us live, work, 
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Local PM 2.5 Emission Sources 
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or walk near heavily trafficked streets. And 
we are learning that those are the highest 
risk zones. 

Recent studies have begun to measure 
ocal pollution exposure correlated with health 
impacts of the surrounding communities. This 
is the next front of air quality science. It is also 
an area where the City can have an enormous 
impact. When the issue is solving regional 
ambient air quality, the impact on any neigh- 
borhood is uncertain. But when the focus 
is on local exposure and community health, 
there are various opportunities to decrease 
environmental disparities. 

In the South Bronx, where asthma rates 
are particularly high, the City has worked with 
local communities to begin installing a net- 
work of parks. We are exploring an alternative 
fuel station for drivers, a program to retrofit 
and upgrade trucks, and conversion of entire 
fleets to Compressed Natural Gas, which has 
90% lower carbon monoxide and particulate 
matter emissions than diesel. And there’s a lot 
more we can do. 

The findings of these local exposure stud- 
ies are compelling. We must build on these 
efforts to gain an accurate understanding of 
the air quality variations across New York City. 
Meanwhile, we can begin moving forward 
on policies designed to reduce our biggest 
known polluting sources—diesel fuels, gaso- 
line exhaust, building heating oil, and aging 
power plants with outmoded technology— 
while promoting natural solutions like trees. 

We will also support an air quality plan 
being developed by New York State to meet 
Federal standards. This plan will be released 
in 2008. 
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PM 2.5 Air Quality Improvement Plan 
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*In cases where city-level 
data is unavailable, county-level 
data is provided 


Our Plan 


We must continue pressuring the states 
and Federal government to reduce air emis- 
sions nationwide. But even as we seek to 
hold others more accountable, we can begin 
targeting the sources in New York City even 
more aggressively. (See charts above: PM 2.5 
in U.S. Cities and PM 2.5 Air Quality Improve- 
ment Plan) 

Based on current emissions levels, we 
will need to reduce our local PM 2.5 by 39% 
per square mile to achieve the cleanest air 
of any big city in America. But as other cities 
take steps to improve, we must keep pace. 
That means we must be continually re-evalu- 
ating our goal and benchmarking it against 
other cities. 

We have chosen PM 2.5 as our standard 
because of its significant impacts—and 
because we lag behind our peer cities in 
stemming its release into the air. But other 
pollutants such as SO2, NOx, and VOCs also 
contribute to our PM 2.5 levels, so achieving 
further reductions in those emissions will also 
be essential. 

In order to achieve this goal, we have 
developed a four-pronged strategy. Transpor- 
tation accounts for more than 50% of our cri- 
teria pollutant emissions. That’s why we will 
reduce emissions from cars, trucks, and buses 
by promoting fuel efficiency, cleaner fuels, 
and cleaner or upgraded engines. We will also 
increase the use of exhaust filters and reduce 
the added pollution caused by congested 
streets and idling. 

Second, we will apply similar strategies to 
off-road vehicles, including ferries, construc- 
tion equipment, and planes. By partnering 
with the Port Authority, the MTA, New Jersey 
Transit, and private operators, we can achieve 
substantial reductions across all transporta- 
tion sectors. 

Third, the electricity and heating fuels used 
to power and heat our buildings accounts for 


over a third of emissions. As described in our 
energy plan, we must tackle old, outdated 
power plants and exchange them for modern, 
more efficient models; we must also switch to 
cleaner burning fuels and remove polluting 
boilers from schools, prioritizing sites where 
children suffer from higher rates of asthma 
and other diseases. 

And finally, we must increase natural 
areas within the city to act as filters to fur- 
ther improve air quality. Trees, plantings, and 
landscaping serve multiple environmental 
and aesthetic ends—improving water quality, 
reducing carbon emissions, and enhancing 
quality of life in neighborhoods. 


Our plan for air quality: 


Reduce road vehicle emissions 


TOTAL 40% 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 
Calculations based on U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 2001 
National Emissions Inventory 


But we have an opportunity to do even 
more. In addition to improving air quality 
across the city, we can begin understanding 
how air quality impacts the health of New York- 
ers in every neighborhood. That’s why we will 
launch the largest local air quality study ever 
in the United States and develop an approach 
for tracking local emission levels. By advanc- 
ing efforts to understand the real scope of the 
problem, we can direct our resources to the 
areas of greatest need. 

Through these strategies, we will acceler- 
ate air quality improvements so that every 
New Yorker can depend on the promise that 
they are breathing the cleanest air of any big 
city in America. 


1 Capture the air quality benefits of our transportation plan 


2 Improve fuel efficiency of private cars 


3 Reduce emissions from taxis, black cars, and for-hire vehicles 
4 Replace, retrofit, and refuel diesel trucks 


5 Decrease school bus emissions 


Reduce other transportation emissions 
6 Retrofit ferries and promote use of cleaner fuels 
7 Seek to partner with the Port Authority to reduce emissions from Port facilities 
8 Reduce emissions from construction vehicles 


Reduce emissions from buildings 


9 Capture the air quality benefits of our energy plan 
10 Promote the use of cleaner burning heating fuels 


Pursue natural solutions to improve air quality 
11 Capture the benefits of our open space plan 


12 Reforest targeted areas of our parkland 


13 Increase tree plantings on lots 


Understand the scope of the challenge 
14 Launch collaborative local air quality study 
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Reduce road vehicle 
emissions 


In 2005, vehicles traveled 18.6 billion miles 
throughout the five boroughs, approximately 
48 million miles per day. Each year, these 
trips generate about 11% of our local PM 2.5 
emissions, as well as 52% of NOx and 32% of 
VOC emissions, both of which contribute to 
PM 2.5 levels. 

There are four main ways to reduce trans- 
portation-related emissions: use fewer vehi- 
cles by shifting to mass transit; decrease the 
amount of time vehicles spend stuck in con- 
gestion and idling; use less and cleaner 
fuels; and filter exhaust before it is released 
into the air. 

To fund these efforts, a variety of sources 
exist: the Port Authority, the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA), and the Congestion 
Mitigation and Air Quality (CMAQ) program. 
CMAQ grants are awarded in areas that cur- 
rently or recently failed to meet Federal 
standards. They are funded by Congress 
through Federal highway funds and are 
intended to mitigate any impacts associated 
with road development. 

All of these are necessary to reduce 
overall PM 2.5 emissions across the city 
by 9% by 2017. 
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INITIATIVE 1 


Capture the air quality benefits 
of our transportation plan 

We will address a significant source 

of harmful emissions by promoting the 
use of mass transit 


The most effective way to use less fuel is 
to reduce the number of cars on the road. 
But this has not been easy over the past 25 
years. Although our subway system improved 
dramatically, the percentage of drivers has 
remained essentially unchanged. It is clear 
that improvements to mass transit will not 
be enough to achieve a significant mode shift 
among New York drivers, an imperative for our 
economy and public health. Without interven- 
tion, traffic conditions will continue to deterio- 
rate. By 2030, rush hour could last 12 hours 
every day. 

That’s why we will seek to implement con- 
gestion pricing, a system that charges driv- 
ers to enter a city’s central business district. 


Already used in London, Stockholm, and Sin- 
gapore, New York City’s system will assess 
Manhattan drivers in the designated zone an 
$8 charge between 6am and 6pm. This charge 
will result in a 6.3% reduction of vehicles miles 
traveled in the area, which could yield a 3.7% 
reduction in VOC, a 2.8% reduction in NOx, and 
a 2.8% reduction in carbon monoxide emis- 
sions across the city. (See case study on facing 
page: Congestion Pricing’s Air Quality Impact) 
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INITIATIVE 2 


Improve fuel efficiency 
of private cars 

We will promote wider use 
of clean vehicles 


In addition to using fewer vehicles, we can 
also make the ones we have more efficient. 
Already, New York State has adopted some of 
the newer vehicle emission standards enacted 
by California. This alone will reduce New York 
City’s total CO2 emissions by over 6% by 2030. 
But there is still room to be more ambitious; 
we will encourage the state to follow new fuel 
standards established by California that would 
reduce carbon emissions from all gasoline 
sold in New York State. 

The City can also do more to reduce emis- 
sions of both criteria pollutants and CO2 by 
encouraging the purchase of the cleanest, 
most efficient cars, and increasing the effi- 
ciency of taxis and for-hire vehicles. 


We will waive New York City's sales tax 
on the cleanest, most efficient vehicles 


In a five-year pilot program, the City will waive 
its portion of the New York State sales tax on 
the purchase of the cleanest and most effi- 
cient vehicles, including hybrids, according to 
the highest performance ratings in criteria set 
by the EPA. 

On average, qualifying vehicles attain 
roughly twice the fuel efficiency and reduce 
air emissions by half. If 10% of the city’s gas 
vehicles were efficient hybrids, it would 
reduce our citywide CO2 emissions by 1%, 
and by 2030, if market trends accelerate, this 
will result in more than a 3% PM 2.5 emissions 
reduction citywide. 


AIR QUALITY WE MUST ACHIEVE THE CLEANEST AIR OF ANY BIG CITY IN AMERICA 


We will work with the MTA, 

the Port Authority, and the State 
Department of Transportation (State 
DOT) to promote hybrid and other 
clean vehicles 


In other cities, toll discounts, preferential 
lane access, and other privileges have been 
granted to owners of hybrid cars to encour- 
age people to buy them. Such incentives must 
be applied cautiously; for maximum effect, a 
single, region-wide approach would need to 
be adopted. The City will work with the other 
operators of the region’s transportation net- 
work to identify approaches for promoting the 
most efficient vehicles that would make sense 
for New York. 


We will pilot new technologies and 
fuels, including hydrogen and plug-in 
hybrid vehicles 


The City was an early convert to hybrid vehi- 
cles and helped build a broader market for 
this technology. Over 1,700 hybrids have been 
added to the City’s vehicle fleet in the past five 
years. By 2006, hybrids represented nearly 7% 
of the City’s total fleet, as compared with less 
than 1% of the private vehicles registered in 
New York City. 

To maintain our position as a leader in clean 
transportation technologies, the City will con- 
struct a hydrogen fueling station and pilot six 
hydrogen vehicles starting in 2008. Hydrogen 
cars emit little more than water vapor upon 
combustion. As a result, they are essentially 
zero emissions vehicles. 

The three-year demonstration project 
will introduce the city to the possibilities 
and potential challenges of this technology. 
Through this pilot, we will establish a permit- 
ting process for hydrogen refueling and vehi- 
cle operation within the city and partner with 
the New York City Fire Department to develop 
safety standards for operating and refueling. 
By testing and refining these procedures, we 
will be able to accelerate a broader transi- 
tion to hydrogen as soon as the technology 
becomes more readily available. 

The fueling station will be owned and oper- 
ated by Shell Hydrogen, a division of the Shell 
Group. Two sites in the Bronx and Staten 
Island are currently under consideration to 
be the first hydrogen fueling location in the 
city. To fund the $820,000 project, the City 
has applied to the New York State Energy 
Research and Development Authority 
(NYSERDA) for a grant. 


In addition to hydrogen, we are carefully 
tracking the development of plug-in hybrid 
technology. A plug-in hybrid functions like 
a regular hybrid, but its battery can be 
charged by plugging into a standard outlet, 
instead of relying exclusively on the car’s 
gasoline-fueled engine. Drivers can run on the 
electric mode to achieve 100 miles per gallon, 
consuming significantly less petroleum and 
emitting fewer air pollutants and greenhouse 
gases. 
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INITIATIVE 3 


Reduce emissions from taxis, 
black cars, and for-hire vehicles 


In New York City, there are currently over 
13,000 yellow taxi cabs, 10,000 black cars, 
and 25,000 for-hire vehicles. Because taxis 
travel tens of thousands of miles per year and 
the current fleet is so fuel inefficient, taxis 
account for a substantial share of city emis- 
sions: 4% of all ground transportation CO2 
emissions and 1% of all city CO2 emissions. 
This initiative will reduce citywide CO2 emis- 
sions by 0.5% while also improving air quality. 


We will reduce taxi and limousine idling 


Idling is the continuous operation of a vehicle’s 
engine while it is stopped. Many of the city’s 
yellow taxis and black cars spend significant 
time idling in order to maintain access to their 
air conditioning and heating. Although there is 
currently no way to keep air conditioners reli- 
ably running with the engines off, emerging 
technologies have it made it possible to keep 
a car heated without idling. 

In 2007, the City will complete an evalua- 
tion of different anti-idling technologies with 
the black and yellow car industries and select 
the best option. We will implement this $6 mil- 
lion program between 2008 and 2010 to equip 
cars with the chosen anti-idling solution, bol- 
stered by a $4.8 million CMAQ grant. We will 
also launch a citywide anti-idling campaign to 
reduce idling of all vehicles even more. 


Days in London and Surrounding Areas with Excessive PM 10 Levels 
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Models based on 2003 meterology and London atmospheric Emissions Inventory. 
The daily mean PM 10 is set to an objective level of 50 micrograms per cubic meter, 


allowed to be exceeded up to 35 days a year. 


CASE STUDY 

Congestion Pricing’s 

Air Quality Impact 

In addition to Buckingham Palace and 
Trafalgar Square, visitors to London can 
now take advantage of a new attraction: 
cleaner air. 


As a result of an ambitious congestion 
pricing experiment aimed at reducing 
traffic in the city’s central business district, 
congestion fell by 30% and bus use rose by 
38% during the morning peak in the first 
year—this, in a section of the city once 
infamous for its maddening bumper-to- 
bumper traffic. And the program is literally 
a breath of fresh air. 


Smog-causing nitrogen oxide emissions 
and soot in the city have declined by 12%. 
In addition, carbon dioxide emissions are 
estimated to have declined by 20%, along 
with fossil fuel consumption. Region-wide 
concentrations of particulate matter are 
also falling. 


Congestion pricing programs, which also 
have been implemented globally in places 
like Stockholm and Singapore, charge 
motorists a fee to drive into the densest 
business districts, providing an incentive for 
drivers to find other methods of transporta- 
tion or to carpool. 


Wherever they have been implemented, 
these programs have had similarly positive 
results on both traffic and air quality. 


For example, Singapore has seen a 176,400 
pounds-per-day reduction in carbon dioxide 
emissions and a 22-pound reduction in soot. 


These pollutants have been linked to 
increased rates of asthma, emphysema, 
cancer and heart disease—a fact that has 
not gone unnoticed in New York City, where 
child hospitalization rates for asthma are 
more than twice the national average. In 
the South Bronx, where more than 77,000 
vehicles pass through each day, it is almost 
four times as high. 


“The fumes from those cars and trucks make 
asthma-triggering pollution commonplace,” 
said Andy Darrell, New York Regional Director 
for Environmental Defense. 


“London already has used congestion 
pricing to reduce traffic congestion by 
30% and pollution by 12% to 20%,” said 
Darrell. “There’s no reason why New York— 
the greatest city in the world—can't do it.” 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


Diesel Fuel Emission Reductions in Particulate Matter 
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We will work with the Taxi and 
Limousine Commission (TLC) and the 
taxicab industry to double the taxi 
fleet's efficiency 


The dominant taxi vehicle today achieves only 
10 to 15 miles per gallon (mpg). More fuel- 
efficient vehicles are used in limited numbers 
today, including hybrid-electrics and even a 
lithium-ion battery powered vehicle. These 
vehicles are in the first years of use and ques- 
tions regarding their durability as 24-hour, 
seven-day-a-week vehicles have yet to be fully 
answered. We will aim to double the efficiency 
of new taxis by 2012. Achieving the stated 
goal will require aggressive work on the part 
of the TLC to push the automotive industry 
and the taxicab industry towards answering 
these questions and ensuring that the vehicles 
used as taxicabs meet the high safety, service, 
and sustainability standards of New Yorkers. 

This Plan could result in the entire fleet 
being converted to more fuel-efficient vehicles 
within eight to 10 years. 


We will work with stakeholders to 
double the fuel efficiency of black cars 
and for-hire vehicles 


In addition, we will work with the TLC to set 
new standards for additions to the fleet. By 
2010, we will require that new cars achieve 
double the fuel efficiency of today’s non-hybrid 
vehicles. The city’s black car industry includes 
generally late-model luxury sedans that serve 
a largely corporate clientele through long- 
term contracts. After several years of use, 
many of these cars are transitioned to use 
as community car service vehicles. There 
are more than 25,000 for-hire vehicles in the 
city, and many are recycled black cars or law 
enforcement vehicles. Therefore, cleaner 
black cars today means cleaner community 
car service vehicles tomorrow. 


*Low Sulfur Diesel is the pre-2006 
highway diesel standard, with sulfur 
content capped at 500ppm (parts 
per million) 

**Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel is the post-2006 
highway standard, with sulfur content 
capped at 15ppm 

***Diesel Oxidation Catalysts are devices 


that use a chemical process to break 
down pollutants in the exhaust stream 
into less harmful components 

****Diasel Particulate Filters, devices that 
collect and trap particulate matter 
from the exhaust stream so it is not 
released into the air 


Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel** 
Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel with 


i) Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel with 


Source: U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


This commitment would result in the entire 
black car fleet being converted to cleaner 
vehicles within five years, with a 50% decrease 
in COze emissions from this sector, or 0.8% of 
the city’s overall COze emissions, while also 
improving air quality. 

In addition, TLC will begin working with the 
community car services, vehicle owners, and 
lenders to improve awareness of the public 
benefits and cost savings of running clean 
vehicles with good gas mileage over old vehi- 
cles with poor gas mileage. This will help us 
work towards a goal of reducing COze emis- 
sions from these fleets by 50% by 2017. 
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Replace, retrofit, and refuel 
diesel trucks 

We will reduce diesel emissions through 
City investment and incentives 


A substantial amount of the pollution from on- 
road vehicles is concentrated in one mode; 
according to a 2002 study, 25% to 50% of the 
city’s local overall criteria pollutant emissions 
can be traced to heavy duty diesel-trucks. 

Significantly reducing emissions from diesel 
vehicles requires either buying new trucks 
or employing a range of alternate strategies 
to improve performance. With the new Fed- 
eral diesel regulations that went into effect 
in 2007, all new trucks will release 90% fewer 
emissions. But diesel vehicles tend to oper- 
ate for many years; as a result, immediate air 
quality benefits will require improving the per- 
formance of older vehicles. Strategies include 
retrofitting trucks with diesel oxidation cata- 
lysts (DOC) or diesel particulate filters (DPF), 
upgrading engines, using cleaner fuels, and 
reducing idling. 


AIR QUALITY WE MUST ACHIEVE THE CLEANEST AIR OF ANY BIG CITY IN AMERICA 


A DOC is installed on the tailpipe of the 
truck to convert CO (carbon monoxide) and 
HC (hydrocarbons) to H20 (water) and COp. 
DOCs are often used when equipment is too 
old to accept the modern retrofits, and range 
from $2,000 to $5,000 each. A DPF includes 
the DOC converter but also incorporates 
a ceramic honeycomb-like structure to cap- 
ture additional diesel soot or small particles. 
That means that it can capture a substan- 
tially higher amount of PM 2.5, but can be 
three times as expensive. The cost of a DPF 
ranges from $10,000 to $15,000, depending 
on the type and age of the vehicle on which it 
is installed. 

In conjunction with Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 
(ULSD), it is possible to reduce PM 2.5 emis- 
sions from a single truck by 85% to 90% using 
these strategies. 


We will introduce biodiesel into 
the City's truck fleet, go beyond 
compliance with local laws, and 
further reduce emissions 


In 2005, the City Council required the retrofit 
or replacement of most heavy-duty City high- 
way vehicles with the “best available retrofit 
technology” and the use of ULSD by 2012. 
(See chart: Diesel Fuel Emission Reductions in 
Particulate Matter) 

The City is in the process of retrofitting its 
heavy duty vehicles to achieve and exceed 
compliance thresholds. While compliance can 
be reached through the use of DOCs or DPFs, 
some agencies are going above and beyond 
the requirement with purchases of new com- 
pressed natural gas (CNG) trucks. For exam- 
ple, the Department of Sanitation (DSNY) will 
purchase 10 new CNG trucks in 2007. Simi- 
larly, the Department of Parks & Recreation 
(DPR) purchased 20 CNG sedans this fiscal 
year and plans to purchase 20 more in the 
next fiscal year. 

With alternative fuels, we will go beyond 
the legislative requirements and explore 
even more ambitious options. Biodiesel is an 
alternative diesel fuel that is produced from 
animal fats or vegetable oils (including recy- 
cled restaurant oils). It can be used alone, but 
is more commonly mixed with regular diesel. 
B5 fuel combines 5% biodiesel with 95% regu- 
lar diesel, while B20 mixes 20% biodiesel with 
80% diesel. 

Biodiesel has significantly lower emissions 
than petroleum diesel. DSNY and DPR have 
already established B5 biodiesel fueling sta- 
tions for their heavy duty vehicles. During the 
summer, DPR uses B20 when the fuel is not at 
risk of gelling from the cold weather. 


The City will introduce biodiesel throughout 
its heavy-duty vehicle fleet. For example, in 
spring 2007, the City’s Department of Transpor- 
tation (DOT) will begin using B5 biodiesel. The 
City will gradually increase the percentage of 
B20 biodiesel as the higher mixtures are proven 
to work under different conditions and there is 
an adequate and reasonably priced supply. 


We will accelerate emissions 
reductions of private fleets through 
existing CMAQ programs 


In addition to the City’s efforts to improve the 
environmental performance of its own fleet, 
we will also work to reduce emissions from 
private fleets. Private delivery fleets log thou- 
sands of miles a year on New York roadways. 
Since 2000, we have worked with NYSERDA 
to manage a Federal CMAQ-funded initiative 
that helps private sector companies and non- 
profit entities retrofit their vehicles or switch 
to alternative fuels. Program participants can 
convert to either CNG or hybrid vehicles or 
retrofit their diesel vehicles. To date, the City 
has reached approximately 90 trucks, spend- 
ing roughly $4 million. And we will do more. 
(See case study: FedEx) 

Over the next five years, we will signifi- 
cantly expand this program through $20 mil- 
lion in CMAQ funding. Depending on the type 
of upgrade and the vehicle, this will allow us 
to possibly reach more than 450 trucks. 


We will work with stakeholders 

and the State to create incentives 
for the adoption of vehicle emission 
control and efficiency strategies 


To achieve our air quality goal, we need 
to reduce emissions from an even greater 
number of diesel vehicles. The City will work 
with the State and other stakeholders to 
create a fund to support costs for retrofits 
and anti-idling technologies for at least 1,200 
more vehicles in the city over five years. 
California has developed a program that 
can serve as a strong model for New York 
State. The California Carl Moyer Program 
offers over $140 million a year to fund retrofits 
to diesel trucks. Over the first six years, the 
fund has resulted in retrofits of about 7,000 
vehicles and emission reductions of 14 tons 
of NOx and over one ton of PM per day. In 
addition, this program has lead to wide-scale 
adoption of tailpipe controls and the use of 
lower carbon fuels such as ethanol, biodiesel 
or natural gas. Another state with a similar 
programs is Texas, while Massachusetts and 
Pennsylvania will be unveiling rebate pro- 


grams by the end of 2007. It is time for New 
York State to join them. 


We will improve compliance 
of existing anti-idling laws through 
a targeted educational campaign 


Idling releases pollutants into the air, 
increases engine operating costs for fleets, 
and shortens engine life. The best anti-idling 
strategies include a mixture of incentives for 
retrofits, laws and enforcement of those laws, 
and education. The CMAQ-funded program 
and the proposed State incentive mentioned 
above will play a significant role in reducing 
emissions from truck idling. But there is even 
more we can do locally. 

Anti-idling technologies are already 
explored and implemented when feasible, 
including cold plating (allowing the vehicle to 
stay refrigerated when the engine is turned 
off for short periods of time). The City is evalu- 
ating these technologies as solutions for our 
local refrigerated delivery and long-distance 
trucking fleets. Once the most effective strat- 
egies have been identified, we will use CMAQ 
funding to incentivize owners to incorporate 
the technologies. 

New York also limits the amount of time a 

vehicle can idle. New York City has a three- 
minute idling limit that targets all vehicles, 
including trucks and buses. New York State 
established an anti-idling law in 1990 that set 
a five-minute idling limit for heavy-duty diesel 
vehicles, excluding marine vehicles. 
To achieve the widest compliance, the City 
will partner with community organizations 
and businesses to launch a series of public 
service announcements, signage, and other 
marketing strategies in 2008 to educate the 
public on the anti-idling laws and the envi- 
ronmental and economic benefits of reduced 
idling. In addition, the city and its partners will 
employ a more targeted outreach to drivers, 
business owners, fleet operators, and unions. 
A similar program launched by Toronto cost 
$100,000 to $300,000 and, in some specific 
locations, resulted in more than a 60% reduc- 
tion in idling. 


CASE STUDY 

FedEx 

For 36 years, a battalion of diesel-powered 
FedEx trucks have made their way through 
our city's streets. 


That began to change, though, in 2004, 
when FedEx began delivering cleaner air as 
part of a City initiative to reduce emis- 
sions from private fleets. Since then, the 
company has rolled out 48 low-emission, 
hybrid electric trucks in New York City. 


Emblazoned with FedEx's ubiquitous logo, 
the environmentally-friendly vehicles 
decrease particulate emissions by 96% 
and travel 57% farther on a gallon of fuel, 
reducing fuel costs by over a third. 


The project began when FedEx applied 
for Congestion Mitigation and Air Quality 
(CMAQ) funds administered by the City's 
Department of Transportation and New 
York State Energy Research and Develop- 
ment Authority (NYSERDA). The funds, 
which are targeted to fleets that will 

see the greatest emissions and fuel 
reductions, allowed FedEx to purchase 
newly-designed vehicles that blended 
conventional and electric technology. 


“New York City is a dynamic economy 
with many trucks on its streets essential 
to keep commerce moving,” said John 
Formissano, FedEx's Vice President of 
Global Vehicles. “It is important that we 
continue to develop innovative solutions 
to reduce vehicle emissions.” 


Indeed, if 10,000 hybrid electric vehicles 
were on the road rather than current 
standard vehicles, annual smog-causing 
emissions would be reduced by 1,700 
tons—the equivalent of taking all 
passenger cars off our roads for 25 
days. Carbon dioxide emissions would 
be reduced by 83,000 tons—the same 
as planting two million trees. And diesel 
fuel usage would be cut by 7.2 million 
gallons, which requires one million barrels 
of crude oil to produce. 
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INITIATIVE 5 


Decrease school bus emissions 
We will retrofit both large and small 
school buses and reduce their required 
retirement age 


In 2005, the City Council passed Local Law 42, 
which mandated the use of ULSD and Best 
Available Technologies (BATs) in school bus 
transportation. Approximately 3,800 buses 
are subject to the law. The Department of 
Education (DOE) is currently working with pri- 
vate school bus companies to retrofit all full- 
size school buses. To meet BAT requirements, 
buses will receive DPFs, DOCs, and other filtra- 
tion systems. 

But several thousand smaller school buses 
were not considered under this local law. The 
majority of these buses (approximately 2,700 
of over 3,000 buses) are diesels. 

The City will retrofit all buses with the 
best available retrofit technology, includ- 
ing DPFs. DPFs would eliminate at least 85% 
of the small particulate matter. State DOT, 
which controls the CMAQ funds, has stated 
that it is willing to provide $20 million for this 
project and the City will fund the remaining 
$5 million. 

In addition, in the new or extended con- 
tracts with the private bus owners, DOE will 
require that all buses are retired earlier than 
the existing 19 year limit. Over the next sev- 
eral months, the City will evaluate the appro- 
priate retirement age based on cost and envi- 
ronmental performance. 

While private school buses are not covered 
by the local law, the City will challenge private 
schools to encourage similar environmental 
performance. 


Reduce other 
transportation emissions 


The EPA separates vehicles that drive on 
roads and other forms of transportation into 
two separate categories of study. These “off- 
road” vehicles include airplanes, trains, fer- 
ries, outdoor power equipment, and con- 
struction machinery such as dozers, loaders 
and cranes. 

With a growing ferry network and a 
construction boom, these off-road vehicles 
contribute almost 15% of the city’s PM 2.5 
emissions. 

The methods to reduce emissions from 
some of these vehicles are similar to those 
used for on-road vehicles: improve efficiency, 
burn cleaner fuels, and filter emissions. By 
employing these strategies, we will reduce 
citywide PM 2.5 emissions by 7%. 
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INITIATIVE 6 


Retrofit ferries and 

promote use of cleaner fuels 

We will retrofit the Staten Island Ferry 
fleet to reduce emissions 


Staten Island ferries carry over 19 million 
passengers annually on a 25-minute, five- 
mile ride. But these diesel-fueled boats each 
contain two or three propulsion engines that 
release significant emissions of PM 2.5, NOx, 
hydrocarbons, and sulfur. 

The Port Authority is currently funding 
replacement or retrofits of engines, reducing 
the eight-boat fleet’s total NOx emissions by 
an estimated 40%, or 570 tons per year. The 
replacement/retrofit program will also have a 
positive effect on PM 2.5. But to further target 
the PM emissions, the City will install DOCs on 
each propulsion engine, at a cost of $75,000 
to $90,000 per engine. 

The City will reduce emissions from 
the ferries even more with the use of Ultra Low 
Sulfur Diesel 2 (ULSD2), once a usable form is 
locally available. 


AIR QUALITY WE MUST ACHIEVE THE CLEANEST AIR OF ANY BIG CITY IN AMERICA 


We will work with private ferries 
to reduce their emissions 


Already, we have been working with regional 
private ferry companies to reduce their emis- 
sions. All 41 private ferry boats that serve 
New York City have agreed to install DOCs in 
2007, under a fully-funded Federal program. 

But there is an opportunity for even greater 
reductions. Because they use a different 
type of engine than the Staten Island Ferries, 
the private ferry engines are able to operate 
on Ultra Low Sulfur Diesel 1 (ULSD1), which 
is available in the region. Although this will 
increase fuel costs by a few cents per gallon, 
the emissions reduction is substantial. There- 
fore, the City will join with the City Council in 
proposing this conversion. The use of ULSD1 
would reduce PM 2.5 by 5% to 10% beyond the 
reductions expected when DOCs are installed 
on the city’s 41 private ferries in 2007. 
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INITIATIVE 7 

Seek to partner with the 

Port Authority to reduce 
emissions from Port facilities 
We will seek to work with the 

Port Authority to reduce emissions 
from the Port's marine vehicles, 
port facilities, and airports 


Airports and port-related equipment contrib- 
ute substantially to our local emissions: 11% of 
particulate matter and 23% of our locally-gen- 
erated NOx come from these sources. 

This infrastructure is largely controlled by 
the Port Authority. We will seek to partner 
with them to position the region’s ports as 
environmental leaders by developing a com- 
prehensive air quality and greenhouse gas 
emissions plan. 

Possibilities for improvements at air- 
ports include the use of electric plug-ins at 
gate ports, clean auxiliary power units, or 
towing to move planes to and from the gate. 
The Federal Aviation Administration operates 
a program to reduce emissions at airports 
and could be a source of funding for 
these initiatives. 
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INITIATIVE 8 


Reduce emissions from 
construction vehicles 

We will accelerate adoption of 
technologies to reduce construction- 
related emissions 


Construction equipment significantly impacts 
local emissions, accounting for as much as 
13% of NOx and 30% of PM from off-road vehi- 
cles. In 2003, Local Law 77 required that City 
construction projects use the best available 
technologies on-site to reduce emissions, 
such as DPFs, DOCs, and emerging plug-in 
technologies that allow vehicles to run on 
electricity instead of combusting fuel. More 
than 800 City-owned vehicles are subject to 
the law, along with an additional 115 pieces 
of leased equipment. Upgrades by City con- 
tractors will also impact emissions in private 
development projects, as the contractors use 
these new tools for other projects. 

The City will accelerate compliance with the 
law by requiring a consultant to work with all 
City agencies on implementation. That includes 
cataloguing every piece of relevant equipment, 
analyzing possible technologies, and develop- 
ing standards for construction sites. The con- 
sultant will help agencies navigate this process 
and avoid duplication of effort. 

In addition, in City Requests-for-Proposals 
and the resulting contracts, we will go beyond 
Local Law 77 and require certain on-road vehi- 
cles involved with City projects, such as trucks 
that remove debris, to meet the same stan- 
dards. City contractors will be able to meet the 
terms of the contracts either through retrofits 
or through new vehicle purchases. 


Reduce emissions 
from buildings 


Buildings and industry are responsible for 
roughly 55% of our PM 2.5 emissions. 
Improvements in efficiency, as targeted for 
our energy and carbon goals, will result in a 
15% reduction in PM 2.5 for this sector, for a 
reduction of approximately 6% of overall city 
PM 2.5 emissions. Further reductions in 
these sectors will require the use of cleaner 
fuels. The switch to more natural gas burn- 
ing power plants or biodiesel blends along 
with the clean fuel initiatives outlined below 
will result in an additional 17% reduction 
in PM 2.5. 


Comparison of Heating Fuel Emissions 
Percentage Reduction in Particulate Matter Emissions Relative 
to No. 2 heating oil (2000-2500 parts per million Sulfur) 
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INITIATIVE 9 


Capture the air quality benefits 
of our energy plan 

We will reduce energy-related emis- 
sions by cutting energy consumption 
and cleaning our energy supply 


As described in the energy chapter, there are 
currently 23 large power plants in New York 
City; the oldest was constructed in 1951. By 
2030, more than 50% of our power plants will 
be more than 70 years old. These older plants 
can use as much as 50% more fuel than new 
technologies such as combined cycle gas 
turbines (CCGT). In addition, the fuel in older 
plants tends to be dirtier than the natural gas 
used in newer plants or the biodeiesel recently 
piloted by NYPA. 

As part of our comprehensive energy plan, 
we will aggressively improve the energy effi- 
ciency of our buildings to reduce electricity 
and heating fuel consumption. We will also 
facilitate the repowering, replacement, and 
retirement of the out-of-date turbines of older 
plants through long-term contracts for new, 
clean energy supply. Finally, we will expand 
clean on-site generation and incorporate 
more renewable energy. All three strategies 
reduce the emissions of pollutants and, at the 
same time, they cut CO2. 
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INITIATIVE 10 


Promote the use of cleaner 
burning heating fuels 

We will pursue multiple strategies to 
reduce heating fuel usage and enforce 
stricter emission standards in buildings 


Our energy strategy aims to reduce green- 
house gas emissions from heating fuel by 17% 
through promoting efficiency and improving 
building insulation. This will also lead to sig- 
nificant reduction in SO2, NOx, and PM 2.5 
emissions. But we can reduce these emis- 
sions further by improving the environmental 
performance of the fuels we use. (See chart 
above: Comparison of Heating Fuel Emissions) 

Heating oil is classified into six types, num- 
bered one through six, based on its boiling 
temperature, composition, and purpose. 
The higher numbers are heavier, more vis- 
cous, and tend to emit more pollutants when 
burned. They are also the least expensive. 
Fuel oils No. 1, No. 2, and No. 3 tend to burn 
more cleanly and are more costly to purchase. 
Each of these fuels can have higher or lower 
concentrations of sulfur, which also impacts 
the pollution they produce. 

Currently, buildings have the option of using 
either a standard home heating oil—No. 2 fuel 
with 2,000 sulfur parts per million (ppm)—or a 
heavier No. 6 fuel. Other cleaner fuel options 
exist, including natural gas bio-diesel, and 
cleaner grades of heating oil. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


Tree Canopy Coverage 
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We will lower the maximum sulfur 
content in heating fuel from 2,000 ppm 
to 500 ppm. 


Currently the sulfur content in No. 2 heating 
oil—the most commonly used heating oil in 
the city—is capped at 2,000 ppm. Lowering 
that cap to 500 ppm, a grade also known as 
“low-sulfur” that until recently was used for on- 
road diesel, would result in significant reduc- 
tions in criteria emissions, with little impact on 
fuel cost. The City will work with the State to 
lower the maximum sulfur content permitted 
in No. 2 fuel used for heating buildings to 500 
ppm, creating significant air quality improve- 
ments with a modest increase in fuel cost. 
This grade is readily available and is the cur- 
rent standard in much of New England. 

This reduction in the maximum sulfur 
content in No. 2 heating oil will result in 85% 
reductions of SO2 and roughly 50% reductions 
in PM 2.5. This alone will reduce overall PM 
2.5 emissions in the city by 5%. This change 
will also improve burner efficiency, thereby 
reducing the amount of fuel consumed. In 
addition, furnaces burning cleaner fuel do 
not have to be serviced as frequently. This will 
reduce operating costs for the customer, gen- 
erating savings that outweigh the increased 
cost of the fuel. 


We will reduce emissions from boilers 
in 100 city public schools 


Currently, 478 city schools burn No. 4 or No. 
6 heating oil; many of these are in neighbor- 
hoods where the asthma rates are over three 
times higher than the national average. By 
2017, the City will modify the boiler systems 
of 100 of these schools, to enable the boil- 
ers to burn a cleaner fuel. Schools located 
in neighborhoods with the highest asthma 
hospitalization rates—generally rates greater 
than seven per 1000—will be prioritized in 
order to achieve the maximum local benefits. 


>50% 


Source: NYC Department of Parks & Recreation 


These neighborhoods are concentrated in the 
Bronx, Harlem, Central Brooklyn, and along 
Jamaica Bay. On average, boiler replacement 
will cost $5.7 million per school. The cleaner 
burning boilers will emit 44% less PM 2.5 
emissions. Additional benefits will be lower 
maintenance expenses and COo reductions 
in the range of 50% because of fuel switching 
and increased efficiencies, as well as reduced 
maintenance expenses. 


Pursue natural solutions 
to improve air quality 


Trees and other natural areas confer tremen- 
dous benefits on the city, including improve- 
ments to air and water quality, retention of 
greenhouse gases, reduced energy costs, 
and a more inviting streetscape. Trees in 
particular are effective at cleansing the air. 
They do this by absorbing pollutants—sulfur 
dioxide, nitrogen dioxide, and carbon mon- 
oxide—through their leaves and intercept- 
ing airborne particulate matter on leaf sur- 
faces. Every year, New York City trees remove 
an estimated 2,200 tons of criteria pollutants 
from the air. They also take in 42,300 tons of 
carbon each year. (See graphic above: Tree 
Canopy Coverage) 

Indirectly, trees further reduce air pollu- 
tion by shading buildings, thereby reducing 
the need for air conditioning during the peak 
electricity demand periods. In addition, 
shaded streets have lower temperatures in 
the summer, slowing the formation of 
ground-level ozone from NOx and VOCs. 
Trees also block wind in the winter, slightly 
reducing the need for heating. Finally, trees 
make neighborhoods more beautiful and 
have been shown to raise property values. 

The city’s 5.2 million trees cover 24% of 
the city, 3% below the average for major 
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American cities. Approximately half those 
trees are located within City-owned parks 
and along our streets; the other half are 
largely located on private property. By 2030, 
we will add an additional one million trees 
to the city. To achieve this goal we will 
pursue three main strategies. 
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INITIATIVE 11 


Capture the benefits of our 

open space plan 

We will rely on accelerated tree plant- 
ings to help remove harmful emissions 
as we improve the public realm 


As mentioned in our public realm plan, we will 
ensure that every New York street is fully lined 
with trees by 2030. Achieving 100% “stocking” 
for these street trees will require almost tri- 
pling the number of trees planted every year 
in the city. 

To achieve this accelerated tree planting 
schedule, we will revise the zoning code to 
require new construction and major redevel- 
opment projects to plant one street tree for 
every 25 feet of street frontage. Private devel- 
opment is projected to provide 3,000 to 5,000 
trees a year, with an additional 3,000 per 
year generated through major capital con- 
struction projects. 

The City will also plant an additional 12,500 
per year at an annual cost of $17 million. We 
will prioritize plantings in neighborhoods with 
the lowest stocking levels and highest air qual- 
ity concerns. 
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Reforest targeted areas 
of our parkland 


We will reforest 2,000 acres of parkland 


The City will expand efforts to reforest approx- 
imately 2,000 acres of parkland by 2017, with- 
out compromising space for existing ballfields. 
Reforestation will take place in Fresh Kills Park 
in Staten Island, Cunningham Park in Queens, 
Van Cortlandt in the Bronx, Highbridge in 
Manhattan, and other parks around the city at 
a cost of $118 million. 
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Increase tree plantings on lots 
We will clean our air while we safeguard 
our water quality 


To increase our tree canopy cover, we must 
increase coverage beyond our parks and side- 
walks. That will require more trees on public 
and private lots, including parking lots, pri- 
vate housing, institutional properties such as 
schools and university campuses, and City- 
owned land. 


We will capture the benefits of our 
water quality strategy 


According to the Department of City Planning, 
parking lots comprise almost 2,000 acres or 
approximately 1% of the city’s land area. The 
dark asphalt pavement contributes to the 
heating of the urban area on hot, sunny days, 
which accelerates the formation of ground- 
level ozone. In addition, the hard, smooth sur- 
faces contribute to rain runoff that inundates 
sewer systems during storms. Currently, 10% 
of the land area of parking facilities in New 
York City is covered by tree canopy. 

The proposed zoning regulations will 
require perimeter landscaping of commercial 
and community facility parking lots over 6,000 
square feet as well as street tree planting 
on the adjacent sidewalks. Parking lots over 
12,000 square feet would also be required to 
provide a specified number of canopy trees in 
planting islands within each lot. This change 
will not only support cleaner air, it will also 
mitigate the visual impact of large asphalt lots 
while more effectively managing storm water 
runoff and the urban heat island effect. 


We will partner with stakeholders to 
help plant one million trees by 2017 


The City will work with community, non-profit, 
and corporate partners on a 10-year goal to 
plant trees on private residential, institutional, 
and vacant land properties in order to achieve 
our goal to plant one million trees. The City 
and its partners will focus on areas whose 
natural environments have borne the brunt 
of past City policies, and neighborhoods with 
few green spaces. 


Understand the 
scope of the challenge 


The existing air quality monitoring network 
is designed to track concentrations of the 
EPA's six criteria pollutants over large geo- 
graphic areas. This is helpful for identifying 
broad trends, but does not let us understand 
the exposure New Yorkers experience every 
day in their neighborhoods. 

That’s because there are only 24 monitors 
for the entire city—and they are located 
on roof tops, away from the traffic, people, 
and sidewalks. As a result, we cannot focus 
our reduction efforts on the areas of great- 
est need—or track our successes with any 
precision. 

To develop a comprehensive plan that will 
protect the health of New Yorkers in every 
neighborhood, we must develop new tools 
to understand the real nature of the chal- 
lenge we face. 
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INITIATIVE 14 


Launch collaborative local 
air quality study 

We will monitor and model 
neighborhood-level air quality 
across New York City 


Over the next 12 months, the City will work 
with experts in the academic, medical, and pri- 
vate sectors to develop one of the largest local 
air quality studies ever in the United States. 
Starting in 2008, the City will begin to study, 
monitor, model, map, and track local pollution 
and local adverse impact across New York City, 
with an emphasis on traffic-related emissions. 
(See chart above: Asthma Hospitalizations) 


This enhanced monitoring system in New York 
will: 
* Measure the variation in air quality across 
all neighborhoods over time 


« Assess the impact of development, infra- 
structure changes, traffic changes, and 
traffic mitigation measures in our com- 
munities 


*Provide guidance for future efforts to 
improve neighborhood air quality 


Although a study of this scale is almost 
unprecedented, our effort will build on recent 
successful projects to track local emissions. 
For example, exposure to certain pollutants at 
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Source: Centers for Disease Control; NYS Department of Health; 
analyzed by NYC Department of Health and Mental Hygiene 


schools in the South Bronx have been corre- 
lated with hourly truck traffic on nearby high- 
ways, and students with asthma had more 
symptoms on high traffic pollution days. 

This research has employed a variety of 
cost-effective approaches that we can adapt 
for understanding air quality in all 188 neigh- 
borhoods. Strategies will include periodic 
monitoring at a range of sites and developing 
statistical models that correlate the impact of 
traffic and land-use patterns with air quality. 

The study findings will establish priority 
neighborhoods for improvement and provide 
baseline data to track the impact of develop- 
ment, policy, and transit changes over the 
coming decades. 


Conclusion 


These initiatives are designed to provide 
everyone in our city with healthier air to 
breathe. We should expect no less than the 
cleanest air of any big city in America, given 
the track record we have set in becoming the 
country’s safest large city. 

By working to reduce emissions both 
nationally and locally, we can surpass the air 
quality of the nation’s other largest cities, 
including Los Angeles, San Antonio, Phoenix, 
San Diego, Dallas, Chicago, Philadelphia, and 
Houston. 

But these cities will not stop trying to 
achieve cleaner air for their citizens—and we 
won't either. That's why we will pioneer a pro- 
cess to track changing pollution levels in every 
New York neighborhood. As our knowledge 
improves, we will be able to target our efforts 
more precisely, and calibrate them to achieve 
the greatest gains for public health and envi- 
ronmental justice. 
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One challenge eclipses them all: climate change. We have 
already started to experience warmer, more unpredictable weather 
and rising sea levels. But greater changes are ahead. By the end 

of the century, temperatures across the globe could rise by as 
much as eight degrees Fahrenheit. In New York, scientists project 
that 40 to 89 days annually could have 90 degree heat—or hotter. 
And as a coastal city, we are vulnerable to the most dramatic 
effects of global warming: rising sea levels and intensifying storms. 


We have a special stake in this discussion—but also 
a unique ability to help shape a solution. 


The sheer scale of our city means that New York emits nearly 
0.25% of the world’s total greenhouse gases; becoming more 
efficient will have a tangible impact. 


But these efforts will build on the strength of the city itself. Our 
density, reliance on mass transit, and smaller, stacked living spaces 
mean that New Yorkers produce a fraction of the greenhouse gases 
compared to the average American. That means growing New York 
is, itself, a climate change strategy. 


Since establishing a model of multi-culturalism and tolerance 
more than 400 years ago, pioneering the infrastructure networks 
that enabled modern life, and embodying an ideal of possibility 
and aspiration, New York has always been the most eloquent 
argument about why cities matter. Now is our opportunity to define 
the role of cities in the 21st century—and lead the fight against 
global warming. 
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Reduce global warming 
emissions by more than 30% 


This Plan is an attempt to sustain our city's 
success and our momentum forward; to 
sustain what we love about New York and 
want to pass on. 


In it we have sought to solve a series of 
distinct challenges; how to generate enough 
housing in a way that doesn't simply accom- 
modate population growth, but helps shape 
the city we want to become; how to balance 
that need against the open space that every 
neighborhood deserves, while our supply 

of land remains limited. We have proposed a 
plan to unleash the most dramatic expansion 


of our transit system in over half a century and 


shift people out of their cars; outlined 
strategies to secure the reliability of the 
energy and water networks underpinning our 
city and plans to empower every community 
through cleaner air, land, and waterways. 


These efforts will require substantial 
investments—but each will provide an even 
greater return. Improving our energy 
infrastructure and lowering demand will 
reduce our energy costs by billions of dollars 


over the next decade. Protecting our watershed 


will avoid a multi-billion-dollar investment in 
new water filtration plants. Improving transit 
and reducing congestion will cut down the 
$13 billion cost to our economy from traffic 
delays. And the action required to execute 
these initiatives—constructing new transit 
lines, retrofitting old buildings, deploying 
new technology—will create thousands of 
well-paying jobs. 

Each solution serves multiple ends; transit- 
oriented development can help address 

our need for housing and reduce traffic 
congestion; modernizing our energy supply 
system can reduce air pollution; greening 
our open spaces can protect the quality 

of the water in our harbor. 


But collectively these initiatives all address 
our greatest challenge: climate change. 
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*New York City data is for 2005 


Scientists have now proven that human activities are 
increasing the concentration of greenhouse gases in the 
earth’s atmosphere—and these gases are raising global tem- 
peratures. The warming of the earth is causing longer heat waves, 
rising sea levels, and more violent storms. (See chart above: 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions) 

Average temperatures across the world could soar eight 
degrees Fahrenheit by the end of the century. But the problem 
isn’t only global—we are already feeling the effects in our city. 

In Lower Manhattan, the water at the Battery has risen more 
than a foot during the last century; as a result, what’s called a 
“hundred-year flood” is actually likely to occur every 80 years. In 
the future, such floods could become twice or even four times as 
frequent. Violent storms could threaten our homes and we are not 
yet prepared: a Category 3 hurricane can produce winds of 111 to 
130 miles per hour, but our current building code only requires 
windows to withstand gusts of 110 miles an hour. As a coastal 
city, New York is especially vulnerable to all of these forces. 

And without action the impacts will continue to intensify. In 
New York, we could experience days hotter than 90 degrees 
between 11% and 24% of the year. The heat would drive up energy 
consumption for cooling, making the problem worse, threatening 
the health of all New Yorkers—especially the elderly—and even 
increase the number of disease-bearing insects who emerge in 
warmer, wetter weather. 

There are things that can be done now: We can amend the 
building code, work to protect our infrastructure—we could even 
consider a storm surge barrier across the Narrows. But the mas- 
sive changes that scientists predict under extreme scenarios 
would still place much of the city underwater—and beyond the 
reach of any protective measures. 

No city can change these forces alone, but collective effort can. 
And New York can help lead the way. (See chart on following page: 
Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategy) 
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Projected Impacts of Our Greenhouse Gas Reduction Strategies 
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1 AVOIDED SPRAWL 


Attract 900,000 new residents by 2030 to 
achieve an avoided 15.6 million metric tons 


* Create sustainable, affordable housing 

* Provide parks near all New Yorkers 

¢ Expand and improve mass transit 

¢ Reclaim contaminated land 

* Open our waterways for recreation 

¢ Ensure a reliable water and energy supply 


¢ Plant trees to create a healthier and more 
beautiful public realm 


2 CLEAN POWER 


Improve New York City’s electricity supply 
to save 10.6 million metric tons 


* Replace inefficient power plants with 
state-of-the-art technology 


* Expand Clean Distributed Generation 


* Promote renewable power 


CLIMATE CHANGE REDUCE GLOBAL WARMING EMISSIONS BY MORE THAN 30% 


AVOIDED SPRAWL 
15.6 MIL TONS/YR 


The result will be an 
annual reduction 

of 33.6 million metric 
tons—and an 
additional 15.6 million 
metric tons avoided 
by accommodating 
900,000 people 

in New York City 


CLEAN POWER 
10.6 MIL TONS/YR 


EFFICIENT BUILDINGS 
16.4 MIL TONS/YR 


SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION 
6.1 MIL TONS/YR 


2030 
Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


3 EFFICIENT BUILDINGS 


Reduce energy consumption in buildings 
by 16.4 million metric tons 


* Improve the efficiency of existing buildings 
* Require efficient new buildings 

* Increase the efficiency of appliances 

* Green the city’s building and energy codes 


* Increase energy awareness through education 
and training 


4 SUSTAINABLE TRANSPORTATION 


Enhance New York City’s transportation 
system to save 6.1 million metric tons 


* Reduce vehicle use by improving public transit 


* Improve the efficiency of private vehicles, taxis, 
and black cars 


* Decrease COQ intensity of fuels 
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There is no silver bullet to deal with cli- 
mate change. Greenhouse gas emissions are 
caused by a variety of sources; there are mil- 
lions of cars, boilers, and light bulbs contrib- 
uting to our emissions. By necessity, any solu- 
tion must be multi-faceted as well. 

As a result, our strategy to help stem cli- 
mate change is the sum of all of the initiatives 
in this plan. 

In our transportation plan, we described 
shifting people from their cars onto an 
expanded mass transit system because our 
economy will stall if we can’t clear the roads. 
But a transit trip also uses far less energy than 
an auto trip, producing less carbon dioxide. 

In our energy plan, we proposed investing 
in repowered or new power plants, because 
they will cost less to operate and improve our 
air quality. But these new plants will also burn 
far less fossil fuel and release fewer green- 
house gases. 

In our open space, air quality, and water 
quality plans, we committed to planting more 
trees to cool our sidewalks and beautify our 
neighborhoods; these efforts, too, will reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions, because trees— 
especially within the concrete landscape of a 
city street—cool the air and sequester carbon 
dioxide. 

PLANYC will reduce our city’s greenhouse 
gas emissions by 30% simply by extending and 
enhancing the inherent strength of New York 
City itself. 


Cities can make the difference. 

Cities have always been incubators of ideas, 
gathering together concentrations of diverse 
people to produce genuine innovation. But 
today they matter more urgently than ever 
before—because of climate change. 

Although the word “environment” may not 
evoke the dense buildings and sidewalks of 
cities, these very qualities make urban centers 
the most sustainable places on earth. 


Projected Emissions and Targeted Reductions 
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Among American cities, New York is the 
most environmentally efficient. Per capita, 
New Yorkers produce less than a third of the 
COvze generated by the average American. 
(See chart above: Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Per Capita) 

This efficiency results from our city’s funda- 
mental design. Dense neighborhoods provide 
stores and services within walking distance, 
enabling us to run many errands on foot or 
by bicycle. An extensive public transportation 
system allows the majority of commuters to 
travel by mass transit. 

We tend to inhabit smaller spaces than 
our suburban counterparts, with fewer lights 
and appliances, and less area to heat and 
cool. Many of these apartments share walls, 
reducing the need for heat even more. With 
many buildings dating from prior to World 
War Il, and thus constructed before the era of 
cheap energy, many of the city’s older build- 
ings have natural daylight and ventilation built 
into their design. 

And as New York attracts more residents, it 
reduces the burden that population places on 
the global environment in the form of sprawl, 
which consumes land, energy, and water at a 
truly gluttonous pace. 

On average, each New Yorker generates 
7.1 metric tons of COze, compared to 24.5 
metric tons from an average American life- 
style. That means that making the city a more 
appealing place to live—through affordable 
housing, easily accessible parks, or cleaner 
air and waterways—radically reduces environ- 
mental impacts. 

And by investing in the maintenance of the 
infrastructure that supports urban life—the 
water system, the roadways, the subways, 
and our power grid—we ensure that this effi- 
cient lifestyle can continue to be sustained 
for generations. 

If New York can absorb 900,000 more 
people by 2030, it will avoid future increases 
in global warming emissions by 15.6 million 
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metric tons per year, simply by giving more 
people the option to settle in our city. 


In spite of our inherent efficiency, we can 
do better. And we must. 

Instead we are doing worse. From 2000 to 
2005, New York’s greenhouse gas emis- 
sions increased almost 5%. Almost half of this 
growth can be traced to the rising energy con- 
sumption of every New Yorker in the form of 
cell phones, computers, and air conditioners; 
the rest is due to new construction. If these 
trends continue, by 2030, the city’s COze 
production will increase 27% over our 2005 
emissions. 

Efficiency efforts often focus on automo- 
biles and power plants. But in New York, we 
must add a third critical category: buildings. 
With 950,000 structures containing 5.2 billion 
square feet, buildings account for 69% of our 
emissions, compared to 32% nationally. Energy 
turns on our lights and televisions, runs our 
heating systems in the winter, and cools us in 
the summer. It also powers proliferating num- 
bers of air conditioners and other appliances. 
(See chart above: Projected Emissions and 
Targeted Reductions) 

When buildings are discussed, standards 
for new construction are generally the focus. 
New York has emerged as a leader in green 
design, with some of the most sustainable 
skyscrapers and affordable housing develop- 
ments in the country—and we must continue 
these efforts. But 85% of the buildings we will 
have in 2030 already exist today. 

That’s why our energy plan focuses on 
reducing consumption in the city’s large exist- 
ing building stock. We have also outlined strat- 
egies to ensure that the energy we do use is 
cleaner and more efficient than our supply 
today, addressing the second major category 
of CO2 emissions: power. 

Transportation is the final significant cul- 
prit, accounting for 23% of our emissions. 
Of that, 70% comes from private vehicles— 
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even though they account for only 55% of all 
trips in the city. By contrast, mass transit is 
responsible for only 11.5% of our transporta- 
tion emissions, meaning car trips are, on aver- 
age, five times more carbon intensive than a 
subway ride. 

The most effective strategy is simply to 
reduce the number of vehicles on the road. A 
simultaneous expansion around of our tran- 
sit system combined with congestion pricing 
would help achieve the city’s first major mode 
shift in decades. But we must also address 
the trucks and automobiles that we do have; 
making them more fuel-efficient, and ensuring 
that they burn cleaner fuels. 

The graph on page 134 shows how we will 
reduce our CO2 emissions. Around 50% of our 
reductions will come from efficiencies in build- 
ings; 32% from improved power generation; 
and 18% from transportation. 


These initiatives will achieve our 30% goal, 
but ultimately that won’t be enough. Scien- 
tists agree that far deeper cuts—on the order 
of 60% to 80%—will be necessary by mid-cen- 
tury if we are to stabilize global temperatures. 

That is why we must aggressively track 
emerging technologies and encourage their 
adoption. For example, the rooftops of New 
York City, if covered with solar panels, could 
produce nearly 18% of the city’s energy needs 
during daytime hours. We have not depended 
on the widespread use of solar energy in this 
plan because its costs today are too high for 
general use; we have tried to rely only on 
technologies feasible today. But near-term 
advances promise to reduce the cost of solar 
panels dramatically; we are also actively accel- 
erating this process by incorporating solar 
energy into City buildings and reducing some 
of the legislative barriers to expansion. Once 
these renewable energy strategies become 
economically viable, we must be ready to pro- 
mote adoption on the widest possible scale. 

Improvements in batteries, biofuel-burn- 
ing engines, wind power, and fuel cells for 
vehicles; higher-efficiency electricity transmis- 
sion lines; building materials that weigh less 
and insulate more; and new types of appli- 
ances and lighting that consume less electric- 
ity: all would help us achieve, and exceed, our 
30% goal. 

These additional savings must be used to 
surpass our target, not substitute for the mea- 
sures envisioned in this plan. Our 30% goal is 
only a starting point toward the greater cuts 
that will be required after 2030. That means 
we cannot rely on technology in the future 
to replace the initiatives we propose for the 
near-term; we will need those additional 
savings later. 


New York City will lead the way. Municipal 
government accounts for approximately 6.5% 
of the city’s overall emissions, concentrated 
mainly in buildings, wastewater treatment, 
and transportation. Since 2001, the City has 
managed to keep its emissions constant, 
despite an annual 2% rise in electricity use. 
Actions the City has already taken, such as 
local laws requiring energy efficiency in new 
buildings, new purchases of energy-using 
equipment, and more efficient City fleets, 
would keep our emissions stable for the next 
decade. But that won’t be enough. (See chart 
above: New York City Municipal Greenhouse 
Gas Emissions) 

That’s why our energy plan has set an 
ambitious, accelerated goal to reduce emis- 
sions from City government operations by 30% 
by 2017. 

We also recognize that New York City 
cannot stop climate change by itself. While 
there is no substitute for Federal action, all 
levels of government have a role to play in 
confronting climate change and its potential 
impacts. 

Broader solutions—such as a cap and trade 
system, which would allow industries to buy 
and sell carbon credits, or a carbon tax, which 
would tax all fuels, cars and power plants on 
the basis of their carbon intensity—cannot 
feasibly be implemented at the city level. They 
must be State, regional, or national efforts— 
and we will advocate for their adoption. 


These measures will help slow the pace of cli- 
mate change, and—if other cities, states, and 
nations around the world act in concert—we 
can stabilize our environment by mid-century. 


But climate change is already underway. 
Worldwide, more than 256 billion tons of 
carbon dioxide have already been released 
into the atmosphere during the past 10 years, 
and the impacts will continue being felt for 
decades. We also cannot depend on the 
actions of others. 

That is why, even as we work to stem the 
rise of global warming, we must also prepare 
for the changes that are already inevitable. 
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New York City Municipal 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
Carbon Dioxide Equivalent in 
Metric Tons per Year, 2006 


Total: 3.8 million metric tons 
MS} MUNICIPAL BUILDINGS 
MUNICIPAL VEHICLE FLEET 
> SCHOOL BUSES 
~ DSNY LONG-HAUL TRANSPORT 
{™® STREETLIGHTS/TRAFFIC SIGNALS 
©) WATER AND SEWER 


Note: Figures total to 102% due to carbon absorption 
by waste and independent rounding 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning 
and Sustainability 


Our plan for climate 

change adaptation: 

1 Create an intergovernmental Task Force 
to protect our city’s vital infrastructure 

2 Work with vulnerable neighborhoods 
to develop site-specific strategies 

3 Launch a citywide strategic planning 
process for climate change adaptation 


Adapting to climate change 


We will embark on a broad effort to adapt 
our city to the unavoidable climate shifts 
ahead. This will include measures to fortify 
our critical infrastructure, working in con- 
junction with City, State, and Federal agen- 
cies and authorities; update our flood plain 
maps to protect areas most prone or vulner- 
able to flooding; and work with at-risk neigh- 
borhoods across the city to develop site- 
specific plans. In addition to these targeted 
initiatives, we must also embrace a broader 
perspective, tracking the emerging data on 
climate change and its potential impacts on 
our city. (See case study on facing page: New 
York City Disaster Planning; see map on facing 
page: New York City Flood Evacuation Zones) 


CASE STUDY 
New York City Disaster Planning 


The sobering images of Hurricane Katrina still 
haunt us—a testament to our vulnerability in the 
face of nature's ferocity. 


For many New Yorkers, the idea of a similar 
catastrophe affecting our own city is unthinkable. 
But a 1995 study by the U.S. Army Corps of 
Engineers concluded that a Category 3 hurricane 
in New York could create a surge of up to 16 feet 
at La Guardia Airport, 21 feet at the Lincoln Tunnel 
entrance, 24 feet at the Battery Tunnel, and 25 
feet at John F. Kennedy International Airport. The 
impacts could be even greater as a result of waves 
following the surge or tides, both of which could 
increase the damage. 


As many as three million people would need 
to be evacuated. 


Credit: NYC Office of Emergency Management 


= = Illustrative Depiction of 
Holland Tunnel Flood Level 
from Storm Surge 


In 2006, the City responded to this threat by But our dense urban environment would require emissions and thus prevent dangerous climate 
unveiling an emergency response plan. A team new approaches from previous disaster recovery _ change. But that will not eliminate the need to be 
of more than 34,000 City employees would lead efforts. That's why the City has also launched prepared for the worst. By planning for potential 
the mobilization effort, bringing residents to a design competition to create “safe, clean, future storms today, the worst impacts can be 
evacuation shelters throughout the city. The Fire affordable and rapidly deployable” housing avoided. 

Department would assist in evacuating the elderly _for up to two years. 

and infirm from hospitals and nursing homes. The only way to reduce the risk of violent storms 


Mass transit would also be used in the evacuation _ in the future is to reduce greenhouse gas 


process, with fares and tolls waived. 137 


New York City Flood Evacuation Zones 


HURRICANE LEVEL 

Hi CATEGORY 1 OR HIGHER 
Mi CATEGORY 2 OR HIGHER 
\ CATEGORY 3 OR 4 


Source: NYC Office of Emergency Management 
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INITIATIVE 1 

Create an intergovernmental 
Task Force to protect our 

vital infrastructure 

We will expand our adaptation 
strategies beyond the protection 

of our water supply, sewer, and 
wastewater treatment systems to 
include all essential city infrastructure 


In 2004, the City’s Department of Environmen- 
tal Protection (DEP) initiated a Climate Change 
Task Force to study the potential impacts of 
climate change on our water infrastructure. 
Working with research scientists at the NASA 
Goddard Institute for Space Studies, Colum- 
bia University’s Center for Climate Systems 
Research, and other institutions, DEP has 
generated global and regional climate models 
that have been included in the agency's stra- 
tegic and capital planning. 

For example, the design and operation of 
our sewer and wastewater treatment systems 
have been based on existing sea levels—as 
they are in most jurisdictions. But these levels 
are changing. When combined with increas- 
ingly severe storm surges, there will be signifi- 
cant operational effects. The Task Force evalu- 
ated these impacts, enabling DEP to take such 
risks into account as they site new facilities 
and invest in existing ones. 

But substantial other aspects of our infra- 
structure remain at risk, especially from 
sea level change; our subterranean subway 
system and tunnels, the airports, which are 
at sea level, power plants, which are often on 
waterfront sites, waste transfer terminals, and 
other critical infrastructure are all potentially 
vulnerable. As these facilities are owned and 
operated by a variety of entities, protecting 
these sites will require a coordinated effort 
among the City, the State, the MTA, the Port 
Authority, and the utilities. 

That’s why the City will invite these and 
other relevant public and quasi-public entities 
to join the New York City Climate Change Task 
Force. The Task Force will create an inventory 
of existing at-risk infrastructure, analyze and 
prioritize the components of each system, 
develop adaptation strategies, and design 
guidelines for new infrastructure. 


This will not be an easy task. For most 
agencies, planning for climate change is anew 
challenge and given other competing—and 
often immediate—needs, it is often difficult 
to prioritize. As a result, integrating climate 
change impacts into long-term capital plan- 
ning will require new ways of thinking. But it is 
essential to begin. 


INITIATIVE 2 


Work with vulnerable 
neighborhoods to develop 
site-specific strategies 

We will create a community planning 
process to engage all stakeholders in 
community-specific climate adaptation 
strategies 


Protecting our infrastructure is crucial, but we 
also need to prepare our city to deal with the 
consequences of climate change, especially in 
flood-prone areas. There are obvious impacts 
to people’s property and livelinoods from 
windstorms, flooding, heat waves, and other 
direct effects of climate change. Shifting cli- 
mate patterns can take lives and pose major 
public health dangers. 

While all five boroughs have vulnerable 
coastline, each community’s risk and the opti- 
mal solutions to minimize that risk will vary. 
Therefore, preparing for these impacts must 
include communhity-specific planning. 

A successful community planning process 
provides the neighborhood with the tools nec- 
essary to understand the challenges, engage 
in problem solving, and effectively communi- 
cate preferred solutions. In addition, the pro- 
cess must take into account the unique chal- 
lenges associated with planning for climate 
change. Beyond a broadening awareness of 
the general issues, the details about climate 
change remain unfamiliar to most of the 
public—and most publications on the topic 
are extremely technical and difficult to read. 
Also, all scenarios are based on projections 
that continue to evolve. 

To begin addressing these challenges, the 
City has partnered with Columbia University, 
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UPROSE, and the Sunset Park community to 
design a standardized process to engage 
waterfront neighborhoods in conversations 
about climate change adaptation. 

We will work with the community to inform 
them about the potential impacts of climate 
change and possible solutions—and seek to 
understand their priorities moving forward. 
By 2008, we will have a process that can be 
applied to all at-risk neighborhoods across 
the city, mostly along the waterfront. We must 
ensure that all new plans consider the effects 
of climate change and develop strategies that 
respond to each community’s unique char- 
acteristics, including building types, access 
and use of waterfront, and existing commu- 
nity planning efforts, such as 197A plans and 
Brownfield Opportunity Area applications. 


INITIATIVE 3 


Launch a citywide strategic 
planning process for climate 
change adaptation 

We will begin developing a 
comprehensive climate change 
adaptation policy 


But all New Yorkers—not just individual 
neighborhoods—will be impacted by climate 
change. Protecting the city will require a city- 
wide strategy. (See case study on facing page: 
The Cost of Inaction 

Countries around the world have begun to 
develop this kind of broad-based framework 
for climate change adaptation—in Britain, 
Japan, and the Netherlands. 

But New York will become the first major 
American city to comprehensively assess the 
risks, costs, and potential solutions for adapt- 
ing to climate change. 

This effort will be unprecedented and chal- 
lenging. Climate change projections for sea 
level rise, intensifying storms, and hotter tem- 
peratures are just that—projections. The vari- 
ables involved in forecasting mean that there 
are no certainties, only probabilities. As a 
result, a step-by-step approach, with decision 
points along the way, will be necessary. 


Further, some proposals require thinking on a 
scale that is beyond the traditional scope for 
public planning. Concepts like sea walls—con- 
crete barriers that would surround the city’s 
coast line—or a series of more targeted storm 
surge barriers are possibilities, but each raises 
serious questions. Storm surge barriers could 
protect significant swaths of our coastline, but 
still leave others exposed—and cost billions. 
Any assessment of investments on that scale 
will need to be undertaken carefully. 


We will create a strategic 
planning process to adapt to 
climate change impacts 


That’s why we will create a New York City Cli- 
mate Change Advisory Board. Composed 
of non-City government agencies, as well as 
scientists, engineers, insurance experts, and 
public policy experts, the advisory board will 
help the Office of Long-Term Planning and Sus- 
tainability develop a planning framework by: 


*Developing a risk-based, cost-benefit 
assessment process to inform investment 
decisions, including the establishment of 
clear metrics and decision points 


* Assessing possible strategies to protect 
against flooding and storm surges, and 
providing recommendations 


As the first American city to undertake such a 
comprehensive climate change planning pro- 
cess, the first phase of this effort includes a 
scoping study to identify necessary experts, 
methodology, and design of the larger plan- 
ning process. This study will look to models 
abroad, as well as to academic and other work 
here in the United States. 

In addition, we will work with other coastal 
cities in the United States to share informa- 
tion on climate change planning experiences, 
develop joint strategies, and pool resources 
when appropriate. 


We will ensure that New York's 
100-year floodplain maps are updated 


FEMA's floodplain maps for New York City 
are significantly out of date. The last major 
revisions were in 1983, based on even ear- 
lier data. Since that time, numerous shifts 
have occurred that should be reflected in 
these plans: changes to the shoreline and 
elevations, rising sea levels, and an increased 
severity of storms, along with technological 
changes that allow for more accurate map- 
making. Mapping like that done by the U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers for the city’s hurri- 
cane zones will inform the revisions. 


These maps determine insurance rates and 
establish areas subject to building code 
requirements, so it is critically important that 
they be accurate and up-to-date. We will work 
with FEMA to ensure that our floodplain maps 
reflect the most current information. 


We will document the City's 
floodplain management strategies 
to secure discounted flood insurance 
for New Yorkers 


The National Flood Insurance Program's (NFIP) 
Community Rating System (CRS) is a voluntary 
incentive program that recognizes community 
floodplain management strategies that go 
beyond the minimum required. On the basis of 
this rating system, the 15,000 flood insurance 
policyholders in the city can receive discounts 
for aggressive action. 

New York City already has relatively strict 
standards that should make residents eligible 
for reduced premiums, but we must submit 
an extensive application documenting our 
actions to FEMA. The City will compile and 
submit the documentation required to estab- 
lish its CRS rating. 


We will amend the building code 
to address the impacts of climate 
change 


The Department of Buildings will assemble a 
task force composed of City officials, build- 
ing professionals, and other experts to make 
recommendations for changes to the build- 
ing code that address the consequences of 
climate change. Impacts to be considered 
include the increased potential for flooding 
droughts, high winds, heat waves, the dis 
ruption of utility services, and the need for 
buildings to be inhabitable without energy, a 
concept known as “passive survivability.” This 
task force will coordinate with other work- 
ing groups analyzing the impacts of climate 
change and requirements for adaptation. 


, 


CASE STUDY 

The Cost of Inaction 

Preparing for climate change will be 
costly. But it is becoming increasingly 
clear: not preparing will be worse. 


According to the Stern Review on the 
Economics of Climate Change, the overall 
costs and risks of not adapting to climate 
change will be equivalent to losing 

5% of global Gross Domestic Product 
(GDP). If environmental and health 
impacts are taken into account, the 
estimates of damage could rise to 20% 
of GDP or more. 


Whether or not one believes the science 
behind global warming, more and more 
markets do. The insurance industry is 
already beginning to evaluate municipal 
investments in light of risks due to 
climate change. Cities that don't have 
strong climate change strategies in place 
may face lower credit ratings, increased 
insurance costs, and reduced bonding 
Capacity. For example, the world's largest 
reinsurer, Swiss Re, has instructed 
corporate clients to come up with 
strategies for handling global warming 
or risk losing liability coverage. 


The insurance industry's response 

to the consequences of climate change 
is continuing to shape the economy. 
U.S. insurers are already raising rates or 
leaving markets as a result of increased 
risk in coastal and fire-prone areas. 


In areas where insurers feel the risk 

is too great, or their ability to raise 
premiums is hampered by political or 
regulatory limitations, the risk burden 
will be shifted to the public as well as 
to banks and investors. For example, 
Allstate considered cancelling 20,000 
homeowner policies in the Tampa Bay 
Area; the cuts would have come on top 
of 32,000 policies that Allstate canceled 
in South Florida since the 1992 storm. 
CIGNA Corporation stopped writing 
new policies in South Florida entirely 
to reduce its risk of claim losses. 
CIGNA's sales moratorium took effect 
a month before the start of the Atlantic 
hurricane season. 

These developments, and others like 
them, make clear that the costs of 
inaction now outweigh the expense 

of action. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


Next Steps 


This Plan has laid out an ambitious agenda for 
action that can create a sustainable New York 
City—and allow us to achieve the overall goal 
of leaving our children a city that is cleaner, 
healthier, and more reliable than it is today. 

This agenda will require tremendous effort: 
on the part of City officials and State legisla- 
tors; by community leaders and our delega- 
tion in Washington; from the State govern- 
ment and from every New Yorker. It will not 
be easy, and it will not be free. But the payoff 
is real, and big; and the perils of inaction are 
far greater than the costs of action. 

Further, we must start today. We may call 
this a long-term plan, but building that future 
will require immediate action. Some will 
have an impact and meet a need right away; 
in 2007 we will begin unlocking school play- 
grounds. For others, like reducing our green- 
house gas emissions, a window of opportu- 
nity may be closing. 

As a result, we are committed to acting 
quickly to begin implementing this Plan. 
We will submit draft legislation to the State 
Assembly, State Senate, and City Council, 
and work with legislators to secure its pas- 
sage. We will work closely, starting immedi- 
ately, with State agencies to implement the 
regulatory and administrative aspects of this 
plan at the State level. 


Many of the initiatives in this Plan can be 
implemented directly by the City. All of the 
relevant City agencies have participated in 
shaping these initiatives and will begin as 
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quickly as possible to implement everything 
that is under our control. The Mayor will ask 
his Sustainability Advisory Board to con- 
tinue providing their assistance to this effort, 
through ongoing advice and by helping City 
agencies work through the challenges of 


implementation. 
In addition, we wi 
Long-Term Planning 


take on new responsi 


| expand the Office of 
and Sustainability to 
bilities, such as foster- 


ing interagency cooperation on stormwater 
management practices and developing a cli- 
mate change adaptation strategy. 

The office will also begin issuing two 
annual reports. One will report on progress 
made on each of the Plan’s initiatives and 
overall progress towards the goals. The 
other will report on climate change, which 
will include annual updates to the city’s 
greenhouse gas emissions inventory; an 
assessment of how well our strategies are 
working toward achieving our greenhouse 
gas reduction goals; reports on the extent of 
climate change and the impacts we face; and 
updates on the city’s efforts towards climate 
change adaptation. 

While 2030 may seem like a long way off, 
there is much that we can accomplish in the 
next few years. For virtually all of our initia- 
tives, we have identified short-term milestones 
that can be achieved before the end of this 
Administration and this City Council in Decem- 
ber 2009. Fast action now will be crucial to set- 
ting this Plan on the way to realization. 


There are now 8.2 million New 
Yorkers—more than at any time in 
our history. And more are coming. 


They are coming because New York has 
renewed itself; because over the past 
three decades we have achieved one 
of the greatest resurgences of any 
American city. 


Growth is ultimately an expression of 
optimism; it depends on a belief in pos- 
sibility—essential to New York’s soul 
since its days as an inclusive, turbulent, 
tolerant Dutch colony. 


That is why our recovery has not only 
strengthened our quality of life, but 
also our sense of hope. We have proven 
that challenges once considered insur- 
mountable can be overcome. It is time 
to summon that spirit again. 


Over the next two decades, more 
people, visitors, and jobs will bring 
vibrancy, diversity, opportunity—and 
revenue. But unless we act, they will 
also bring challenges; infrastructure 
strained beyond its limits; parks packed 
with too many people; streets choked 
with traffic; trains crammed with too 
many passengers. Meanwhile, we 

will face an increasingly precarious 
environment and the growing danger 
of climate change that imperils not 
just our city, but the planet. 


We have offered a different vision. 


It is a vision of providing New Yorkers 
with the cleanest air of any big city in the 
nation; of maintaining the purity of our 


drinking water and opening more 

of our rivers and creeks and coastal 
waters to recreation; of producing 
more energy more cleanly and more 
reliably, and offering more choices on 
how to travel quickly and efficiently 
across our City. It is a vision where 
contaminated land is reclaimed and 
restored to communities; where every 
family lives near a park or playground; 
where housing is sustainable and avail- 
able to New Yorkers from every back- 
ground, reflecting the diversity that has 
defined our city for centuries. 


It is a vision of New York as the 
first sustainable 21st century city— 
but it is more than that. It is a plan 

to get there. 


The 127 new initiatives detailed here 
will strengthen our economy, public 
health, and quality of life. Collectively, 
they will add up to the broadest attack 
on climate change ever undertaken by 
an American city. 


New Yorkers used to think this boldly 
all the time. Previous generations looked 
ahead and imagined how their city 
would grow. They built subways through 
undeveloped land and established 
Central Park far from the heart of the 
city. They constructed water tunnels 
that could serve millions when our city 
was a fraction of the size. 


Their actions made our modern city 
possible. 


Now it is our turn. 


The concept of “sustainability” brings together ends. Some, in fact, rely on others; for example, Throughout this document, each initiative 


economic, social, and environmental consider- we cannot meet our air quality goal if we donot has appeared with icons representing the 
ations precisely because these goals are also reduce road congestion. And virtually every _ various goals it helps achieve. Here we present 
inter-related. Solutions in one area can bring initiative in this plan contributes to the global them in one place, demonstrating the 
benefits in another. fight against climate change, because enabling —_ interdependence of our solutions to building 
Similarly, we have approached this plan the most energy- and land-efficient city in a sustainable New York. 

holistically, not as a series of separate America to grow will help reduce our nation's 

challenges. Each initiative achieves multiple global warming emissions. 
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CONTINUE PUBLICLY-INITIATED REZONINGS 


Pursue transit-oriented development Oo @ @ © @ 
Reclaim underutilized waterfronts @ @ ® ® r @ 
Increase new transit options 
to spur development ® 8 @ @ 
142 CREATE NEW HOUSING ON PUBLIC LAND 
Expand co-locations with government 
agencies cs) e © Oo 
Adapt outdated buildings to new uses @ @ @ @ 
= EXPLORE ADDITIONAL AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY 
un Develop underused areas to knit 
= neighborhoods together 6 @ 
<= A 
Capture the potential of 
infrastructure investments @ © © © 
Deck over railyards, rail lines, and highways e@ e @ @ @ 
EXPAND TARGETED AFFORDABILITY PROGRAMS 
Develop new financing strategies a) O 
Expand inclusionary zoning @ g 
Encourage homeownership ‘e) 
Preserve the existing stock of affordable 
housing throughout New York City @ @ @ 
MAKE EXISTING SITES AVAILABLE TO MORE NEW YORKERS 
Open schoolyards across the city as 
public playgrounds . © 
Increase options for competitive athletics @ 
Complete underdeveloped destination parks 
wy @ & 
aa EXPAND USABLE HOURS AT EXISTING SITES 
= Provide more multi-purpose fields r) 
Lu 
a 
‘=)| Install new lighting r) 
RE-IMAGINE PUBLIC REALM 
Create or enhance a public plaza 
in every community @ © © oO 
Green the cityscape e re) @ e) O 
Create homes for almost a a | Ensure that all New Yorkers Clean up all contaminated land Open 90% of our waterways Sp Develop critical backup systems 
fix} a million more New Yorkers, iy live within a 10-minute . in New York City. for recreation by reducing a for our aging water network 
ges = while making housing more walk of a park. water pollution and preserving to ensure long-term reliability. 


affordable and sustainable. our natural areas. 
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BROWNFIELDS 


WATER QUALITY 


WATER NETWORK 


MAKE EXISTING BROWNFIELD PROGRAMS FASTER AND MORE EFFICIENT 


Adopt on-site testing to streamline 
the cleanup process 
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Create remediation guidelines for 
New York City cleanups 


Establish a City office to promote 
brownfield planning and redevelopment 


EXPAND ENROLLMENT INTO STREAMLINED PROGRAMS 


Expand participation in the current State 
Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) 


Create a City program to oversee all 
additional cleanups 


Provide incentives to lower costs 
of remediation 


ENCOURAGE GREATER COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT 


Encourage the State to release 
community-based redevelopment grants 


Provide incentives to participate in 
Brownfields Opportunity Area (BOA) planning 


Launch outreach effort to educate commu- 
nities about brownfield redevelopment 


IDENTIFY REMAINING SITES FOR CLEANU 


Create database of historic uses across New 
York City to identify potential brownfields 


Limit liability of property owners who seek 
to redevelop brownfields 


CONTINUE IMPLEMENTING INFRASTRUCT! 


Develop and implement 
Long-Term Control Plans 


@ 
URE UPGRADES 


Expand wet weather capacity 
at treatment plants 


PURSUE PROVEN SOLUTIONS TO PREVEN 


Increase use of High Level Storm Sewers 
(HLSS) 


T WATER FROM ENTERING SYSTEM 


Capture the benefits of our open space plan 


Expand the Bluebelt program 


EXPAND TRACK AND ANALYZE NEW BEST 
Form interagency BMP Task Force 


@ © 
MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPS) ON A BROAD SCALE 


Pilot promising BMPs 


Require greening of parking lots 


Provide incentives for green roofs 


Protect wetlands 


ENSURE THE QUALITY OF OUR DRINKING 
Continue the Watershed Protection Program 


WATER 


Construct an ultraviolet disinfection plant 
for the Catskill and Delaware Systems 


Build the Croton Filtration Plant 


CREATE REDUNDANCY FOR AQUEDUCTS TO NEW YORK C! 


Launch a major new water 
conservation effort 


TY 


Maximize existing facilities 


Evaluate new water sources 


Improve travel times Reach a full “state of good repair" Provide cleaner, more reliable power 
on New York City's roads, subways, for every New Yorker by upgrading 


and rails for the first time in history. 


by adding transit capacity 
for millions more residents, 
visitors and workers 


our energy infrastructure. 


a 


Achieve the cleanest air 
of any big city in America. 


NZ) 


Reduce global warming 
emissions by more than 30% 
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MODERNIZE IN-CITY DISTRIBUTION 
Complete Water Tunnel No. 3 


WATER NETWORK 


Complete a backup tunnel to Staten Island @ 
Accelerate upgrades to water main @ 
infrastructure 


BUILD AND EXPAND TRANSIT INFRASTRU 
Increase capacity on key congested routes 


CTURE 


Provide new commuter rail access 
to Manhattan 


Expand transit access to underserved areas 


IMPROVE TRANSIT SERVICE ON EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 
Improve and expand bus service 


Improve local commuter rail service 


Improve access to existing transit 


Address congested areas around the city 


PROMOTE OTHER SUSTAINABLE MODES 
Expand ferry service 


Promote cycling 


IMPROVE TRAFFIC FLOW BY REDUCING CONGESTION 
Pilot congestion pricing 


TRANSPORTATION 


Manage roads more efficiently 


Strengthen enforcement of traffic violations 


Facilitate freight movements 


ACHIEVE A STATE OF GOOD REPAIR ON OUR ROADS AND TRANSIT SYSTEM 


Close the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority's state of good repair gap 


Reach a state of good repair on the city's 
roads and bridges 


DEVELOP NEW FUNDING SOURCES 


Establish a new regional transit 
financing authority 


IMPROVE ENERGY PLANNING 


Establish a New York City 
Energy Planning Board 


REDUCE NEW YORK CITY'S ENERGY CONSUMPTION 


Reduce energy consumption 
by City government @ @ @ 
ses | Strengthen energy and building codes 
= in New York City 6 6 ® 
Lu 
-| Create an energy efficiency authority 
wm | for New York City @ ® ce) 
Prioritize five key areas for targeted 
incentives ® @ @ 
Expand Peak Load Management @ @ @ 
Launch an energy awareness and 
training campaign @ @ @ 
Create homes for almost re. 4 Ensure that all New Yorkers . Clean up all contaminated land Open 90% of our waterways = Develop critical backup systems 
a million more New Yorkers, iy live within a 10-minute in New York City. for recreation by reducing ry for our aging water network 
while making housing more Ga walk of a park. water pollution and preserving to ensure long-term reliability. 


affordable and sustainable. our natural areas. 
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EXPAND THE CITY'S CLEAN POWER SUPPLY 


Facilitate repowering and construct power 
plants and dedicated transmission lines 


Expand Clean Distributed Generation 
(“Clean DG") 


Support expansion of natural gas 
infrastructure 


EXPAND THE CITY'S CLEAN POWER SUPP! 
Foster the market for renewable energy 


MODERNIZE ELECTRICITY DELIVERY INFRASTRUCTURE 


Accelerate reliability improvements 
to the city's grid 


Facilitate grid repairs through improved 
coordination and joint bidding 


Support Con Edison's efforts 
to modernize the grid 


REDUCE ROAD VEHICLE EMISSIONS 


Capture the air quality benefits of our 
transportation plan 


Improve fuel efficiency of private cars 


Reduce emissions from taxis, black cars, 
and for hire-vehicles 


Replace, retrofit, and refuel diesel trucks 


Decrease school bus emissions 


REDUCE OTHER TRANSPORTATION EMISSIONS 


Retrofit ferries and promote use 
cleaner fuels 
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Seek to partner with the Port Authority 
to reduce emissions from Port facilities 


AIR QUALITY 


Reduce emissions from 
construction vehicles 


REDUCE EMISSIONS FROM BUILDINGS 


Capture the air quality benefits 
of our energy plan 


Promote the use of cleaner burning 
heating fuels 


PURSUE NATURAL SOLUTIONS TO IMPROVE AIR QUALITY 


Capture the benefits of our open space plan 


Reforest targeted areas of our parkland 


CLIMATE 


Increase tree plantings on lots 


UNDERSTAND THE SCOPE OF THE CHALLENGE 
Launch collaborative local air quality study 


PROTECT OUR VITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 


Create an intergovernmental Task Force 
to protect our vital infrastructure 


DEVELOP SITE-SPECIFIC STRATEGIES 


Work with vulnerable neighborhoods 
to develop site-specific strategies 


INCORPORATE CLIMATE CHANGE CONCERNS INTO PLAN 


Launch a citywide strategic planning 
process for climate change adaptation 


NING PROCESS 


Improve travel times 
EEile by adding transit capacity 
for millions more residents, 


visitors and workers 


Reach a full “state of good repair" 
on New York City's roads, subways, 
and rails for the first time in history. 


Provide cleaner, more reliable power 
for every New Yorker by upgrading 
our energy infrastructure. 


a 


Achieve the cleanest air 


of any big city in America. 


NZ) 


Reduce global warming 
emissions by more than 30% 
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implementation 


DCAS 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF BUILDINGS 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF CITYWIDE 
ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF CITY PLANNING 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION 
NYC DEPARTMENT OF FINANCE 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH AND MENTAL 
HYGIENE 


NYC DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
NYC DEPARTMENT OF PARKS & RECREATION 
NYC DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION 


NYCEEA 


NYC ENERGY EFFICIENCY AUTHORITY 
(PROPOSED) 


One of the biggest challenges to long-term planning 

in government is that the terms of elected leaders rarely 
extend into the long term. It means that time will be up 
before the job is finished, which in some cases limits the 
desire or ability to embark on multi-year efforts. But we 
rarely appreciate the extent to which long-term challenges 
require near-term action to solve or avoid them. As a result, 
this plan requires fast implementation. 


The Bloomberg Administration has made a significant 
commitment to the fulfillment of this plan, including budget 


eur parle pels OE ENVIRONMENTAE allocations and a commitment to expand the Office of Long- 
NYSERDA NEW YORK STATE ENERGY RESEARCH Term Planning and Sustainability. But its implementation 
BND DENCE MEN AUTOR will require action by many leaders—in City government, 
tee ELEWVOEE IG NEW JERSEY in the City Council and the State Legislature, and in the 
NYS PSC NYS PUBLIC SERVICE COMMISSION public authorities that serve the city. Here we outline the 
OLTPS NYC MAYOR'S OFFICE OF LONG-TERM responsibilities, critical steps, milestones, and City budget 
PLANNING AND SUSTAINABILITY . : fi ; : 
bes de eadnmeor eMnaMenre commitments as a guide to how this plan will be imple- 
REMEDIATION (PROPOSED) mented. 
SCA NYC SCHOOL CONSTRUCTION AUTHORITY 


EDC NYC ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION 


HPD NYC DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING 
PRESERVATION AND DEVELOPMENT 


MTA METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 


SUB-INITIATIVE 


CONTINUE PUBLICLY-INITIATED REZONINGS 


1 Pursue transit-oriented development 


IMPLEMENTATION 
LEAD AGENCY 


SMART SUSTAINABLE MOBILITY AND REGIONAL 
TRANSPORTATION FUND (PROPOSED) 


TBTA TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE AND TUNNEL AUTHORITY 
TLC NYC TAXI AND LIMOUSINE COMMMISSION 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 
aus (FY ee tn) try OB) 


NON-CITY 
ACTION 
NEEDED TO 
PROGRESS 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


Use upcoming rezonings to direct growth DCP 
toward areas with strong transit access 


Complete current Administration agenda 
for rezonings and land use studies 


2 Reclaim underutilized waterfronts 


Continue restoring underused or vacant DCP 
waterfront land across the city 


Complete current Administration agenda 
for rezonings and land use studies 


3 Increase transit options to spur development 


Use transit extensions to spark growth as 
the subways did more than a century ago 


CREATE NEW HOUSING ON PUBLIC LAND 


4 Expand co-locations with government agencies 


MTA/OLTPS/DOT 


Transit 
extensions 


Implement increased transit options 
including BRT to spur development 


Undertake rezonings alonside 
transit expansion 


Pursue partnerships with City and State DCAS/HPD Create database of City, State, Execute on co-location opportunities 
agencies throughout the city and Federal land for co-location 
opportunities and housing 2.0 0.2 
5 Adapt outdated buildings to new uses 
Seek to adapt unused schools, hospitals, DCP/HPD Use database to identify and execute Execute on co-location opportunities 


and other outdated municipal sites for 
productive use as new housing 


EXPLORE ADDITIONAL AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY 


6 Develop underused areas to knit neighborhoods together 


on initial sites 


Continue to identify underutilized areas DCP 
across the city that are well-served by 
transit and other infrastructure 


Complete current Administration agenda 
for rezonings and land use studies 


Begin studying areas of opportunity 
and select few for in-depth re-zoning 
initiatives S = 


HOUSING 


OPEN SPACE 


SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 
LEAD AGENCY ACTION 
NEEDED TO 


PROGRESS 


EXPLORE ADDITIONAL AREAS OF OPPORTUNITY, CONTINUED 


7 Capture the potential of transportation infrastructure investments 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF 


NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


PITAL OPERATING 
(FY 17) (FY '08) 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


Examine the potential of major infrastruc- | DCP 
ture expansions to spur growth in new 
neighborhoods 


Identify rezoning opportunities that 
emerge with implementation of new 
transit projects 


8 Deck over railyards, rail lines, and highways 


Explore opportunities to create new land DCP 
by constructing decks over transportation 
infrastructure 


EXPAND TARGETED AFFORDABILITY PROGRAMS 
9 Develop new financing strategies 


Identify railyards, rail lines, and highways 
that coincide with sustainable develop- 
ment and have the capacity 

for anticipated growth 


Conduct feasibility assessments and 
identify opportunities for rezonings and 
required infrastructure investments 


Continue to pursue creative financing HPD 
strategies to reach new income brackets 


Create Mayor's New Housing Marketplace 
Plan to build 165,000 units of affordable 
housing 


Pursue new opportunities to continue 
programs to promote affordable housing 


10 Expand inclusionary zoning 


Seek opportunities to expand the use of HPD 
inclusionary zoning, harnessing the private 
market to create economically-integrated 
communities 


Pursue inclusionary zoning in all appro- 
priate rezonings initiated and reviewed 
by the city 


Continue use of inclusionary zoning 
in all appropriate rezonings initiated 
and reviewed by the city 


11 Encourage homeownership 


Continue to develop programs to encourage | HPD 
homeownership, emphasizing affordable 
apartments over single-family homes 


Complete Mayor's New Housing Market- 
Place plan to build 165,000 units of 
affordable housing 


Promote home ownership opportunities 
where appropriate 


12 Preserve the existing stock of affordable housing throughout New York City 


Continue to develop programs HPD 
to preserve the existing affordable 
housing that so many New Yorkers 
depend upon today 


MAKE EXISTING SITES AVAILABLE TO MORE NEW YORKERS 
1 Open schoolyards across the city as public playgrounds 


Complete Mayor's new housing 
marketplace plan to build 165,000 units 
of affordable housing 


Pursue new opportunities to continue 
programs to promote affordable housing 


Open schoolyards as playgrounds DPR/DOE Open all Category 1 sites not requiring Open all school yards in priority Private donors 
in every neighborhood capital improvements neighborhoods 
117.2 55 
2 Increase options for competitive athletes 
Make high-quality competition fields DPR Open fields up for community use on Continue to maintain fields 
available to teams across the city 43 fields 
3 Complete underdeveloped destination parks 
Fulfill the potential of at least one major DPR Complete community outreach Complete construction of all 
undeveloped park site in every borough and designs for all regional parks regional parks 664 
EXPAND USABLE HOURS AT EXISTING SITES 
4 Provide more multi-purpose fields 
Convert asphalt sites into multi-use DPR Complete development of all proposed Maintain transformed fields 
turf fields multi-purpose fields for continued use 121 
5 Install new lighting 
Maximize time on our existing turf fields by | DPR Complete installation of all proposed maintain installed field lighting and seek 
installing additional lights for nighttime use field lights new opportunities ab 
RE-IMAGINE THE PUBLIC REALM 
6 Create or enhance a public plaza in every community 
Create or enhance at least one public plaza | DOT Continue development of identified Construct 10 to 15 plazas; identify 
in every community plaza initiatives and develop process for | new plaza opportunities in priority 
community identification of potential neighborhoods 134.3 = 
new plazas 
7 Green the cityscape 
Fill every available street tree opportunity DPR Plant 15,000 street trees a year Achieve 100% street tree stocking level 
in New York City 
246.9 8.1 
Expand Greenstreets program DPR Complete 240 greenstreets Complete 640 greenstreets Private donors 
15.0 0.6 
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SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 
LEAD AGENCY ACTION 
NEEDED TO 


PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 


(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


CAPITAL OPERATING 
a ee ee ec 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


MAKE EXISTING BROWNFIELD PROGRAMS FASTER AND MORE EFFICIENT 


1 Adopt on-site testing to streamline the cleanup process 


Pilot the “Triad” program on two sites OER Conduct first two pilots of Triad and If effective, promote the use of Triad 
evaluate their effectiveness in the city in City and private developments 
environment a 
2 Create remediation guidelines for New York City cleanups 
Analyze New York City's soil and develop OER Complete urban soil study; city-specific | Achieve agreement on all city-specific 
a set of standard cleanup remedies appro- remediation guidelines under develop- presumptive remedies based on urban 
priate for the city ment soil studies ° 
3 Establish a City office to promote brownfield planning and redevelopment 
Create a new City office to increase OLTPS Establish and fully staff office; 
resources dedicated to brownfield planning, regularly evaluate city applications 
testing, and cleanups and E-designated sites 0.5 
EXPAND ENROLLMENT INTO STREAMLINED PROGRAMS 
4 Expand participation in the current State Brownfield Cleanup Program (BCP) 
Ask State to redistribute BCP tax credits to | OLTPS State law Enact recommended changes State 
relieve budgetary pressures, and begin cov- to State law 
ering New York City-specific contamination 7 
5 Create a City program to oversee all additional cleanups 
Create a City-sponsored program to provide | OER State law Establish City BCP; oversee all Continue to oversee voluntary 
oversight of cleanups for any sites not voluntary clean ups and E-designated cleanups in New York City not enrolled 
enrolled in other programs (Council legislation, State DEC approval, | in a State program 0.5 
and regulations promulgated) 
w 
a 6 Provide incentives to lower costs of remediation 
Lu 
L Dedicate $15 million to capitalize a fund to | OER Establish a revolving loan fund; issue 
= support brownfield redevelopment first loan for City remediation project isa 
(=) 
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ENCOURAGE GREATER COMMUNITY INVOLVEMENT IN BROWNFIELD REDEVELOPMENT 
7 Encourage the State to release community-based redevelopment grants 
Advocate for the State to reform the NYS DEC/OLTPS State law Allocate funds to all previous BOA Promote additional BOA applications and State 
Brownfield Opportunity Area (BOA) program awardees; advocate for new process to | support community organizations who 
and release planning grant funds to streamline state grants to BOAs want to plan brownfield redevelopment iS 
community groups 
8 Provide incentives to participate in Brownfields Opportunity Area (BOA) planning 
Advocate for financial incentives for NYS DEC/OLTPS State law Enact State tax incentives for private State 
developments constructed in coordination developers working in coordination with 
with a BOA BOA application - 
9 Launch outreach efforts to educate communities about brownfield redevelopment 
Educate and provide technical assistance OER Begin outreach campaigns and liaison 
to communities, private developers, and services to private developers and 
City agencies to promote brownfield non-profit organizations i 
redevelopment 
IDENTIFY REMAINING SITES FOR CLEANUPS 
10 Create a database of historic uses across New York City to identify potential brownfields 
Conduct a historic use assessment for OER Launch study to aggregate all relevant Launch database and provide 
all sites in order to measure long-term data for a City environmental database | public access 
progress towards goals Ls 
11 Limit liability of property owners who seek to redevelop brownfields 
Create an insurance program and legal OER Design and launch a market-feasible 
protections to limit the liability of supplemental insurance policy 
developers willing to clean up land they 10.0 
did not pollute 
CONTINUE IMPLEMENTING INFRASTRUCTURE UPGRADES 
1 Develop and implement Long-Term Control Plans 
= Complete Long-Term Control Plans for all DEP Submit Waterbody/Watershed (WB/WS) Integrate WB/WS plans into the 14 
=a 14 New York City Watersheds, as required Plans for 18 waterbodies NYS DECD, watershed specific Long-Term Control 
= by law detailing strategies for CSO reduction Plans (LTCPs) and submit draft city = 
Co wide LTCP 
co “y 
= 2 Expand wet weather capacity at treatment plants 
= Reduce Combined Sewage Overflow (CSO) DEP Continue construction Complete upgrades to 26th Ward and 
discharges by more than 185 mgd during Jamaica WWTP (2015) 
rainstorms S 


SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 
LEAD AGENCY ACTION 


NEEDED TO 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 


(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


PITAL OPERATING 
(FY 17) (FY '08) 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


PROGRESS 


PURSUE PROVEN SOLUTIONS TO PREVENT STORM WATER FROM ENTERING SYSTEM 
3 Increase use of High Level Storm Sewers (HLSS) 


Convert combined sewers into HLSS 
and integrate HLSS into major new 
developments as appropriate 


DEP 


Create standardized process to analyze 
proposed sites for possible HLSS (pro- 
cess for HLSS will always be dictated by 
the unique characteristics of the site) 


Continue to implement HLSS process 


4 Capture the benefits of our open space plan (See the open spa 


ce initiatives on 


page 147 for more information) 


5 Expand the Bluebelt program 


Expand Bluebelt in Staten Island and other 
boroughs, where possible 


DEP 


Begin expanding Bluebelt to other parts 
of Staten Island 


EXPAND TRACK AND ANALYZE NEW BEST MANAGEMENT PRACTICES (BMPs) ON A BROAD SCALE 


6 Form an interagency BMP Task Force 


Create bluebelt strategies in Udalls’ 
Cove and Brookville Boulevard West, 
Springfield Lake, and Baisley Pond 


Water Supplies 


Determination 


2 Construct an ultraviolet disinfection plant for the Catskill and 


Delaware systems 


= Construct an ultraviolet disinfection facility | DEP Begin construction of UV Open UV disinfection plant 

Oo to destroy disease-causing organisms in disinfection plant 

= our upstate watershed 3 
lu 

=| 3 Build the Croton Filtration Plant 

= Construct a water filtration plant to protect | DEP Continue to construct Croton Filtration Complete construction of Croton 

= the Croton supply Plant Filtration Plant (2012) 


CREATE REDUNDANCY FOR AQUEDUCTS TO NEW YORK CITY 


4 Launch a major new water conservation effort 


Implement a water conservation program 
to reduce citywide consumption by 60 med 


DEP 


Launch water conservation program 


Achieve 60 mgd of water consumption 
reduction 
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Make the reduction of CSO volumes and DEP Launch NYC Complete Comprehensive BMP plan Continue to implement BMPs citywide 
other environmental issues a priority for BMP and associated budget 
all relevant City agencies Inter-Agency % 
Task Force 
7 Pilot promising BMPs 
ra Introduce 20 cubic meters of ribbed DEP Complete pilot and plan for additional Continue to foster natural ecology 
= mussel beds mollusk habitats of city waterways 
— 
So 
pam Plant trees with improved pit designs DEP / DPR Complete pilot Continue practices to improve the ability 
E for tree pits to capture stormwater 
= Z 
Create vegetated ditches (swales) DEP/DOT Complete pilot and identify additional Continue practices to capture 
along parkways appropriate locations stormwater runoff from streets 
8 Require greening of parking lots 149 
Modify the zoning resolution to include DCP Complete ULURP process; Continue to look for ways to reduce 
design guidelines for off-street parking lots zoning requirement in effect the impacts of open parking lots 
for commercial and community facilities - 
9 Provide incentives for green roofs 
Encourage the installation of green roofs OLTPS/DOF City Adminis- | Launch initiative Reevaluate success of incentive 
through a new incentive program trative Code 
amendment 10 
10 Protect wetlands 
Assess the vulnerability of existing DPR/DEP/OLTPS Complete wetlands study Implement policy recommendations 
wetlands and identify additional policies and draft policy 
to protect and manage them Y; 
ENSURE THE QUALITY OF OUR DRINKING WATER 
1 Continue the Watershed Protection Program 
Aggressively protect our watersheds as DEP Renewal of Renew the City's Filtration Avoidance Continue to work with communities 
we seek to maintain a Filtration Avoidance Filtration Determination and fulfill commitments | upstate and protection our water supply 
Determination for the Catskill and Delaware Avoidance West of the Hudson ; 


SUB-INITIATIVE 


CREATE REDUNDANCY FOR AQUEDUCTS TO NEW YORK CITY, CONTINUED 


5 Maximize existing facilities 


IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 


LEAD AGENCY 


ACTION 
NEEDED TO 
PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF 


NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


PITAL OPERATING 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


WATER NETWORK 
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TRANSPORTATION 


Expand our supply potential through DEP Begin installation of new hydraulic Complete installation of new hydraulic 
increased efficiency pumps; begin designing enhanced pumps (2011); begin construction of an 
filtration plant for greater use of enhanced filtration plant for greater use Fs i 
Jamaica groundwater of Jamaica groundwater; resume use of 
6 Evaluate new water sources 
Evaluate 39 projects to meet the shortfall DEP Finalize a short list of projects for Begin planning for implementation of 
needs of the city if a prolonged shutdown piloting and design chosen projects 
of the Delaware Aqueduct is required - ~ 
MODERNIZE IN-CITY DISTRIBUTION 
7 Complete Water Tunnel No. 3 
Complete construction of Stage 2 and begin | DEP Open Brooklyn/Queens leg Open Manhattan leg 
repairing Water Tunnel No. 1 
Complete Stages 3 and 4 NYC Water None Complete design of stage 3 
of Water Tunnel No. 3 Board/DEP 
8 Complete a backup tunnel to Staten Island 
Replace pipelines connecting Staten Island | DEP Complete Begin replacing pipelines Complete replacement of pipelines 
to Water Tunnel No. 2 dredging of 
Harbor by U.S. é i 
Army Corp of 
9 Accelerate upgrades to water main infrastructure 
Increase replacement rate to over 80 miles | DEP Continue to replace water mains Continue to replace water mains 
annually 
- 4.0 
BUILD AND EXPAND TRANSIT INFRASTRUCTURE 
1 Increase capacity on key congested routes 
Seek to fund five projects that eliminate SMART Authority State law Have funding mechanism in place Complete ARC, third track, Lincoln Tunnel SMART Fund 
major capacity constraints to create XBL, Second Avenue Subway (Phase 1), 
the SMART and Lower Manhattan Rail Link : i 
Authority 
2 Provide new commuter rail access to Manhattan 
Seek to expand options for rail commuters | State Legislature/ State law Continue construction of East Side Complete East Side Access and SMART fund 
SMART Authority to create Access and Second Avenue Subway, Metro-North to Penn Station, move 
the SMART move other projects into engineering other projects forward Fy i 
Authority phase 
3 Expand transit access to underserved areas 
Seek to provide transit to MTA/DCP/OLTPS State law Complete Staten Island study and study | Open North Shore transit SMART Fund 
new and emerging neighborhoods to create of potential subway expansion 
the SMART 7 - 
Authority 
IMPROVE TRANSIT SERVICE ON EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 
4 Improve and expand bus service 
Initiate and expand Bus Rapid Transit MTA/DOT Open five BRT routes Open ten BRT routes (5 additional ones) SMART Fund 
Dedicate Bus/High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) | MTA/DOT MTA operation | Operate bus service lanes SMART Fund 
lanes on the East River bridges on all three bridges 
46.4 ih 
Explore other improvements to bus service | MTA/DOT Complete implementation of operating 
improvements for 22 locations 
5 Improve local commuter rail service 
Seek to expand local use of Metro-North MTA Improve local connectivity Increase service frequency after 
and Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) stations East Side Access opens 
6 Improve access to existing transit 
Facilitate access to subways DOT Complete construction of up to three Continue implementation of up to three 
and bus stops citywide bus stops under Els, up to two Sub-Side | bus stops under Els, up to two SSI loca- 
interface, and up to 15 new sidewalks tions and up to 15 sidewalks to buses 15.2 = 
to bus stops 
7 Address congested areas around the city 
Develop congestion management plans for | DOT Complete studies for nine corridors, and | Undertake studies of growth areas and CMAQ grant 


outer-borough growth corridors 


begin implementation (2009) 


begin implementation 


124.8 


SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 
LEAD AGENCY ACTION 
NEEDED TO 


PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 


(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


CAPITAL OPERATING 
(FY 17) 


(FY '08) 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


TRANSPORTATION 


PROMOTE OTHER SUSTAINABLE MODES 


8 Expand ferry service 


Seek to expand service and improve EDC/DOT/OLTPS Issue contract and launch service; study | Continue operating ferry 
integration with the city's existing mass crosstown BRT 
transit system i 7 
9 Promote cycling 
Complete the 1,800-mile DOT Complete 200 new directional miles of Complete 820 directional miles of bike SMART Fund 
bike master plan bike routes routes (inclusive of 2009 commitment) fe Fel 
Facilitate cycling DOT Install 400 new CITYRACKS per year; Continue installation of 400 
improve and update maps annually new CITYRACKS per year and map 
improvements i _ 
IMPROVE TRAFFIC FLOW BY REDUCING CONGESTION 
10 Pilot congestion pricing 
Seek to use pricing to manage traffic DOT State law Install and run congestion pricing Continue operation SMART Fund 
in the Central Business District (CBD) system by Spring 2009 of the congestion charge 
11 Manage roads more efficiently 
Expand the use of Muni meters DOT Install Muni Meters in most outer Install Muni meters on all block faces 
borough central business districts that warrant them (2010) 
Develop an integrated traffic DOT Consolidate TMC Implement ITS on all regional highways 
management system for our 
regional transportation network 57.3 4.0 
12 Strengthen enforcement of traffic violations 
Expand the number of Traffic Enforcement | NYPD Hire 100 TEAs and deploy 151 
Agents (TEAs) 
- Bye) 
Enable all TEAs to issue NYPD State law 
blocking-the-box tickets 
Expand the use of traffic Law State law Install cameras 
enforcement cameras 
13 Facilitate freight movements 
Improve access to JFK EDC Implement short-term recommenda- 
tions from JFK Access Task Force 
Explore High Occupancy Truck Toll NYS DOT/DOT Study Complete study 
(HOTT) Lanes 
ACHIEVE A STATE OF GOOD REPAIR ON OUR ROADS AND TRANSIT SYSTEM 
14 Close the Metropolitan Transportation Authority's state of good repair gap 
Seek a grant from the SMART Authority to MTA/OLTPS State law SMART Fund 
cover the MTA's funding gap 
15 Reach a state of good repair on the city’s roads and bridges 
Seek a grant from the SMART Authority DOT State law Resurface 1,925 lane-miles of city Resurface 6,925 lane-miles of city SMART Fund 
to fund accelerated capital repairs and streets, exceeding our current pace streets, excee ding our current pace 
upgrades of resurfacing by 125 lane-miles of resurfacing by 625 lane-miles v s = 
Invest in bridge and tunnel upgrades DOT State law Complete scheduled 10-year bridge 
capital plan on schedule 
- 50.0 | SMART Fund 
DEVELOP NEW FUNDING SOURCES 
16 Establish a new regional transit financing authority 
Seek to create a SMART Financing Authority | OLTPS State law Establish SMART Fund SMART Fund 
to advance new projects and achieve a ea 


state of good repair 
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ENERGY 


SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION 


LEAD AGENCY 


IMPROVE ENERGY PLANNING 


1 Establish a New York City Energy Planning Board 


NON-CITY 
ACTION 
NEEDED TO 
PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF 


NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


PITAL OPERATING 
we i ¥'08-'17) 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


Work with the State and utilities to central- | EDC/OLTPS State law Establish NYC Planning Board 
ize planning for the city's supply and 
demand initiatives ‘ 
REDUCE NEW YORK CITY'S ENERGY CONSUMPTION 
2 Reduce energy consumption by City government 
Commit 10% of the City's annual energy Begin investing approximately $80 Achieve 30% reduction in energy 
bill to fund energy-saving investments in million a year into improving the energy | consumption (2017) 
City operations efficiency of City buildings Ble 
3 Strengthen energy and building codes in New York City 
Strengthen energy and building codes to DOB/NYSERDA Complete and adopt first rounds of code | Continue to update codes, as required 
support our energy efficiency strategies changes (2008, 2010) 
and other environmental goals A 
4 Create an energy efficiency authority for New York City 
Create the New York City Energy Efficiency | EDC/OLTPS State law to Create a new authority responsible Continue to implement efficiency Energy 
Authority responsible for reaching the city's establish the | for the implementation of NYC energy programs efficiency 
demand reduction targets NYCEEA conservation and efficiency programs surcharges 
_ | on electricity 
bill and future 
RGGI and For- 
ward Capacity 
funds 
5 Prioritize five key areas for targeted incentives 
Use a series of mandates, challenges, NYCEEA PSC approval | Pass necessary local laws, building code | Complete all targeted programs and Energy 
and incentives to reduce demand among to allocate and energy code begin to implement new ones efficiency 
the city’s largest energy consumers ratepayer surcharges on 
surcharges to electricity bill, 
NYCEEA - | future RGGI 
and Forward 
Capacity 
funds, and 
private capital 
6 Expand Peak Load Management 
Expand participation in Peak Load PSC/Con Edison PSC to Ensure Con Edison begins deployment of | Achieve 1,000 MW of Energy 
Management Programs through mandate advanced meters with plan for greater peak load management efficiency 
smart meters deployment deployment surcharges 
of advanced - | on electricity 
meters bill and NYISO 
incentive 
programs 
Support expansion of real-time pricing NYSERDA/NYCEEA Establish appropriate rate Achieve enrollment of 50% of small 
across the city and incentive structures businesses and residents by 2015 
7 Launch an energy awareness and training campaign 
Increase the impact of our energy NYCEEA/OLTPS/CUNY Launch energy awareness campaign; Continue to improve programs Energy 
efficiency efforts through a coordinated setup training, certification, and moni- efficiency 
energy education, awareness, and toring programs ~ | surcharges on 
training campaign electricity bill 


EXPAND THE CITY'S CLEAN POWER SUPPLY 
8 Facilitate repowering and construct power plants and dedicate 


d transmission | 


ines 


Facilitate the construction of 2,000 to 3,000 | NYC Energy Plan- State law Establish NYC Planning Board Increase clean supply by 2,000 to 3,000 Private devel- 
MW of supply capacity by repowering old ning Board MW and retire 1,000 to 2,100 MW opers/owners 
plants, constructing new ones, and building a 
dedicated transmission lines 
9 Expand Clean Distributed Generation (“Clean DG”) 
Increase the amount of Clean PSC/Con Edison/EDC | Con Edison Study the capacity to increase intercon- | Increase capacity of clean DG citywide Energy 
DG by 800 MW interconnec- | nection limits in each network and by 100 MW efficiency 
tion study work with manufacturers on new circuit surcharges on 
breaker technologies electricity bill, 
~ | private capital 
and NYISO 
incentives 
programs 
Promote opportunities to develop district Con Edison/EDC Completed Review completed Con Edison Hudson Update City building code to include 
energy at appropriate sites in New York City study of Yards District Energy Study and move requirement for developers of develop- 
Hudson Yards | forward on district energy projects ments over 350,000 square feet to = 
District Energy | based on report findings study feasibility of clean DG 
feasibility 
10 Support expansion of natural gas infrastructure 
Support critical expansions to the city's EDC FERC and Support appropriate natural gas expan- | Reduce gas prices by $600 million Private devel- 
natural gas infrastructure other regula- | sion proposals to $900 million opers/owners 
tory agency c 


approvals 


ENERGY 


AIR QUALITY 


SUB-INITIATIVE 


IMPLEMENTATION 
LEAD AGENCY 


EXPAND THE CITY'S CLEAN POWER SUPPLY, CONTINUED 


11 


Foster the market for renewable energy 


NON-CITY 
ACTION 
NEEDED TO 
PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF 


NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


PITAL OPERATING 
(FY ) (FY '08) 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


Create a property tax abatement for solar | EDC/DOF City Adminis- | Launch solar incentive Achieve competitive solar market 
panel installations trative Code in New York City 
amendment % 0.4 
Study the cost-effectiveness of solar EDC Complete study 
electricity when evaluated on a Real Time 
Pricing scenario - 0.1 
Support the construction of the city's first | Solar One/EDC Begin construction of the city's first Complete construction and operate 
carbon-neutral building, primarily powered carbon-neutral building environmental education programs 
by solar electricity 3.0 7 
Increase use of solar energy in City EDC/ DCAS/OLTPS Release RFP Select solar developer to install solar Continue to increase the amount of solar NYSERDA/US 
buildings through creative financing for solar panels; enter into long-term solar power | electricity generated on City buildings Department of 
developer purchase agreement - ~ | Energy 
Work with the State to eliminate PSC PSC regulatory | Increase/remove solar cap in NYC and Achieve competitive solar market 
barriers to increasing the use of solar amendments | increase net-metering opportunities in New York City 
energy in the city on solar cap; | statewide fa i 
State statute 
Pilot one or more technologies for produc- | EDC/DSNY Begin designing at least one pilot alter- | Complete pilots of alternative waste 
ing energy from solid waste native waste technology facility technologies and evaluate policies to 
implement successful technologies - . 
ona larger scale 
End methane emissions from sewage DEP Analyze End methane emissions from waste 
treatment plants and expand the use opportunities | water treatment plants 
of digester gas for produc- - - 
tive use of 
digester gas 
Study the expansion of gas capture and EDC/DEP/DSNY/ Complete initial study; begin to follow-up | Create a process to review use 
energy production from existing landfills OLTPS on recommendations of gas for energy 
MODERNIZE ELECTRICITY DELIVERY INFRASTRUCTURE 
12 Accelerate reliability improvements to the city's grid 
Advocate for Con Edison to implement PSC/Con Edison/EDC | PSC mandate | Begin implementation of City recom- Complete or near complete Con Edison 
recommendations from the City's report for imple- mendations and all other appropriate implementation of City 
on the western Queens power outages mentation of | recommendations to improve grid recommendations 2 = 
recommenda- | reliability 
tions 
13 Facilitate grid repairs through improved coordination and joint bidding 
Pursue the passage of joint bidding State Legisla- State law Approve joint bidding citywide, improve | Resolve all regulatory, legal, financial, 
legislation ture/EDC coordination, and begin work on pilot engineering and operational issues 
multi-utility tunnel with location identi- | through legislation, if required, to make 7 . 
fied by formalized team of City, State, multi-utility tunnels standard practice 
and utility representatives for major public capital infrastructure 
projects 
Ensure adequate pier facilities are available | EDC 
to Con Edison to offload transformers and 
other equipment 7 - 
MODERNIZE ELECTRICITY DELIVERY INFRASTRUCTURE 
14 Support Con Edison's efforts to modernize the grid 
Support Con Edison's 3G System of the PSC/EDC PSC approval Con Edison 
Future initiative of Con Edison and Con 
plans : ~ | Edison 
ratepayers 
REDUCE ROAD VEHICLE EMISSIONS 
1 Capture the air quality benefits of our transportation plan (See the transportation initiatives on page 150 and 151 for more information) 
2 Improve fuel efficiency of private cars 
Waive New York City's sales tax on the OLTPS/DOF City Adminis- | Offer incentive Complete; evaluate extensions 
cleanest, most efficient vehicles trative Code 
amendment : 16 
Work with the MTA, the Port Authority, and MTA/PANYNJ/OLTPS — | Interagency Release assessment of policy options 
the State Department of Transportation cooperation and begin implementation 
to promote hybrid and other clean vehicles . 7 
Pilot new technologies and fuels, including | DOT, OLTPS NYSERDA Have an operational hydrogen station in | Complete demonstration NYSERDA/Shell 
hydrogen and plug-in hybrid vehicles funding New York City Hydrogen 


PLANYC 


SUB-INITIATIVE IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 
LEAD AGENCY ACTION 
NEEDED TO 


PROGRESS 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 


(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


CAPITAL | OPERATING 
Pe as erantin | 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


REDUCE ROAD VEHICLE EMISSIONS, CONTINUED 


154 


AIR QUALITY 


3 Reduce emissions from taxis, black cars, and for-hire vehicles 


Reduce taxi and limousine idling LC/DOT/NYSERDA Equip participating yellow taxis and black CMAQ 
cars with anti-idling equipment 
Work with the Taxi and Limousine LC Work toward completing new standards | Complete conversion of all taxis Private fleet 
Commission (TLC) and the taxicab industry for taxis to more fuel efficient vehicles owners 
to double the taxi fleet's efficiency P 
Work with stakeholders to double the fuel LC Work toward completing new standards | Complete conversion of all for-hire Private fleet 


11 Capture the benefits of our open space pl: 


jan (See the open spa 


ce initiatives on 


page 147 for more information) 


efficiency of black cars and for-hire vehicles or for-hire vehicles by 2010 vehicles to more fuel efficient vehicles owners 
4 Replace, retrofit, and refuel diesel trucks 
Introduce biodiesel into the City's truck All agencies with Dispense a biodiesel blend at all city- Continue to increase biodiesel blend 
fleet, go beyond compliance with local laws, | heavy duty fleets owned diesel fueling stations as needed 
and further reduce emissions : 
Accelerate emissions reductions DOT Upgrade additional vehicles Complete upgrades of approximately CMAQ 
of private fleets through existing 450 more vehicles; request additional 
CMAQ programs CMAQ funds - 
Work with stakeholders and the State to NYS DEC/OLTPS Creation of Draft proposed parameters of fund Seek to retrofit over 12,000 vehicles State 
create incentives for the adoption of vehicle State fund 
emission control and efficiency strategies = 
Improve compliance of existing anti-idling | OLTPS Launch anti-idling campaign Launch additional anti-idling campaigns Partnership 
laws through a targeted educational 
campaign 7 
5 Decrease school bus emissions 
Retrofit both large and small school buses | DOE Receive State | Begin retrofits on smaller school buses | Complete upgrades to all school buses; State Depart- 
and reduce their required retirement age funding reduce retirement age of school buses ment of 
/renew 51 Transportation 
contracts with 
bus owners 
REDUCE OTHER TRANSPORTATION EMISSIONS 
6 Retrofit ferries and promote use of cleaner fuels 
Retrofit the Staten Island Ferry fleet DOT Complete engine upgrades to Staten Complete installation of DOCs and PANYNJ 
to reduce emissions Island Ferry fleet switch to ULSD, or cleaner fuel if locally 
available for marine engines 23 
Work with private ferries to reduce their DOT/NYSERDA Local law Install DOCs in ferries; pass legislation CMAQ 
emissions promoting the use of ULSD 
7 Seek to partner with the Port Authority to reduce emissions from Port facilities 
Seek to work with the Port Authority to PANYNJ/OLTPS Partnership Begin creating a plan Complete and implement plan PANYNJ 
reduce emissions from the Port's marine with PANYNJ 
vehicles, port facilities, and airports - 
8 Reduce emissions from construction vehicles 
Accelerate adoption of technologies to DEP Require, through contracts, applicable Pursue strategies to reduce emissions 
reduce construction-related emissions on-road vehicles used in city construc- | from all construction projects 
tion projects to follow requirements of - 
Local Law 77 
REDUCE EMISSIONS FROM BUILDINGS 
9 Capture the air quality benefits of our energy plan (See the energy initiatives on page 152 and 153 for more information) 
10 Promote the use of cleaner burning heating fuels 
Lower the maximum sulfur content in State DEC/OLTPS State Code Draft new sulfur content requirements Reduce maximum sulfur content 
heating fuel from 2000 ppm to 500 ppm amendment for State Code to 500 ppm or less 
Reduce emissions from boilers in 100 city DOE/SCA/OLTPS State funding | Begin replacing boilers Replace 80 school boilers that burn State 
public schools No. 6 oil to cleaner burning boilers 
285.0 
PURSUE NATURAL SOLUTIONS TO IMPROVE AIR QUALITY 


12 Reforest targeted areas of our parkland 


Reforest 2,000 acres of parkland 


DPR 


Begin reforesting 2,000 acres of 
parkland 


Complete reforestation project by 2017 


118.8 


AIR QUALITY 


CLIMATE CHANGE 


SUB-INITIATIVE 


IMPLEMENTATION | NON-CITY 


LEAD AGENCY 


ACTION 
NEEDED TO 
PROGRESS 


PURSUE NATURAL SOLUTIONS TO IMPROVE AIR QUALITY, CONTINUED 


13 Increase tree plantings on lots 


MILESTONES FOR COMPLETION BY END OF 


NEW YORK CITY FUNDING, 
(IN $ MILLIONS, NOMINAL) 


L OPERATING 
serine 


OTHER 
FUNDING 
SOURCES 


Partner with stakeholders to help plant DPR/OLTPS Launch partnership and begin planting Plant 800,000 trees Partnership 
one million trees by 2017 trees 
UNDERSTAND THE SCOPE OF THE CHALLENGE 
14 Launch collaborative local air quality study 
Monitor and model neighborhood-level air DOHMH Launch study Create and implement a series of policy 
quality across New York City recommendations based on results of 
monitoring 3.0 


PROTECT OUR VITAL INFRASTRUCTURE 


1 Create an intergovernmental Task Force to protect our vital infrastructure 


Expand our adaptation strategies beyond 
the protection of our water supply, sewer, 
and wastewater treatment systems to 
include all essential city infrastructure 


DEVELOP SITE-SPECIFIC STRATEGIES 


OLTPS 


Cooperation 
of non-City 
agencies 


2 Work with vulnerable neighborhoods to develop site-specific strategies 


Complete an inventory of all at-risk 
infrastructure with a priority list of high 
risk components 


Complete agency plans and continue 
to encourage non-city entities to do 
the same 


Create a community planning process to 
engage all stakeholders in community-spe- 
cific climate adaptation strategies 


INCORPORATE CLIMATE CHANGE CONCERNS INTO THE PLANNING PROCESS 


OLTPS 


3 Launch a citywide strategic planning process for climate change adaptation 


Complete community planning toolkit 
and create a climate adaptation plan 
with UPROSE 


Engage all waterfront communities 
in the discussion of climate change 


Create a strategic planning process to OLTPS Advisory Board | Release scoping study for Complete NYC Climate Change Study 
adapt to climate change impacts appointments | a comprehensive climate 
adaptation planning process ps 
Ensure that New York's 100-year floodplain | DOB/OEM/DCP/ Complete remapping of NYC hundred- 
maps are updated OLTPS year floodplain 
Document the City's floodplain manage- DOB/OLTPS Complete application to FEMA 
ment strategies to secure discounted flood 
insurance for New Yorkers rs 
Amend the building code to address the OLTPS Code updates | Create a Task Force to evaluate neces- Implement climate adaptation strategies 


impacts of climate change 


sary changes to the Building Code 


into the Building Code 


PLANYC 


135 


156 


This Plan is the result of an enormous collaborative effort on the 

part of government agencies, civic organizations, academic experts, 
community groups, consultants, interns, representatives of organized 
labor and the private sector, elected officials and thousands of 

New Yorkers. Although it is impossible to acknowledge each individually, 
we wish to thank all those who contributed their ideas, their time, their 
expertise, and above all, their passion for New York City. 


The paper used for this book is recycled, made from 
100% post-consumer fiber. In addition, it was manufactured 
according to carbon neutral standards (excluding the cover). 
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Appendix 2A, Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered 
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Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission Study 


August 2022 


Report to the 
Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 
& 
Recommended Implementation Plan 


January 31, 2008 


RESOLUTION 


WHEREAS, on July 26, 2007, Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007 was enacted, which law 
established the New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission (the 
“Commission’”) to undertake a review and study of plans to reduce traffic congestion and 
other related health and safety issues within the City of New York, including but not 
limited to issues relating to the implementation of a traffic congestion plan to be 
developed and submitted by the Mayor of the City of New York; 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007, the Mayor of the City of New 
York presented to the Commission and others a detailed congestion pricing plan to 
address traffic congestion within a zone of severe traffic congestion in Manhattan; 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority and the New York State Department of Transportation 
submitted to the Commission comments on said traffic congestion mitigation plan, as 
well as (a) a description of the additional capital needs required for implementation of 
such plan, (b) the proposed utilization of potential revenues derived from such plan for 
implementation of such plan and (c) the impact of such revenue upon the capital and 
operating budgets of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority and the New York State 
Department of Transportation; 


WHEREAS, the Commission has conducted public hearings, has taken public testimony, 
and has reviewed information and proposals submitted by the Mayor of the City of New 
York and others in order to develop recommendations with respect to details of 
implementing the traffic congestion mitigation plan for the City of New York in 
accordance with Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007; 


WHEREAS, pursuant to Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007, recommendations with respect 
to the details of implementing the traffic congestion mitigation plan submitted by the 
Mayor of the City of New York and other traffic congestion mitigation proposals have 
been prepared by the Commission (the “implementation plan”), for purposes of 
submitting such implementation plan to the Governor, State Legislature, the Mayor of the 
City of New York and the New York City Council; 


NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Commission hereby approves the 
implementation plan, as contained in Chapter VI, “Recommendation to the City and State 
of New York,” of the Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission & 
Recommended Implementation Plan for submission to the Governor, the State 
Legislature, the Mayor of the City of New York and the New York City Council. 
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January 9, 2007 


Fellow Commission Members, 


Attached is the Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission. 
The Report, prepared by agency staff, lays out the Commission’s legislative mandate and 
summarizes the Commission research and evaluation process over the course of the fall. 
To help inform the Commission’s discussions moving forward, I directed agency staff to 
present and analyze several alternative plans, which we will discuss at the January 10 
meeting. 


In addition to the Mayor’s plan, the Interim Report evaluates four alternatives, 
each focusing on one of the following approaches: congestion pricing, bridge tolling, 
pricing of parking and taxis, and license plate rationing. For the Commission’s final 
recommendation, we may select one of the alternatives presented in this report, or may 
choose to modify one of the alternatives, combine elements of two or more alternatives, 
or put forward a wholly different plan. In that regard, I wish you to pay particular 
attention to the portion of the report which details each proposal’s relative strengths and 
weaknesses. I wish to encourage discussion around what combination of blended 
proposals yields the best and most comprehensive plan. 


In three weeks, our Commission will make a final recommendation to the City 
and State. On January 16th, we will have the opportunity to hear the comments and 
recommendations of the public on our work thus far and potential recommendations. | 
look forward to discussing the report in further detail with all of you and building a 
consensus on the best plan to address traffic congestion and its economic, environmental, 
and quality of life impacts on New York City and the region. 


Sincerely 


Mare V. Shaw 
Chairman, Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 
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Executive Summary 


The Purpose of the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 
High levels of traffic congestion in New York City’s central business district (CBD) have 
an adverse impact on the economy, environment, quality of life, and public health of the 
City and region. If the population of New York City continues to grow as is projected, 
congestion will worsen without action to expand transit service and to manage the 
transportation network more efficiently. In April 2007, New York City Mayor Michael R. 
Bloomberg proposed piloting a congestion pricing system in the most congested areas of 
Manhattan as a means of reducing traffic and raising funds for the transit system. Under 
the proposal, drivers would be charged a fee between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. to enter, exit, or 
travel within Manhattan south of 86" Street. The revenue generated by congestion pricing 
would be used to bring the regional transit system up to a state of good repair and to fund 
system expansion projects. The congestion pricing plan (“the Mayor’s plan”) was part of 
PlaNYC, the Mayor’s overall sustainability strategy for the City. 

In recognition of the growing 


congestion problem in Manhattan and in Cee ee Authorities 

response to the Mayor’s plan, the State : penal scaker-= Con nseanere 

Pera meen inne in July, Assembly Minority Leader: 1 Commissioner 
, which was signed by Governor Senate President: 3 Commissioners 

Eliot Spitzer, creating the 17-member 


Senate Minority Leader: 1 Commissioner 
Traffic Congestion Mitigation New York City Council Speaker: 3 Commissioners 
Commission (“the Commission’). The 


New York City Mayor: 3 Commissioners 
mandate of the Commission is to study 
and evaluate approaches to reducing congestion in the most congested areas of 
Manhattan, including the Mayor’s plan, and to recommend a comprehensive traffic 
congestion mitigation plan to the City and the State by January 31, 2008. The 
Commission is required to set forth an implementation plan that achieves at least a 6.3 
percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Manhattan south of 86'" Street—the 
estimated level of VMT reduction of the Mayor’s plan. The Commission members were 
appointed by public officials from across the City and State, as shown above. 

As part of the Mayor’s plan, the City and State sought to leverage additional 
federal funding designated by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) for states 
and local governments pursuing pricing-based congestion reduction strategies. In August 
2007, the City, along with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), signed an Urban Partnership 
Agreement (UPA) with USDOT. Under this agreement, the City and State are eligible to 
receive $354 million in federal funding for transit and transportation system 
improvements if the City and State approve a pricing-based traffic mitigation plan by 
March 31, 2008. The federal funds would be used to improve transit services prior to the 
implementation of congestion pricing. The Commission may recommend any approach 
that achieves a 6.3 percent VMT reduction in Manhattan south of 86" Street, but a plan 


" Analysis conducted in the spring of 2007 indicated a 6.3 percent VMT reduction for the Mayor’s plan. As 
discussed on page 20, updates to the model used for the analysis were completed in the fall of 2007. With 
these updates, the projected VMT reduction for the Mayor’s plan is 6.7 percent. 
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that does not use pricing as its primary congestion mitigation mechanism will render the 
City and State ineligible for the UPA funds. 

In its research efforts, the Commission is being supported by an interagency 
working group of transportation professionals, including planning staff from the Mayor’s 
Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability, the MTA, New York City Department 
of Transportation (NYCDOT), NYSDOT, and the Port Authority of New York and New 
Jersey (PANYNJ). All work products presented to the Commission by agency staff have 
been reviewed by the interagency working group. 


Commission Process and Work to Date 

Over the last four months, the Commission has gone through a comprehensive process of 
consulting with the public, evaluating a wide range of alternative approaches to traffic 
mitigation, and weighing the advantages and disadvantages of those approaches. 
Specifically, the Commission: 


e reviewed transportation and transit enhancement plans prepared by the MTA 
and NYSDOT (these plans outline improvements that would be necessary for 
implementation of the Mayor’s plan); 

e held a series of public hearings across the City and region to solicit the input of 

the public on the issue of traffic congestion, possible remedies, and the impacts 

of the Mayor’s plan; 

developed a list of evaluation criteria by which to evaluate different traffic 

congestion mitigation options, including indicators on traffic, transit funding, 

the environment, the economy, and neighborhood quality of life; and 

devised a research agenda examining alternatives, complements, and 

modifications to the Mayors’ plan and reviewed analyses on those topics as 

prepared by agency staff. 


MTA and NYSDOT Improvement Plans 

The Commission began by reviewing the MTA and NYSDOT transit and transportation 
enhancement plans necessary for the implementation of the Mayor’s congestion pricing 
plan. To accommodate the substantial increase in transit ridership expected as a result of 
the Mayor’s plan, the City and the MTA would implement a series of short-term mass 
transit improvements, especially within the congestion zone and in areas of the city that 


MTA Transit Caete lack convenient transit access to 
Enhancement Plan Manhattan. These improvements would 
Capital Cost $767 million | include: new and expanded express bus 


service, more frequent bus and subway 


Annual Operating Cost $104 million | service on key lines, dedicated bus lanes 


AAnbal bebt Senice $56 million | 00 bridges, bus rapid transit (BRT), and 
new ferry service. Sufficient service 


improvements would be in place prior to the implementation of the Mayor’s plan to 
absorb the projected increase in transit demand. New funding would be needed for both 
the operating and capital costs associated with the MTA’s plan. 
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In addition, NYSDOT evaluated the impact of the Mayor’s plan on the regional 
highway system and on transit services not provided by the MTA. NYSDOT found that 
the traffic impacts on the arterial system in general would likely be positive or neutral, 


NYSDOT ence but it also saw the need for additional 
Enhancement Plan monitoring on key highway segments 
Capital Cost $59.5 million | and interchanges to gauge the impacts of 


congestion pricing. The Mayor’s plan 


Annual Operating Cost $0.5 million may also have a small impact on 


suburban transit services that are not 
provided by the MTA. Based on this analysis, NYSDOT proposed, among other 
improvements, an enhanced traffic monitoring system, regional data collection and 
information sharing, additional suburban park-and-ride locations, and improved traveler 
information. New funding would be needed for both the operating and capital costs 
associated with NYSDOT?’s plan. 


Public Hearings and Commission Evaluation Criteria 

As part of its statutory mandate to provide the opportunity for the public to participate 
and comment, the Commission conducted a series of public hearings in each borough of 
the City of New York (Manhattan, Queens, the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Staten Island), in 
Long Island, and in Westchester County. The Commission heard testimony from State 
and local elected officials, transportation and environmental groups, community 
organizations, and private citizens. 

Witnesses provided their views on congestion in the City and the region, and the 
impact of congestion and various mitigation options on the economy, the environment, 
quality of life, public health, and the transportation network. Some raised equity, fairness, 
privacy, and/or feasibility issues with the Mayor’s plan, while others indicated their 
support for the Mayor’s plan, stating it would reduce congestion and provide funding for 
transit. Regardless of their position on congestion pricing, most speakers urged stronger 
action to counter worsening traffic congestion in and beyond the CBD and to improve the 
regional transit system. 

Following the public hearings, the Commission discussed how it would evaluate 
alternative traffic congestion mitigation proposals. The legislation establishing the 
Commission requires that the Commission undertake a thorough review and study of 
plans to reduce traffic congestion, and that the Commission’s recommended plan achieve 
at least a 6.3% reduction in VMT. Given these guidelines, as well as concerns raised by 
the public, elected officials, and various stakeholder groups, the Chairman recommended 
a set of evaluation criteria to guide discussion at the October 25 meeting. The 
Commission’s evaluation criteria are as follows: 


1) Best practices (implemented elsewhere): the degree to which the program is based 
on mitigation policies that have successfully been implemented in other cities. 

2) Reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled: estimate of VMT reduction in Manhattan 
south of 86" Street. 

3) Improvements in local and regional air quality and environment: estimate of 
emissions reductions and other environmental impacts. 
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4) Net revenues raised for mass transit: estimate of net annual revenues raised to fund 


the transit system. 
5) Impacts on neighborhoods 


a. Traffic congestion outside of the central business district: estimate of traffic 
impacts on areas of the City outside the CBD. 
b. Parking: the degree to which the program is likely to decrease the availability of 
on-street parking in neighborhoods adjacent to the CBD. 
6) Impact on economic classes: the degree to which the program is progressive or 
regressive in the allocation of costs and benefits across economic classes. 
7) Regional equity: the degree to which the program equitably allocates costs and 
benefits across geographic areas within the New York metropolitan region. 
8) Privacy: the degree to which the program creates concerns over personal privacy 


rights. 


9) Implementability: the feasibility of implementing the program given available 
technology, the program’s design, and start-up and operating costs. 
10) Economic impact on jobs, business and the regional economy: The impact of the 


program on the City and regional economy. 


Research Agenda 


Having set forth its evaluation criteria, the Commission tured its attention to developing 
a list of alternative congestion mitigation proposals for review and discussion. The 


Commission took a comprehensive approach 
to setting its research agenda, choosing to 
examine a wide array of potential 
approaches. Based on input from the 
Commission members, elected officials, the 
public, and stakeholder groups, the Chairman 
drafted a research agenda and presented it to 
the Commission. This agenda, presented in 
the box to the right, included an evaluation of 
polices that are alternatives to the Mayor’s 
plan (such as mandatory carpooling), policies 
that could be alternatives or supplements to 
the Mayor’s plan (such as higher parking 
meter rates), and modifications to the 
Mayor’s plan (such as moving the northern 
boundary of the congestion pricing zone from 
86" to 60" Street). Each of the options was 
evaluated using the ten criteria developed by 
the commission. The results of the research 
agenda revealed that several different 
approaches to congestion mitigation, 
including congestion pricing, bridge tolling, 
license plate rationing, and taxi and parking 
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Commission Research Agenda 
Options reviewed: 


Regulate and restrict truck movement 


e Telecommuting incentives 


Increase cost of parking in CBD 

Reduce use of government parking placards 
Additional taxi stands to reduce cruising 
Raise cab fares and fees charged to cabs 
Raise tolls or variable tolls on existing 
facilities 

License plate rationing 

Required carpooling 

Creation of High-Occupancy Toll lanes 
Congestion pricing with a 60" St. northern 
boundary 

Congestion pricing with no intra-zonal 
charge 

Congestion pricing with a charge on FDR & 
West St. 

Congestion pricing with variable charges or 
extended hours 

Congestion pricing with a hybrid exemption 
Congestion charging with a modified toll 
offset policy 

Tolling alternatives 
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policies, rate well on a number of the Commission’s evaluation criteria and were worthy 
of further review. (A full summary of the research agenda is presented in Chapter 4 of the 
Interim Report). 


Options for Evaluation 

Based on the feedback from the public hearings, the results of the research agenda, and 
discussion among the Commission members, the Chairman directed agency staff to 
develop a set of five options for further review by the Commission. These included the 
Mayor’s plan and four alternatives, each focusing on one of the following approaches: 
congestion pricing, bridge tolling, pricing of parking and taxis, and license plate 
rationing. The Chairman directed agency staff to estimate the VMT reduction of each 
option, and to then evaluate all options that meet the mandate of a 6.3 percent reduction 
in VMT along each of the evaluation criteria established by the Commission. For its final 
recommendation, the Commission may select one of the alternatives presented in this 
report, or may choose to modify one of the alternatives, combine elements of two or more 
alternatives, or put forward a wholly different plan. A summary of the five options, along 


with the comparative strengths and weaknesses of each, is presented below: 


The Mayor’s Plan 

Description Parameter Mayor's Plan 
Passenger vehicles entering or leaving Man- Northern Boundary 86 St 
hattan below 86th Street during the business 
day (weekdays 6 am to 6 pm) would pay an $8 nie COWES CUGIIE ae (#4) 
daily fee. Trucks would pay $21. Certain low- Through Trips _Free if using 
emission trucks would pay $7. For trips within ss peripheral routes 
the congestion pricing zone, cars would pay $4 | Direction of Charge 2-Way 
and trucks would pay $5.50. Emergency Flat or Variable Flat $8 
vehicles, transit vehicles, vehicles with 12 Hour or 24 Hour 42 hour 
handicapped license plates, taxis, and for-hire Y 
vehicles (radio cars) would be exempt. E-ZPass Toll Offset nas 
Vehicles using E-ZPass that travel through LPR Surcharge None 
MTA or Port Authority (PA) tolled crossings on [| Fee or Toll Daily Fee 
the same day would pay only the difference (if 
any) between their MTA or PA tolls and the 
congestion charge. Roads on the periphery of 
Manhattan will not be in the zone. 


Strengths 


e The Mayor's plan is projected to reduce VMT by 6.7% and to generate $420 million a year in 


revenues for transit investment.” 


e The Mayor’s plan would reduce traffic across the city, especially in neighborhoods adjacent to 
the congestion pricing zone, including Upper Manhattan, Long Island City, and Downtown 


Brooklyn. 


e Nearly all low and moderate income commuters take transit to the Manhattan CBD. These 
workers would benefit from the Mayor’s plan through short-term improvements in transit 
services and long-term expansion of the transit system. 


* As the Port Authority’s proposed toll increase has not yet been approved, the revenue estimates for the 
Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan were based on current Port Authority toll rates. 
The Port Authority’s proposed toll increase would reduce congestion pricing revenues of the Mayor’s plan 
by approximately $50 million a year. This estimate would vary based on the extent to which drivers switch 
from cash payment to E-ZPass. 
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e The intra-zonal charge discourages trips within the congestion pricing zone with the same 
pricing approach as for all other trips into or out of the zone. 

e The 86" Street boundary includes a larger portion of the most congested area of Manhattan. 
e The plan’s free periphery route allows drivers to travel around the CBD without paying the fee. 
For example, Brooklyn and Queens drivers could travel to the Bronx or Upper Manhattan via 

the FDR Drive without paying the fee. 
e The plan does not raise significant regional equity concerns. 


Weaknesses 

e Compared to the other four plans, the Mayor's plan has significantly higher capital costs. The 
Mayor's plan includes a charge on trips within the zone and thus requires many more charging 
stations, each with an array of E-ZPass and license plate recognition (LPR) cameras. 
Similarly, the Mayor’s plan has significantly higher operating costs. The charge on trips within 
the zone and the free periphery route significantly increase the number of transactions that 
must be processed for each paying customer. 

Unlike the alternative congestion pricing and toll plans, described below, the Mayor’s plan does 
not include a charge on taxi and livery trips into or out of the zone—a major source of traffic 
and vehicle emissions in the CBD. 

e The Mayor's plan includes the placement of hundreds of cameras within and around the zone’s 
perimeter, compared to only 25 or 13 camera sites needed for the alternate congestion pricing 
and toll plan respectively. More cameras raise greater privacy concerns. 

As under the alternative congestion pricing and toll plans, park-and-ride activity could increase 
in neighborhoods near the zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by 
the City to manage parking. Similarly, the plan could potentially create localized congestion 
impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD and who 
do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately impacted by the 
congestion fee as compared to higher income drivers. 


The Alternative Congestion Pricing Plan 


Description Parameter Alt C.P. Plan 
The alternative congestion pricing plan is a Northern Boundary 60 St 
modified approach to congestion pricing that Intra-zonal Charge None 
eliminates the intra-zonal charge and free : 
periphery, charges inbound trips only, and moves. | /hrough Trips Charged 
the northern boundary of the charging zone to 60" | Direction of Charge Inbound 
Street. Cars would be charged an $8 fee to drive Flat or Variable Flat $8 fee 
into the zone on weekdays between 6am and 42 Hourorad Hour aD hor 
6pm. Trucks would pay $21, except for low- 
emission trucks, which would pay $7. Under this | E-ZPass Toll Offset Yes 
fee-based plan, drivers would pay once upon LPR Surcharge $1 
entering the charging zone and would be able to Fee or Toll Daily Fee 
make additional trips in and out of the zone at no y 


additional cost. For E-ZPass users, the value of $1 taxi/livery trip surcharge for trips that 
all tolls paid on MTA or Port Authority bridges and | start and/or end in zone 


tunnels would be deducted from the fee up to $8. Increase metered parking rates within zone 


In addition, the plan includes three taxi and 


parking measures, described at right. Eliminate resident parking tax exemption 


within zone 


Strengths 

e The alternative congestion pricing plan is projected to reduce VMT by 6.8% and to generate 
$520 million a year in revenues for transit investment. 

e The alternative congestion pricing plan has significantly lower capital and operating costs than 
the Mayor’s plan and is comparable in those categories to the toll plan. 

e Similar to the other plans, the alternative congestion pricing plan would reduce traffic across 
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the city especially in neighborhoods adjacent to the congestion pricing zone, including Upper 
Manhattan, Long Island City, and Downtown Brooklyn. 

e Similar to the Mayor's plan and toll plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan would benefit 
low and moderate income residents through improved transit. 

e The alternative pricing plan would further encourage Manhattan residents to use transit by 
increasing the cost of parking within the CBD and by adding a $1 surcharge on taxi trips that 
end or begin within the zone. 

e Compared to the Mayor's plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan is easier to implement. 

e The plan does not raise significant regional equity concerns. 


Weaknesses 

e Unlike the Mayor's plan, there is no free peripheral route and drivers would have to pay to 
travel through the CBD. For example, Brooklyn and Queens drivers that travel to the Bronx or 
Upper Manhattan via the FDR Drive would pay the congestion fee. 

e The elimination of the intra-zonal charge would leave no per-day charge on private auto use 

within the zone for drivers not using metered parking at their destination. However, the smaller 

zone minimizes the impact of this problem. 

As under the alternative congestion pricing and toll plans, park-and-ride activity could increase 

in neighborhoods near the zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by 

the City to manage parking. Similarly, the plan could potentially create localized congestion 

impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD and who 

do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately impacted by the 

congestion fee as compared to higher income drivers. 


The East River and Harlem River Toll Plan 


Description Parameter Toll Plan 


All un-tolled East River and Harlem River crossings East and Harlem 


would be subject to inbound and outbound tolls. These PONE GC 1O>S10s River bridges 


tolls would be in effect 24 hours a day, seven days a Direction of Toll 2-way 


week, and would match the toll rates on the MTA’s East 


River crossings.° The Henry Hudson Bridge toll was Pian Or Vallabie Flat $4 toll 
assumed to be increased to $4 to match the rates on 12 Hour or 24 24 hour 
the other crossings. Following the MTA toll structure, Hour 

trucks would pay higher tolls depending on their size. LPR Surcharge $1 
Similar to the Mayor’s plan, tolls would be collected Fee or Tolf Per-trip Toll 


electronically; there would be no toll plazas or physical 
barriers. Cars would be charged a $4 per-trip toll 24 
hours a day to enter or leave Manhattan by any East or 
Harlem River crossing. The Port Authority toll structure 
would remain the same. 


Strengths 

e The toll plan is projected to reduce VMT by 7% and to generate $859 million a year in new 
revenues for mass transit—the most of any of the alternatives considered. 

e The toll plan would enable the City, the MTA, and Port Authority to move toward a more 
uniform tolling strategy for Manhattan, including the potential implementation of one-way tolling 
and/or time-of-day pricing on all crossings into Manhattan. 

e The toll plan has significantly lower capital and operating costs than the Mayor's plan, and 
slightly lower operating costs than the alternative congestion pricing plan. One-way tolling on 
all crossings would further reduce operating costs for both the MTA and the City. The plan also 


° Tolls would apply to: the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, Queensboro Bridge, 
Willis Avenue Bridge, Third Avenue Bridge, Madison Avenue Bridge, 145" Street Bridge, Macombs Dam 
Bridge, Alexander Hamilton Bridge (Cross Bronx Expressway), Washington Bridge, University Heights 
(207 St.) Bridge, Broadway Bridge and Henry Hudson Bridge (increase from current toll). 
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includes fewer cameras than the Mayor’s plan. 

The toll plan would eliminate the need to match transactions to calculate a daily charge and 
would enable uniform charges to cash and E-ZPass customers. 

Similar to the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan, the toll plan would 
benefit low and moderate income residents through improved transit. 

Similar to the other plans, the toll plan would reduce traffic across the city. It would have a 
greater impact on traffic in the Bronx, especially on through truck traffic. 

Compared to the two congestion pricing plans, the toll plan would significantly impact local trips 
between the South Bronx and Harlem/Washington Heights. This shift would reduce vehicle 
emissions in these neighborhoods. 


Weaknesses 


Tolls would apply to all trips into and out of Manhattan and would be in effect 24 hours a day, 
seven days a week. By charging at all hours, the toll plan does not distinguish between drivers 
who contribute to peak period congestion and drivers who travel at less congested times. 
Unlike the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan, the toll plan does not 
address trips that start and end within Manhattan. Under the alternative congestion pricing 
plan, for example, many of these trips would be charged at 60" Street or would be captured by 
the $1 taxi surcharge within the zone. 

Compared to the two congestion pricing plans, the toll plan would significantly impact local trips 
between the South Bronx and Harlem/Washington Heights. This shift could have a local 
adverse economic impact. 

Per-trip tolls would have a greater impact on commercial vehicles than the two congestion 
pricing plans. A commercial vehicle making multiple trips in and out of Manhattan would pay for 
each trip under the toll plan, rather than a flat daily fee under either the Mayor's plan or the 
alternative congestion pricing plan. 

The toll plan would institute a toll on the Cross Bronx Expressway/I-95 corridor, causing 
potential diversions to other regional routes and tolled facilities. This would require further 
evaluation. 


e The plan has disproportional impacts on motorists from the Bronx. 
e As under the alternative congestion pricing and toll plans, park-and-ride activity could increase 


in neighborhoods near the zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by 
the City to manage parking. Similarly, the plan could potentially create localized congestion 
impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD and who 
do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately impacted by the toll as 
compared to higher income drivers. 


The License Plate Rationing Plan 


Description Parameter Rationing Plan 
License plate rationing restricts a set of vehicles from Vehicles 20% 
entering a specified area on certain days based on the last | Restricted Daily 
digit of the vehicle’s license plate. Under this scenario, the | Northern 86" Street 
City would ban a particular vehicle once every five days, Boundary 
e.g., restricting 20 percent of all vehicles each weekday 12 Hour or 24 
from 6 am-6 pm. The rationing restriction would apply to Hour 12 hour 


the area of Manhattan south of 86" Street. Emergency 
vehicles, transit vehicles, and vehicles with handicapped 
license plates would be exempt. Enforcement could be 
conducted using a system of license plate cameras similar 
to the Mayor’s plan or by posting police officers at each of 
the entry points into the rationing zone. 


Strengths 


The rationing plan is projected to reduce VMT by 10.3 percent, assuming that the system 
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coordinates plate numbers for multi-car households. 


e Similar to the other plans, the rationing plan would reduce traffic across the city, especially in 
neighborhoods adjacent to the congestion pricing zone, including Upper Manhattan, Long 


Island City, and Downtown Brooklyn. 


e The plan would require either the installation of LPR cameras around the rationing zone, with 
similar capital cost to the alternative pricing plan, or a dedicated staff of police officers to 


manually enforce the restriction. 


e The plan would not have a disproportionate impact on low and moderate income commuters; 
all drivers would be equally impacted. Some income equity issues could emerge if two-car 


households are able to circumvent the restriction. 
e The plan raises no regional equity concerns. 


Weaknesses 


e The plan does not generate revenue and would need to be coupled with a broad-based tax 


measure to fund transit investments. 


e The rationing plan provides less flexibility to businesses. Under the congestion pricing and toll 
plans, businesses and employees would always have the ability to make auto trips into 
Manhattan or the CBD, albeit for a price. Under rationing however, businesses would lack that 


flexibility. 


e The rationing plan reduces revenue to the Port Authority and MTA. 

e As under all four plans, park-and-ride activity could increase in neighborhoods near the zone or 
adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by the City to manage parking. 
Similarly, as with all four plans, the plan could potentially create localized congestion impacts 


due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 


The Combination Plan 


Description 


Parameter Combination Plan 


This plan includes a series of measures to significantly 
increase the cost of on-street and off-street parking in 
Manhattan south of 60" Street, including raising the City 
parking tax for garages within the CBD, eliminating the 
resident parking tax exemption within the zone, increasing 
meter rates within the zone, and charging a $2 overnight 
parking fee for all on-street spaces within the zone. In 
addition, the plan calls for reducing by 10,000 the number 
of government parking placards used to commute to jobs 
in the zone (these placards allow government employees 
to park in restricted spaces or without charge in metered 
spaces). In order to reduce taxi traffic, the plan also 
includes an $8 surcharge on all taxi trips within, into, or out 
of the area of Manhattan south of 86" Street. 


Increase parking tax from 18.375% 
to 38.375% in CBD 


Eliminate resident parking tax 
exemption in CBD 


Increase meter rates in CBD 


Reduce by 10,000 number of 
government parking 

placards used to commute to CBD 
jobs 


$2 overnight parking fee in CBD 


$8 surcharge for taxi trips with start 
and /or end 
south of 86 Street. 


e The combination is projected to reduce VMT by 3.2 percent, and thus does not meet the 
Commission’s legislatively mandated criteria and is not evaluated in terms of strengths and 


weaknesses by the commission 


Next Steps 


Following the release of this report on January 10, the Commission will hold a public 
hearing on January 16 to solicit input from the public on the five proposed alternatives. 
Based on this feedback and further deliberations, the Commission will vote on a final 
traffic congestion mitigation plan at its January 31, 2008 meeting and forward its 
recommendation to the Governor, State Legislature, City Council, and Mayor for review. 


ix 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


The commission is free to recommend a modified version of any of the plans presented 
above or to select a wholly different plan. 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


Table of Contents 


Chapter Ue Mntroductie iis ici siscas csscasecnvasetivescescan cia sss edavasessesncien p.1 
Chapter II: Background: The Mayor’s Plam.................sssseseeseeseees p. 6 
Chapter III: Public Comment and Evaluation Criteria................... p. 17 
Chapter IV: Research Agenda ...............ccceccsccscceccescecscescesceseees p. 19 
Chapter V: Options for Evaluation.................ccccecesceceececesesseeees p. 29 
List OF Appendices aa icicsikceacicaus sacdaasihgacswnsasdeaca ons seacangeamenna p. 58 


The full appendices are available in a separate document or on-line at: 
https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion mitigation commission 


xi 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


I. Introduction 


The Purpose of the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 

High levels of traffic congestion in New York City’s central business district (CBD) have 
an adverse impact on the economy, environment, quality of life, and public health of the 
City and region. If the population of New York City continues to grow as is projected, 
congestion will worsen without action to expand transit service and to manage the 
transportation network more efficiently. In April 2007, New York City Mayor Michael R. 
Bloomberg proposed piloting a congestion pricing system in the most congested areas of 
Manhattan as a means of reducing traffic and raising funds for the transit system. Under 
the proposal, drivers would be charged a fee between 6 a.m. and 6 p.m. to enter, exit, or 
travel within Manhattan south of 86" Street. The revenue generated by congestion pricing 
would be used to bring the regional transit system up to a state of good repair and to fund 
system expansion projects. The congestion pricing plan (“the Mayor’s plan”) was part of 
PlaNYC, the Mayor’s overall sustainability strategy for the City. 

In recognition of the growing congestion problem in Manhattan and in response to 
the Mayor’s plan, the State Legislature passed legislation in July 2007, which was signed 
by Governor Eliot Spitzer, creating the 17-member Traffic Congestion Mitigation 
Commission (“the Commission”).* The mandate of the Commission is to study and 
evaluate approaches to reducing congestion in the most congested areas of Manhattan, 
including the Mayor’s plan, and to recommend a comprehensive traffic congestion 
mitigation plan to the City and the State by January 31, 2008. The Commission is 
required to set forth an implementation plan that achieves at least a 6.3 percent reduction 
in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Manhattan south of 86" Street—the estimated level of 
VMT reduction of the Mayor’s plan.” VMT is a standard indicator used by transportation 
professionals and policy makers to measure the amount of traffic within a defined road 
network. Reducing VMT in New York City will ease traffic delays, reduce greenhouse 
gas and other vehicle emissions, and benefit businesses and workers. 


Commission Requirements 


Process Requirements 

e Review and evaluate alternative traffic congestion mitigation options 
e Solicit input from the public 

e Issue a recommended plan to the City and State by January 31, 2008 


Recommendation Requirements 

e Recommended plan must achieve at least a 6.3 percent VMT reduction 
e Must include a description of MTA and NYSDOT enhancement plans 
e Must be approved by a majority vote of the Commission 


“ For the full text of the legislation (S. 6432, A. 9362), see Appendix A 

° Analysis conducted in the spring of 2007 indicated a 6.3 percent VMT reduction for the Mayor’s plan. As 
discussed further on page 20, updates to the model used for the analysis were completed in the fall of 2007. 
With these updates, the projected VMT reduction for the Mayor’s plan is 6.7 percent. 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


Process Going Forward 

e Commission to deliberate on draft report options at January 10, 2008 meeting 
e Public hearing on draft report on January 16, 2008 

e Chairman to discuss final recommendation with Commission members 


e Commission to vote on release of final report and recommendation on January 31, 
2008 


As part of the Mayor’s plan, the City and State sought to leverage additional 
federal funding designated by the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) for states 
and local governments pursuing pricing-based congestion reduction strategies. In August 
2007, the City, along with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), signed an Urban Partnership 
Agreement (UPA) with USDOT.® Under this agreement, the City and State are eligible to 
receive $354 million in federal funding for transit and transportation system 
improvements if the City and State approve a pricing-based traffic mitigation plan by 
March 31, 2008. Pricing-based traffic mitigation systems impose fees on drivers to 
encourage them to switch to transit or other alternative modes, to carpool, or to travel at 
less congested times. The federal funds would be used primarily to improve transit 
services prior to the implementation of congestion pricing, especially in neighborhoods 
underserved by existing train and bus lines. The State recognized the availability of this 
funding when setting out the legislation creating the Commission. The Commission may 
recommend any approach, but a plan that does not use pricing or that is not expected to 
achieve the 6.3 percent VMT reduction will render the City and State ineligible for the 
UPA funds. 


UPA Funding Requirements 


Conditions prior to receiving the UPA grant funds: 

e City and State must approve a congestion mitigation plan and grant legal 
authority to implement by March 31, 2008 
The plan must achieve at least a 6.3 percent reduction in VMT below 86" Street 
e The plan must include transit enhancements 
e Pricing must be the plan’s principle mechanism for reducing congestion 
The plan must be otherwise acceptable to USDOT 


If City receives funds, conditions during the period of the UPA grant: 
e The plan must be implemented by March 31, 2009 
e The plan must be in effect for at least 18 months 


This draft report summarizes the Commission’s work over the past four months, 
including the results of its public hearings, research agenda, and deliberations, and the 
comprehensive analysis of several preliminary alternative traffic congestion mitigation 
plans prepared for the Commission’s consideration. The Commission has gone through a 
comprehensive process of consulting with the public, evaluating a wide range of 


° For the full text of the Urban Partnership Agreement, see Appendix B 
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alternative approaches to traffic mitigation, and weighing the advantages and 
disadvantages of those approaches. This report presents the results of the Commission’s 
work. The remainder of the report is organized as follows: 


Section II: Background - The Mayor’s Plan 

e Summary of the Mayor’s proposed plan, as presented by City staff to the 
Commission on September 25, 2007. 

e Summary of the MTA’s and NYSDOT?’s proposed transit and transportation 
enhancement proposals necessary to implement the Mayor’s plan, as presented 
by agency staff to the Commission on October 25, 2007. 


Section III: Public Comment and the Commission’s Evaluation Criteria 

e Summary of testimony at the Commission’s seven public hearings, held 
throughout the region in October and November 2007, as presented by 
Governor’s Office staff to the Commission on November 20, 2007. 

e Outline of the Commission’s evaluation criteria for alternative proposals, as 
discussed and agreed upon by the Commission on September 25 and October 
25; 2007; 


Section IV: Research Agenda 

e Summary of the results of the Commission’s research agenda, as developed by 
the Commission over the course of its meetings and presented by agency staff 
to the Commission on November 20, December 10, and December 17, 2007. 


Section V: Recommended Alternatives for Further Review 

e Outline and evaluation of five alternative traffic congestion mitigation plans 
selected by the Commission for further review, including: the Mayor’s plan, a 
modified congestion pricing plan, a bridge tolling plan, a license plate rationing 
plan, and a taxi and parking policies plan. 


Appendices 

e Legislation creating the Commission, staff white papers, consultant technical 
memoranda, presentations to the Commission, and other background materials 
produced during the course of the Commission’s work. 


Following the release of this report on January 10, the Commission will hold a public 
hearing on January 17 to solicit input from the public on the five proposed alternatives. 
Based on this feedback and further deliberations, the Commission will vote on a final 
traffic congestion mitigation plan at its January 31 meeting and forward its 
recommendation to the Governor, State Legislature, City Council, and Mayor for review. 
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Commission Membership and Staff 

As stated by the statute that established the Commission, the Commission’s membership 
was nominated by public officials from across City and State government, including: the 
Governor (three nominees), Speaker of the Assembly (three nominees), President of the 
Senate (three nominees), Assembly Minority Leader (one nominee), Senate Minority 
Leader (one nominee), City Council Speaker (three nominees), and Mayor (three 
nominees). The Commission’s chair, Marc Shaw, was appointed by the Governor and 
approved by the Commission at its first meeting. The Commission’s 17 members first 
convened on September 25 and held four additional meetings before the end of 2007. 


Commission Members 


Appointed by the Governor 
e Elliot "Lee" Sander is Executive Director and CEO of the MTA. 
e Marc V. Shaw (Chairman) is Executive Vice President for Strategic Planning at 
Extell Development Co. and a former Deputy Mayor of New York City and 
Executive Director of the MTA. 
e Anthony E. Shorris is Executive Director of the Port Authority of New York 
and New Jersey. 


Nominated by the Assembly Speaker 

e Assemblyman Richard L. Brodsky represents the 92nd Assembly District and 
serves as Chairman of the Committee on Corporations, Authorities and 
Commissions. 

e Assemblywoman Vivian E. Cook represents the 32nd Assembly District and 
serves as Assistant Majority Leader. 

e Assemblyman Herman Denny Farrell, Jr. represents the 71st Assembly District 
and serves as Chairman of the Committee on Ways and Means. 


Nominated by the Assembly Minority Leader 
e Andy Darrell is Director of the Living Cities program at Environmental 
Defense and also serves as New York Regional Director. 


Nominated by the Senate President 
e Richard Bivone is President of the Nassau Council of Chambers of Commerce 
and the President and Founder of RMB Drafting Services. 
e Thomas F. Egan is Chairman of the State University of New York Board of 
Trustees and a managing director at Citigroup Global Markets. 
e Gary LaBarbera is the President of the New York City Central Labor Council 
and serves as Joint Council 16 President. 


Nominated by the Senate Minority Leader 
e Gerard Romski is a former partner at the law firm Ross and Cohen, LLP and is 
currently counsel for Arverne by the Sea, a mixed-use development project. 
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Nominated by the Mayor 
e Gene Russianoff is a staff attorney for NYPIRG's Straphangers Campaign and a 
long-time transit advocate. 
e Janette Sadik-Khan is Commissioner of the New York City Department of 
Transportation. 
e Elizabeth C. Yeampierre is a civil rights attorney and Executive Director of 
UPROSE, Brooklyn's oldest Latino community-based organization. 


Nominated by the City Council Speaker 
e Rev. Edwin C. Reed is the Chief Financial Officer of the Greater Allen AME 
Cathedral of New York. 
e Andrea Batista Schlesinger is Executive Director of the Drum Major Institute, a 
progressive policy institute in New York City. 
e Kathryn S. Wylde is President and CEO of the Partnership for New York City, 
a nonprofit organization of the city's business leaders. 


In its research efforts, the Commission is being supported by an interagency 
working group of transportation and transit professionals, including planning staff from 
the Mayor’s Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability, the MTA, the New York 
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), NYSDOT, and the Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ), as well as two transportation engineering firms: 
Cambridge Systematics (policy research and technical reviews) and Parsons Brinckerhoff 
(travel demand modeling). The interagency group has met weekly during the course of 
the Commission’s work to discuss progress on the research agenda and to review a series 
of white papers on the issues and alternatives raised by Commission members and the 
general public. All work products presented to the Commission by agency staff have been 
reviewed by the interagency working group. 

In addition, each appointing authority, including the offices of the Assembly 
Speaker and Minority Leader, Senate President and Minority Leader, and City Council 
Speaker, assigned a staff liaison to assist in the review of research findings and the 
preparation for Commission meetings. All white papers delivered to the Commission, as 
well as presentation materials and research reports, were provided for comment to each 
appointing authority liaison and their respective staff. 
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II. Background: The Mayor’s Plan 


Traffic Congestion: A Growing Challenge to New York City 

On a typical weekday in 2005, about 800,000 vehicles entered Manhattan below 60th 
Street, the area regarded as New York’s CBD for the purpose of this report.’ Although 
New York City has the most comprehensive transit system in the United States, more 
than 274,000 workers drove to their jobs in New York’s CBD on a typical weekday in 
2000.° Cars, trucks, buses, taxis, bicyclists, and pedestrians compete for space in an 
increasingly crowded and congested streetscape. As New York City’s population and 
economy have grown over the past fifteen years, traffic congestion has worsened. 
Between 1990 and 2005, heavy congestion on the major bridge and tunnel crossings into 
Manhattan increased from seven hours per day to ten hours per day.” Rush hour is no 
longer confined to the morning and evening peak periods and is spreading to encompass 
most of the workday (see Graph 1). The impact of traffic volumes on Manhattan speeds 
can be seen in Graph 2, which summarizes data from GPS systems recently installed in 
medallion taxicabs. GPS data for October 2007 show that taxi trips average 6 mph within 
Midtown Manhattan and 8 mph within the CBD as a whole (below 60" Street), between 
8 am and 6 pm 

New York is now among the most congested cities in the United States. 
According to the Texas Transportation Institute’s 2007 Urban Mobility Report, the New 
York region ranks second in the nation in terms of annual aggregate congestion delay.’ 
The majority of the delay is spent during the peak hours, with the average traveler 
experiencing 46 hours of annual delay in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase.'' Some congestion is healthy and indicates the vibrancy of a city and its 
economy. Above a certain level, however, extreme congestion begins to take a toll ona 
city’s economic competitiveness and potential for growth. In the case of the New York 
metro region, estimates of the cost to the economy of congestion range as high as $13 
billion a year.'* These costs include wasted fuel, lost time, increased operating costs, and 
lost business revenues. Congestion also increases greenhouse gas and air pollution 
emissions, degrades the speed and reliability of bus service, and decreases neighborhood 
quality of life. 

Worsening congestion has occurred despite dramatic improvements to the transit 
system and sustained growth in transit ridership. Since New York City’s transit system 
fell into disrepair in the late 1970’s and early 1980’s, over $76 billion has been 
authorized for investment in improving the subway, bus, and commuter rail systems and 
bringing them into a state of good repair. As service has improved, ridership on the 
regional transit network has increased dramatically.'* Overall, drivers make up only 


” New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC). 2005 Regional Transportation Statistical 
Report. September 2007. (p. 57) 

® Source: U.S. Census 2000 

° New York City Department of Transportation. Mobility Needs Assessment 2007-2030. (p. 24) 

' Texas Transportation Institute (TTI) at Texas A&M University: The 2007 Urban Mobility Report. 
September 2007. (p. 34) 

" TTI, 2007. (p. 38) 

" Partnership for New York City (PFNYC). Growth or Gridlock? The Economic Case for Traffic Relief 
and Transit Improvement for a Greater New York. December 2006. (p. 40) 

'S NYMTC, 2007. (p. 43) 
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Graph 1: Trends in Congestion at Manhattan Bridges and Tunnels 1990-2030 
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Graph 2: Average Taxi Speeds for Midtown and South of 60" St. Trips, Weekdays 
October, 2007 
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about 16 percent of all commuters to the CBD, the lowest share of any major U.S. city." 
New York City residents are particularly transit-dependent. For example, only five 
percent of employed New Yorkers drive to work in the CBD.’ However, the percentage 
of CBD-bound travelers who drive has remained relatively constant since 1975.'° Thus, 
as the City’s population and economy have grown, so has auto traffic to the CBD. Unless 
driver behavior changes significantly, the number of vehicles entering the CBD each day 
will continue to rise. 

By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system.'’ The current road 
and highway system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic without dramatically 
worsening traffic and its related impacts on the economy and the environment. 
Expanding the highway network or adding capacity to existing highways and roads 
would be an expensive and lengthy process, as well as disruptive to neighborhoods and 
damaging to the environment. New transit lines are crucial to the City’s future 
development and quality of life, but system expansion projects like the Second Avenue 
Subway and East Side Access will not be completed for a number of years. Furthermore, 
the regional transit agencies face a multi-billion dollar capital funding shortfall for their 
current slate of state of good repair and system expansion projects.'® Without additional 
funding now, the system will not be able to meet future ridership demands. 


The Mayor’s Plan 

At the Commission’s first meeting on September 25, 2007, representatives from the City 
gave a presentation on the Mayor’s congestion pricing plan. A copy of the Mayor’s plan 
is included in Appendix C. As stated by the City’s representative, the purpose of the 
Mayor’s plan is twofold: (1) to reduce traffic congestion in New York City and thereby 
benefit the economy, environment, and neighborhood quality of life of New York City, 
and (2) to raise funds for the capital needs of the regional transit system. Funds generated 
by the plan would also be used to offset investments in the road network necessary to 
implement the plan. 

Under the Mayor’s plan, passenger vehicles entering or leaving Manhattan below 
86th Street during the business day (weekdays 6 am to 6 pm)—with the exception of the 
FDR Drive, the West Side Highway, and Battery Park Underpass—would pay an $8 
daily fee. Regular trucks would pay $21 and designated low-emission trucks would pay 
$7. For trips within the congestion pricing zone, cars would pay half price ($4) and trucks 
would pay $5.50. The charge would apply to all vehicles, except emergency vehicles, 
transit vehicles, vehicles with handicapped license plates, taxis, and neighborhood car 
services (radio cars). 


“ Source: U.S. Census 2000 

° The remainder walk, bike or take transit to the CBD, or work outside of the CBD altogether. 

°NYMTC, 2007. Auto traffic did register a significant decline after the attacks of September 11, 2001, due 
to economic dislocations, driving restrictions, and current construction in lower Manhattan, but data has 
shown traffic to be returning quickly to pre-9/11 levels. 

” New York City Department of City Planning. New York City Population Projections by Age/Sex and 
Borough, 2000-2030. 

® New York City Mayor’s Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability. PlaNYC: A Greener, Greater 
New York. April 2007. (p. 80) 
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Vehicles using E-ZPass that travel through MTA or Port Authority (PA) tolled 
crossings on the same day would pay only the difference (if any) between their MTA or 
PA tolls and the congestion charge. A uniform cost to enter the zone will encourage 
motorists to use the closest East River crossing rather than diverting to one of the un- 
tolled East River bridges. This type of “bridge shopping” behavior currently causes 
significant congestion in downtown Brooklyn, Williamsburg, Long Island City, and parts 
of the South Bronx. Because roads on the periphery of Manhattan will not be in the zone, 
drivers making trips around the zone (for example, from Harlem to Brooklyn) would not 
be charged provided those drivers stayed on the peripheral routes. 

Payment would involve no toll gates 
or waiting areas. The technological backbone 
of the system would be E-ZPass, which relies 
on communications between in-vehicle 
transponders and roadside readers, and is used Zone 
by more than 70 percent of New York area 
drivers who pay tolls on MTA and Port 
Authority bridges and tunnels. For drivers 
paying by E-ZPass, the charge would appear 
on drivers’ E-Z Pass statements. For those 
drivers without E-Z Pass, their license plates 
would be recorded by cameras and payments 
could be made through the internet, the 
telephone, or at participating retail outlets. 
Drivers would have two days to pay the 
charge before incurring a penalty. 

The City proposes implementing the Mayor’s 
plan as a three-year pilot with a concurrent 
analysis of the plan’s traffic, environmental, 
and neighborhood impacts. Analysis 
conducted in the spring of 2007 indicated that 
the Mayor’s plan would reduce VMT south of 
86" Street by 6.3 percent. As discussed in 
greater detail on page 20, the model used for 
the VMT analysis was updated in the fall of 
2007. With these updates, the projected 
weekday VMT reduction for the Mayor’s plan 
rose to 6.7 percent. 

The City anticipates that neighborhoods near the congestion pricing zone would 
also experience a reduction in traffic as fewer drivers pass through on their way to the 
zone. The City would work with local communities to address any potential negative 
impacts of the plan, such as drivers seeking to avoid the charge by parking in areas 
outside the zone and walking or switching to transit. Possible solutions include parking 
permits for residential neighborhoods and an expansion of the Muni-meter program. 
Since the September 25 meeting, NYCDOT has begun working with peripheral 
neighborhoods to identify local parking issues and challenges, including both those 
related and unrelated to the Mayor’s plan. 


"/""Tolled crossing 


— Un-tolled cross. 
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The Mayor’s proposal for congestion pricing is part of a broader transportation 
plan that would use the revenues from congestion pricing as well as increased State and 
City contributions to fund major new transit programs and to achieve a state of good 
repair of the existing system. The plan also includes traffic management measures that 
would not decrease VMT, including proposed state legislative reforms of block-the-box 
ticketing rules (which currently do not allow Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAs) to issue 
block-the-box tickets), the expanded use of red light cameras and the use of cameras for 
enforcing bus lanes (both requiring state legislation), and 100 additional TEAs. Ina 
related effort, the City recently announced a comprehensive program to reduce the 
number and misuse of government parking placards. Under the plan, every City agency 
will reduce its number of parking placards by at least 20 percent, and the issuance of 
parking placards will be centralized. A new placard enforcement unit will also be created 
within the New York City Police Department. 


Three key components of the Mayor’s plan to reduce traffic 
e Congestion pricing 

e Transit improvements 

e Peripheral strategies 


The Mayor’s plan has been the subject of considerable public debate since its 
release in the spring of 2007. While many public officials, policy experts, advocacy 
organizations, newspapers, and citizens expressed support for the concept of congestion 
pricing, many raised questions about the Mayor’s plan and its impact. A report by the 
New York State Assembly Committee on Corporations, Authorities and Commissions, 
issued on July 9, 2007, summarized a series of questions about the Mayor’s plan that 
have dominated public discussion. Those questions are presented below. A key goal of 
the Commission has been to shed light on these important issues, informed both by the 
public discussion prior to the Commission’s establishment and through its public 
hearings. (See Chapter III for details on the Commission’s public hearings.) 


Questions Identified in New York State Assembly “Interim Report: An Inquiry into 

Congestion Pricing as Proposed in PlaNYC 2030 and S.6068,” July 9, 2007 

e What congestion pricing revenues are produced by residents of the five boroughs, the 
suburban counties, and Connecticut and New Jersey respectively? 

e What are the congestion impacts of congestion rationing? 

e Which neighborhoods outside the zone will see an increase in automobile activity? 

e Which neighborhoods outside the zone should receive residential parking permit 
programs? 

e What standards for permit eligibility, and other practices, should be developed? 

e Where should the revenues from such permit fees be deposited? 

e How should fees be collected from non E-Z Pass users? 

e Should environmental reviews be completed before implementing congestion pricing? 

e Which neighborhoods will see an increase and which a decrease in air pollution? 

e What privacy protections can be applied to congestion pricing? 

e Can the plan be amended to reduce its regressivity? If so, what are the revenue 
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impacts? 

If pricing mechanisms are valid to deal with congestion of city streets, can and should 

they be applied to other public services and facilities? 

e What have been the results of congestion pricing in London and elsewhere with respect 

to fees, revenues, environmental quality, and congestion? What have been similar 

results for congestion rationing? 

How can the plan be amended to excuse from payment of congestion fees those 

complying with alternate-side-of-the-street parking regulations? 

Should taxis and other liveries be exempt from the fee? 

Should buses be required to pay the fee? 

What other revenues are available if congestion pricing is not enacted? 

Should congestion pricing revenues be directed solely at unfunded capital needs, or 

should they be available for regular operating expenses? 

e Should the Mayor's proposal be amended to create an actual “pilot program”? 

e Is an average 0.6 mph improvement in traffic flow sufficient to justify the 
implementation of congestion pricing? 

e Do the fees need to be increased in order to guarantee effective congestion reduction? 


MTA: Transit Enhancements to the Mayor’s Plan 

If the Mayor’s plan were implemented, the City and MTA estimate that an additional 
78,000 daily transit trips would take place within the City, and an additional 6,000 transit 
trips would be generated from the northern and eastern suburbs to the City. As required 
by the state legislation establishing the Commission, the MTA prepared a report and 
presentation to the commission that described: 


e how the MTA would meet the increase in demand to public transportation due to 
the implementation of the City plan; 

e the additional MTA capital and operating needs required to implement the 
transit response; and 

e the impact of these needs on the MTA’s capital and operating budgets. 


To address this increase in ridership, the City and MTA would implement a series of 
short-term mass transit improvements, especially within the congestion zone and in areas 
of the city that lack convenient transit access to Manhattan. These improvements would 
include: new and expanded express bus service, more frequent bus and subway service on 
key lines, dedicated bus lanes on bridges, bus rapid transit (BRT), and new ferry service. 
Sufficient service improvements would be in place prior to the implementation of the 
Mayor’s plan to absorb the projected increase in transit demand. 

The MTA would be responsible for expanded express bus, local bus, and subway 
service. In addition, the MTA and the City would be responsible for jointly implementing 
a BRT program and would also institute a monitoring system to analyze changes in travel 
demand and modify the new and expanded transit services as needed. A copy of the MTA 
report and presentation, which provides a detailed description of the proposed service 
enhancements, is included in Appendix D. 
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Components of MTA Enhancement Plan 

e 309 new buses to provide service on 12 new bus routes and increased frequency 

on 33 existing routes within New York City 

e 58 new buses to provide expanded express service to Manhattan from the New 
York suburbs 
New and enhanced bus service will provide improved access to Manhattan and 
to subway lines serving the CBD 
Enhancements to key subway lines in Manhattan and the other Boroughs, 
requiring the purchase of 46 new subway cars and $100 million in 
improvements to subway stations 
Initiation of service improvements prior to the start of the congestion pricing 
pilot in April 2009 
e MTA will cooperatively monitor actual travel with NYCDOT and other 

agencies 


Assuming the use of available federal funds provided for by the Urban 
Partnership Agreement, the unfunded capital costs associated with these new services 
total $447 million during the pilot period, and an additional $320 million to be expended 
after the pilot period if increased bus service is continued. Financing these capital costs 
would result in an annual debt service of $56 million. Once fully implemented, the MTA 
would need approximately $104 million annually to operate and maintain this service, net 
of additional revenue gained by new ridership. These costs are not currently accounted 
for in the agency’s operating and capital budgets. Tables 1 and 2 summarize the capital 
and operating funds necessary to implement these improvements to the MTA system. 


Table 1: Summary of Projected MTA Capital Needs by Year ($ in millions) 


Expense 

Category 2008 | 2009 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 | 2013 | 2014 | 2015 | 2016 | 2017 | Total 
City buses 220.0 - - - - : z i i Z 220.0 
Subway Cars | 105.8 - - - - - - - - - 105.8 
2 bus Depots 7 80.0 - - - 106.7 | 106.7 | 106.6 - - 400.0 
Bus Lay-up 2.5 2.5 20 - - : - : z 25.0 
BRT = 10.9 3.7 3.7 3.6 - - - - - 21.9 
Sub. Buses - 38.2 - - - - - - - - 38.2 
Park & Rides 7 8.0 | 32.0 - - 2 - E E s 40.0 
Stat. Renov. - - - 50.0) 50.0 - - - - - 100.0 
Less UPA 184.3 - - - - - - - - - 184.3 
TOTAL 144.0 | 139.6 55.7 53.7 53.6 | 106.7 | 106.7 | 106.6 - - | 766.6 
Debt Service 2 11 22 33 35 40 45 50 53 56 

Source: MTA 
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Table 2: Summary of Projected MTA Operating Needs by Year ($ in millions) 


During the course of its review of the MTA’s transit enhancement plan, the 


Commission discussed a number of issues. Key questions raised included: 


10/2008- | 4/2009- 1/2012- 
Operating Expenses 3/2009 12/2009 2010 2011 3/2012 Total 
Subway Serv. Start Up 2.1 - - - - 2.1 
Subway Car Overhauls 8.0 - - - - 8.0 
Bus Service Start Up 34.0 - - - - 34.0 
Bus Overhauls 6.7 - - - - 6.7 
BRT 6.5 - - - - 6.5 
Other Start Up Costs 2.6 - - - - 2.6 
Subway Service Operating - 6.2 8.3 8.3 2.1 24.9 
Bus Service Operating - 65.7 87.6 87.6 21.9 262.8 
Bus Storage / Service / 
Maintenance - 17.3 23.0 23.0 5.8 69.1 
BRT - 9.8 13.0 13.0 3.3 39.1 
Suburban Bus Service - 14.6 19.5 19.5 49 58.5 
Data Collection - 1.3 1.7 1.7 0.4 5.1 
Less Revenue -4.1 -36.7 -48.9 -48.9 -12.2 -150.8 
TOTAL 55.8 78.2 104.2 104.2 26.2 368.6 
Source: MTA 


e Issue - A Commission member raised the issue of the how the additional capital 
and operating costs identified in the MTA’s plan would be paid for and asked 


the MTA to clarify the total finance cost of the capital program. 


O Response — The MTA responded that the MTA operating and capital 


budgets did not contain the funding necessary to support the new 
capital and operating costs associated with the enhancement plan. The 
City has subsequently proposed that the funds from the congestion fee 
be used to finance the system’s capital costs and the MTA and 
NYSDOT enhancement plans (including operating expenses). The 
City would use current revenues to finance these costs with the 
understanding that it would be reimbursed once the system begins 
generating revenue. 


e Issue - A Commission member raised the issue of whether NJ Transit and the 
Port Authority had been engaged in discussions regarding the Mayor’s plan and 
its impact on transit. 
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oO Response — Port Authority staff are participating in the interagency 


working group. The agency has noted that its proposed toll increase 
and trans-Hudson capital investments are consistent with the 
objectives of the Mayor’s plan. In addition, City and Port Authority 
staff have discussed the potential impact of the Mayor’s plan on 
commuters west of the Hudson River with representatives from NJ 
Transit. 
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e Issue - The Chairman directed staff to make the MTA presentation and all other 
meeting presentations available to the general public on the Commission’s 
website. 

oO Response — Staff made all meeting materials available on the 
Commission’s website: 
https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitig 
ation commission 


NYSDOT: Monitoring and Information Enhancements to the Mayor’s Plan 

The Mayor’s plan would also have an impact on the regional highway network. In 
response, NYSDOT evaluated the effects of the Mayor’s plan on the highway system and 
on transit services in New York State not provided by the MTA (primarily private 
suburban bus carriers). NYSDOT found that the traffic impacts would likely be positive 
or neutral, but also saw the need for additional monitoring on key highway segments and 
interchanges to gauge the impacts of congestion pricing. The Mayor’s plan may also have 
a small impact on suburban transit services not provided by the MTA. As required in the 
legislation establishing the Commission, NYSDOT prepared a report and presentation to 
the Commission that included: 


e a description of additional capital needs required for implementation of the 
Mayor’s plan; 

e the proposed utilization of any potential revenues derived from such a plan for 
implementation of such a plan; and, 

e the impact of such revenue upon the agency’s capital and operating budgets. 


Upon questioning from the Commission, NYSDOT divided its proposed improvements 
into two categories: those that were essential to the implementation of the Mayor’s plan 
and those that would complement the Mayor’s plan but were not necessary for its 
implementation. In the essential category, the NYSDOT plan called for an improved 
traffic monitoring system, regional data collection and information sharing, two 
additional suburban park-and-ride locations, and improved traveler information. The 
complementary proposals included a range of initiatives, from enhancing signal timing 
citywide to creating a “511” traffic information hotline. A copy of the NYSDOT report 
and presentation is included in Appendix E. 

NYSDOT estimated that these improvements would require $59.5 million in 
capital funds and $500,000 in annual operating funds. These costs are not currently 
accounted for in the agency’s operating and capital budgets. NYSDOT suggested that the 
start-up costs associated with the NYSDOT enhancements be paid for by New York City 
funds and revenues generated by the system. Table 3 below summarizes the capital and 
operating costs associated with NYSDOT’s proposal. 
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Table 3: Summary of NYSDOT Capital and Operating Costs 


Total 


Project Name Project Description (Millions) Annual 
Non-MTA Transit Purchase/lease additional suburban express $20.00 
Services bus Park-and-Ride facilities , 
Non-MTA Transit Passenger shelters/amenities for suburban $10.00 
Services express bus service ; 
Expand installation of Transmit readers to 
Expand eee et ee 
: : cover all segments of limited access facilities in 
Transmit/Travel Time f ; $10.00 
NYC and increase deployment of real-time 
Network met é 5 
traffic information displays 
Expand the existing CCTV system coverage to 
Expand CCTV all limited access highways to better monitor $5.00 
Coverage traffic conditions on roadways leading to the ; 
zone 
Instrument Arterial Expand monitoring of traffic flow on arterial 
: ‘ $2.00 
Highways highways 
Multi-agency 
(NYSDOT, NYCDOT, a : : 
NYMTC) Data One time start-up costs for transportation data $11.00 
; collection 
Collection and 
Sharing Needs 
iberagene Create a user-friendly, GIS and browser-based 
gency ; interface to share traffic data among agencies $1.50 $0.50 
Information Sharing : ‘ ; 
involved in the Mayor’s plan 
TOTAL $59.50 $0.50 


Source: NYSDOT 
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Il. Public Comment and Evaluation Criteria 


Commission Public Hearings 

As part of its statutory mandate to provide the opportunity for the public to participate 
and comment, the Commission conducted a series of public hearings in each borough of 
the City of New York (Manhattan, Queens, the Bronx, Brooklyn, and Staten Island), in 
Long Island, and in Westchester County. The Commission heard testimony from 
numerous witnesses, including State and local elected officials; various transportation, 
environmental, and community-based organizations; and private citizens. Other 
individuals who did not present oral testimony at the hearings submitted written 
testimony. 

There was a broad range of public comment provided at the Commission’s 
hearings on traffic congestion and mitigation in the City of New York. The seven 
hearings were well attended by the public, and the Commission heard approximately 25 
hours of testimony. Witnesses provided their views on the current amount and type of 
congestion in the City and the region, and the impact of congestion and various 
mitigation options on the economy, the environment, quality of life, public health, and 
the transportation infrastructure. Regardless of their position on the Mayor’s plan, most 
speakers urged stronger action to counter worsening traffic congestion in and beyond the 
CBD. A number testified about a current lack of transit options, as well as concerns about 
the adequacy of existing transit systems and financing for addressing transit needs. 

Some raised equity, fairness, privacy, and/or feasibility issues with the Mayor’s 
plan, such as traffic, parking and health impacts on adjacent neighborhoods, burdens on 
those of lesser means, the disabled and the elderly, and the cost of constructing and 
maintaining a pricing system. Others indicated their support for the Mayor’s plan, stating 
it would reduce congestion, finance public transportation improvements and improve 
public health and air quality in the region. A significant share of those who testified in 
support of the Mayor’s plan did so contingent on the provision of enhanced transit 
services and parking mitigation strategies. 

A variety of witnesses spoke of the regional nature of transportation and 
expressed concerns about the impact that congestion mitigation proposals could have on 
commuters, residents, and the transportation infrastructure regionally. Many witnesses 
provided specific options to address congestion including mass transit and 
highway/bridge improvements, freight movement, modifications to pricing for the use of 
roadways, the use of technology, alternative transportation modes, traffic and parking 
enforcement, telecommuting, and more. Suggestions ranged from allocating more curb 
space for truck loading and unloading, to implementing a mandatory three-person 
carpooling rule below 60th Street, to increasing the number of bus routes throughout the 
City. Appendix F provides a full list of the recommendations that the Commission 
received through the hearing process. In addition, full transcripts of the hearings and 
written testimony received by the Commission are available on the Commission’s 
website. 


"© Web address as accessed 1/3/08: 
https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitigation_commission/public-testimony 
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Commission Evaluation Criteria 

After reviewing the Mayor’s plan and soliciting feedback from the public, the 
Commission discussed how it would evaluate alternative traffic congestion mitigation 
proposals. When the Mayor’s plan was released in the spring of 2007, a range of 
questions were raised as to its impact on traffic, the economy, the environment, equity, 
peripheral neighborhoods, and funding for transit. The legislation establishing the 
Commission requires that the Commission undertake a thorough review and study of 
plans to reduce traffic congestion, and that the Commission’s recommended plan achieve 
at least a 6.3 percent reduction in VMT. Given these guidelines, as well as concerns 
raised by the public, elected officials, and various stakeholder groups, the Chairman 
recommended a set of evaluation criteria to guide discussion at the October 25 meeting. 
The criteria were reviewed by the Commission and adopted. The Commission’s 
evaluation criteria are as follows: 


1. Best practices (implemented elsewhere): the degree to which the program is 
based on congestion mitigation policies that have successfully been implemented 
in other cities. 

2. Reduction of Vehicle Miles Traveled in the business district: estimate of VMT 
reduction in Manhattan south of 86" Street. 

3. Improvements in local and regional air quality and environment: estimate of 
emissions reductions and other environmental impacts. 

4. Net revenues raised for mass transit: estimate of net annual revenues raised to 
fund the transit system. 

5. Impacts on neighborhoods 

a. Traffic congestion outside of the business district: estimate of traffic 
impacts on areas of the City outside the CBD. 

b. Parking: the degree to which the program is likely to have a positive or 
negative impact on the availability of on-street parking in neighborhoods 
adjacent to the CBD. 

6. Impact on economic classes: the degree to which the program is progressive or 
regressive in the allocation of costs and benefits across economic classes. 

7. Regional equity: the degree to which the program equitably allocates costs and 
benefits across geographic areas within the New York metropolitan region. 

8. Privacy: the degree to which the program creates concerns over personal privacy 
rights. 

9. Implementability: the feasibility of implementing the program given available 
technology, the program’s design, and start-up and operating costs. 

10. Economic impact on jobs, business and the regional economy: The degree to 
which the program is likely to have a positive or negative impact on total jobs and 
the City and regional economy. 


The Commission has consistently applied these criteria to all options considered, 


including the Mayor’s plan. The interagency working group has used the Commission’s 
evaluation criteria as the template for its research and analysis. 
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IV. Research Agenda 


Development of the Research Agenda 

Having set forth its evaluation criteria, the Commission turmed its attention to developing 
a list of alternative congestion mitigation proposals for review and discussion. The 
Commission took a comprehensive approach to setting its research agenda, choosing to 
examine a wide array of potential approaches. Based on input from the Commission 
members, elected officials, the public, and stakeholder groups, the Chairman drafted a 
research agenda and presented it to the Commission at the October 25 meeting. This 
agenda, presented in Table 4 below, included an evaluation of polices that are alternatives 
to the Mayor’s plan (such as mandatory carpooling), policies that could be alternatives or 
supplements to the Mayor’s plan (such as higher parking meter rates), and modifications 
to the Mayor’s plan (such as moving the northern boundary of the congestion pricing 
zone from 86"" to 60" Street). These categories encompass the full range of alternative 
approaches to congestion mitigation. The research agenda was a living document and was 
frequently expanded and modified during the research effort. 


Table 4: Commission Research Agenda 


Alternative to | Supplement to | Modification to 
the Mayor's the Mayor's the Mayor's 
Plan Proposal Proposal 
Regulate and restrict truck movement F ~f 
Telecommuting incentives y y 
Increase cost of parking in the central i a 
business district (CBD) 
Reduce use of parking placards by public a J 
employees 
Additional taxi stands to reduce cruising y r 
("No Hail Zone") 
Raise cab fares and fees charged to y y 
cabs 
Raise tolls or implement variable tolls on r 
existing facilities 
License plate rationing 4 
Required carpooling al 
Creation of High-Occupancy Toll ("HOT") ‘i 
lanes 
Congestion pricing with a changed ‘i 
northern boundary 
Congestion pricing with no intra-zonal x 
charge and a charge on FDR & West St. 
Congestion pricing with variable charges J 
or extended hours 
Congestion pricing with a hybrid J 
exemption 
Congestion charging with a modified E- i 
ZPass toll offset policy 
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Each of the items on the research agenda was subject to a uniform review process 
by the interagency group and was evaluated based on the Commission’s ten criteria. Staff 
used a set of standard tools to analyze each alternative, applying the appropriate tool 
based on the nature of the alternative. These tools included the New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council’s Best Practices Model or BPM.”° The BPM is an advanced 
travel demand model that estimates how regional traffic and transit flows respond to 
changing land use, infrastructure and toll and fare policy conditions. The model is the 
standard federally accepted tool for NYMTC’s members, used in all regional air quality 
analyses and planning activities.*' The BPM covers a 28-county region and can provide 
detailed data on changes to travel patterns in the City and region, including VMT, auto 
trips, and transit trips. Other tools used by agency staff included research on best 
practices, spreadsheet-based models that isolated the impact of taxi and parking policies, 
emissions impact analysis, and a cost and revenue model.” 

The BPM underwent a scheduled update in September 2007 in which the 2005 
transit network was loaded. However, the 2002 transit network was used in the April 
2007 model run, which formed the basis of the Mayor’s Plan. The update was completed 
in September 2007 and reflects increases in the amount of mass transit service throughout 
the city and metro area. For example, there are now four operational subway tracks on the 
Manhattan Bridge, as opposed to two that were in service in 2002. One result of the 
model update is that when congestion pricing is applied, drivers find their transit 
alternative slightly more attractive and are thus slightly more likely to switch to transit. 
The update has slightly increased the VMT reduction estimated for the Mayor’s plan 
from 6.3 percent to 6.7 percent. 

Over the past four months, the interagency working group has reviewed a wealth 
of analysis, including over twenty runs of the BPM on various scenarios, white papers 
summarizing the findings for each alternative, technical memos on the implementation of 
select alternatives in other cities, and several detailed presentations summarizing the 
above. Given the Commission’s desire to provide a succinct account of its work, this 
report provides a high-level overview of the research results. A complete set of 
appendices is available on the Commission’s website, which includes the full work 
product of the interagency group.~* Included are presentations that were made by agency 


°° The BPM was used to study alternatives expected to affect multiple aspects of travelers’ mode and route 
choice. Since the model includes multivariate statistical simulations of the actual choices made by travelers, 
it weighs the importance of policies like license plate rationing against other inputs into travelers’ choices 
(such as the price, availability, and convenience of transit versus driving). This makes it ideal to study 
policies that may have multiple, or even counterintuitive, impacts. 

*! The BPM is being used, for example, to model the traffic and air quality impact of the Tappan Zee 
Bridge and I-287 Corridor Study and the Goethals Bridge Modernization Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement. 

°° Spreadsheet models were used when the level of detail needed to test the alternative was not available in 
the BPM (the BPM is a regional model that does not represent detailed operations like parking meters, or 
the stopping and starting of taxis). The spreadsheet models applied documented price elasticities to estimate 
the expected change in demand for transportation goods (such as curb parking), with respect to changes in 
price (such as raising parking meter rates). This approach is ideal when the alternative was specifically 
targeted at a particular market segment, and is a standard application of economic analysis techniques that 
are accepted throughout the transportation field. 

3 https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitigation_commission 
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staff to the Commission and white papers which apply the Commission’s evaluation 
criteria to each of the alternatives considered (see Appendix G). 

As part of its work, the interagency working group discussed the potential impact 
of the MTA’s and Port Authority’s proposed toll increases on the Mayor’s plan or on any 
alternative congestion pricing scenario. The MTA has approved a modest increase in tolls 
on its Manhattan crossings, including the Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel, the Queen Midtown 
Tunnel, and The Triborough Bridge.~* The Port Authority has also proposed increasing 
tolls on its Hudson River crossings, including the Holland and Lincoln tunnels and the 
George Washington Bridge.” A summary of the MTA and Port Authority toll proposals 
is presented below in Table 5. 

Both the MTA and Port Authority toll proposals were released after the 
Commission’s research process was well underway. In order to be consistent with the 
requirements of the UPA and given that the Port Authority has not yet finalized or 
received approval of its plan, the interagency working group used the base traffic and toll 
conditions from the UPA as the basis of the Commission analysis. Once the proposals 
were available, the group took the proposed toll increases into consideration in the 
analysis of the alternatives. The MTA toll increases are modest, between four and ten 
percent, and thus will not significantly impact the revenues raised by the Mayor’s plan or 
its VMT impact. In the case of the Port Authority proposal, the peak toll rates will match 
the $8 daily congestion fee. Taken with the Mayor’s plan, the VMT impact of congestion 
pricing will not change substantially. Revenue that would have been collected through 
congestion fees would instead be collected as tolls by the Port Authority. Preliminary 
analysis under the BPM indicates that the toll increases would reduce net revenues under 
the Mayor’s plan by approximately $50 million a year. Further, the model assumes an 
increase in the E-ZPass market penetration rate from 73 percent to 78 percent. To the 
extent that cash to E-ZPass migration is higher, net revenues would decrease. 


Table 5: MTA Approved Toll Increase and Port Authority Proposed Toll Increase 


MTA Current East River Tolls Approved Future Tolls 

E-ZPass Car Toll $4 (one-way) $4.15 (one-way) 
Cash Car Toll $4.50 (one-way) $5 (one-way) 

Port Authority Current Hudson River Tolls Proposed Future Tolls 
Peak E-ZPass Car Toll (6- $5 (round-trip) $8 (round-trip) 
Yam; 4-7pm) 
Off-Peak E-ZPass Car Toll $4 (round-trip) $6 (round-trip) 
Cash toll (all times) $6 (round-trip) $8 (round-trip) 


As the Commission discussed the agenda over the course of the fall, Commission 
members made a number of comments, including: 


** The MTA also approved toll increases on the Henry Hudson Bridge; E-ZPass tolls will increase from 
$1.75 to $1.90 and cash tolls from 2.25 to $2.75. A full description of the toll increase, including increases 
in truck tolls, can be found on the MTA website: http://www.mta.info/mta/news/hearings/fareandtoll/bandt- 


sample.htm 


** The Port Authority is also proposing toll increases on the PATH system and other inter-state bridges. 

These increases have yet to be approved. A full description of the toll increase, including increases in truck 
tolls, can be found on the PORT AUTHORITY website: 
http://www.panynj.gov/budget_cap_plan/index_pt1.html 
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e Issue: A Commission member questioned the accuracy of the BPM given that it 
uses a 1997 survey of travel behavior in the New York City metro region to 
inform its determination of traveler mode choice. 

O Response: further review by staff and the Chairman established that an 
update of the mode choice element (which is based on the 1997 travel 
survey data) was not feasible within the timeframe of the Commission 
and that the BPM, the federally accepted planning tool used by the 
state and regional transportation agencies, was capable of conducting 
the analysis necessary for the Commission’s work. 


e Issue: A Commission member requested that an origin and destination study be 
conducted to determine the travel patters in the New York City region. 

O Response: agency staff concluded that an accurate origin-destination 
study for an area as large as that modeled in the BPM was not feasible 
within the four-month time frame of the Commission. The Chairman 
also directed agency staff to meet with the Commission member to 
further discuss the issue (see text box below). 


Why did the Commission rely on existing data rather than launch a new origin- 
destination survey? 

Origin-destination surveys are used by transportation planners around the world to gather 
information on trip patterns and mode choices and to plan transportation and transit 
projects. In a typical O-D study, such as the Regional Travel-Household Interview 
Survey (RT-HIS), conducted in1997-1998, a statistical sampling method is used to 
survey a representative collection of households. Respondents are asked to provide 
demographic information and details of their specific travel patterns. An O-D survey 
typically takes several years to complete. For example, before conducting their survey, 
the RT-HIS survey team had to first identify 42,000 representative households in the 28- 
county region. Each household was sent a survey, and follow-up recruitment and 
interviews were conducted with each respondent. Final responses were validated and 
weighted to capture the best approximation of the demographic and travel mix seen in the 
region. The RT-HIS household interview and recruitment process alone took over a year, 
from February 1997 to May 1998. Data analysis and report preparation took additional 
time, and the final work product was not released until 2000. 


Alternatives and Supplements to the Mayor’s Plan 

At the meetings on November 20 and December 10, agency staff presented the results of 
analysis on potential alternatives and supplements to the Mayor’s plan. These ranged 
from significant traffic interventions, such as banning trucks from the CBD during 
daytime hours, to smaller policy initiatives, such as providing tax incentives to encourage 
telecommuting. Given the varying scale of these proposals, the impact on daily VMT 
ranges from zero to over a six percent reduction. Some alternatives, such as required 
carpooling, would not raise any funds for transit, while others, such as a $2 surcharge on 
all for-hire vehicle trips within the zone (including taxis, livery cabs, and black cars), 
could raise as much as $140 million a year. Table 6 on the following pages summarizes 
the research on alternatives and supplements reviewed by the Commission. 
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Table 6: Research Results — Alternatives and Supplements to the Mayor’s Plan 


; Revenue 
Policy Category Specific Approach Behe ale raised for 
transit** 


Night delivery and telecommuting incentives 


Telecommuting incentives 0.03 - 0.21% $0 
Policies to encourage Per-axle charge and tax 0.1 - 1.0% daytime, $0 - 200 
businesses to schedule incentive 0% over 24 hours million 


deliveries during the 8.1% davti 
evening, thereby reducing Daytime delivery ban .1'/ Gayume, $0 
day time congestion. 0% over 24 hours 


Increase cost of parking in the Manhattan CBD 


Policies to increase the cost | Eliminate parking tax rebate | 0.05%; less if parking $22 mill 

of on-street and off-street for Manhattan residents operators absorb tax ren 
parking in the CBD, thereby Raise parking tax to 
encouraging drivers to switch 


0.2%; less if parking 


28.375% from 18.275% $71 million 
to transit. : ; operators absorb tax 
applies to all drivers 
Raise parking tax to ae : 
38.375% from 18.275% 0.3%; less if parking | ¢499 million 


applies to all drivers Dperatols ads oro tax 


parking 
Overnight on-street parking : - 
fee ($2 in CBD) 0.4% $7 million 


Treat value of employer- 

provided parking as 3 

income, for city income tax ee smell 
Parking cash-out 0.02% $0 


Reduce use of parking placards by public employees 


Policies to reduce the Reduce free on-street 
number of parking placards parking for government 
(which allow city, state, and employees currently $0 


federal employees to park for | commuting to jobs in lower 
free on-street), and thereby Manhattan by 3,000 
encourage public employees | placards 


to switch to transit. 
Reduce by 5,000 placards 0.2% $0 


Reduce by 10,000 placards 0.3% $0 
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: Revenue 
Policy Category Specific Approach ae ih pitas raised for 
transit** 


Taxi policies: surcharges and taxi stands 


Policies to reduce taxi 

cruising through expansion Additional taxi stands in 

of taxi stands and no-hail CBD norown $0 

zones 

Policies to increase the cost me 

of cab rides within the zone, | #2 surcharge 0.3% $70 million 

thereby encouraging cab 

riders to switch to transit. $2 surcharge $140 million 
$4 surcharge $270 million 
$8 surcharge $516 million 


Reduces MTA 
and PA toll 


License plate rationing 


Policies that ban groups of 
vehicles from entering the 

CBD on specific days of the revenues that 
week (based on the last digit support transit 


on the vehicle’s license Reduces MTA 
plate), thereby encouraging : Pon and PA toll 

transit use and reducing 1in5 days 10.3% revenues that 
traffic into the CBD. support transit 


Carpool and HOV/HOT lane strategies 


1in 10 days 5.1%*** 


Policies that require vehicles 
entering the CBD to be 
carrying at least two or three 
passengers, thereby 
encouraging transit use and 
reducing traffic into the CBD. 
Implementing lanes for 
exclusive use by high- 
occupancy vehicles and/or 
vehicles paying a toll so as 
to increase capacity and 
reduce congestion on major 
highways leading into the 
CBD. 


Reduces MTA 

Expected to be and PA toll 
substantial revenues that 

support transit 


Required carpooling 


Creation of High- 
Occupancy Toll ("HOT") Uncertain 
lanes 


East River bridge tolls 


Implementing per-trip tolls 24 | MTA toll structure on all 
hours on all East River East River bridges ($4 each 5.6% $531 million 
bridges into Manhattan way with E-ZPass) 


* All figures are 24 hour averages unless otherwise noted. 
** Revenue figures do not include impact, if any, on MTA and Port Authority toll revenues. 
*** Figures assume that all vehicles from each multi-car household are restricted on the same day. 
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For more detailed research findings on the alternatives, please refer to the Commission’s 
website.”° Included in the appendices are the summary presentations made to the 
Commission on November 2 and December 10, as well as white papers on each of the 
alternatives and technical memoranda on select options. 

During the course of its review of potential alternatives and supplements to the 
Mayor’s plan, Commission members discussed a number of issues. These included: 


The Commission requested a number of clarifications, including details on the 
methodology used to evaluate each of the alternatives. (These were provided by 
the interagency working group at the December 17 meeting. See Appendix H) 
In response to the proposal to ban trucks from the CBD during daytime hours, 
several Commission members voiced serious concerns over the feasibility and 
the adverse economic impacts of this approach. 

The Commission discussed the merits of the residential parking tax exemption 
for Manhattan residents. Some Commission members believe the provision 
would decrease cruising for street parking by providing car owners with an 
incentive to store their vehicles in a garage. Others felt the exemption provides 
an incentive for residents to own a Car. 

In response to proposals to raise metered parking rates within the CBD, several 
Commission members voiced support for the proposal as a way to discourage 
driving and to raise revenue. 

In response to proposals to levy a $2 or $1 surcharge on taxi trips within the 
CBD, several Commission members voiced support for such a proposal. One 
Commissioner cautioned that an overly high surcharge would actually be an 
incentive for people to drive, especially those who now take transit from the 
suburbs and then take a taxi. One Commissioner requested an analysis of 
raising the surcharge to $4 or $8. (Estimates of the impact of these two options 
were provided at the December 17 meeting and are included in Table 6.) 


Modifications to the Mayor’s Plan 

At the December 17" meeting, Commission staff presented the analysis of potential 
modifications to the Mayor’s plan. Staff looked at a wide range of potential 
modifications, including changes to: the northern boundary of the congestion pricing 
zone, the types of trips charged (i.e. exempting trips within the zone), the fee structure 
(i.e. the use of variable or 24 hour fees), and the type of charge (i.e. the use of a per-trip 
toll rather than a daily fee). The chart on page 27 presents the VMT and revenue impacts 
of these alternatives. The alternatives fall with a range from 5.9 to 8.3 percent VMT 
reduction and $387 million to $615 million in net revenue generated for transit. The 
revenue numbers do not take into account the impact on MTA and Port Authority toll 
revenues, a substantial portion of which are used to fund transit operations and capital 
needs. Capital costs range from $224 million for the Mayor’s plan to $62 million for the 
East River Bridge tolls alternative. 


°° https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitigation commission 
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Explanation of Modifications to the Mayor’s Plan 

e Northern Boundary — moving the northern boundary of the congestion pricing 
zone south to 60" Street. 
Intra-zonal Charge — eliminating the $4 fee charged to trips taken solely within 
the congestion pricing zone. 
Through Trips — charging vehicles that drive only on the FDR and 9A/West 
Side Highway, these routes were free under the Mayor’s plan. 
Direction of Charge — charging only inbound trips, rather than trips in both 
directions (the Mayor’s plan charges outbound traffic). 
Variable Fee — charging a varying congestion pricing fee at different times of 
the day. 
24 Hour Charging — charging the congestion fee 24 hours a day. 
Toll Offset — eliminating or reducing the toll offset provided to users of the 
MTA and Port Authority tolled crossings into Manhattan. 
License Plate Recognition Surcharge — levying a $1 surcharge on drivers who 
enter the zone and do not use E-ZPass 
Fee or Toll — charging a per-trip toll instead of a daily fee 


For more detailed research findings on the alternatives, please refer to the Commission’s 
website.”” Included is the summary presentation made to the Commission on December 
V7, 

During the course of their review of potential modifications to the Mayor’s plan, 
Commission members discussed a number of issues. These included: 


e A Commission member noted the savings in terms of annual operating costs of 
eliminating the charge on trips within the zone. Also noted was the fact that the 
reduction in operating cost may more than offset the loss in revenues. 

Several Commission members stated the need to charge residents of the zone 
for driving if the intra-zonal charge were eliminated. Options considered 
included a taxi surcharge, increased parking meter rates, a $2 overnight parking 
fee in Manhattan, and increases in the City’s parking tax. 

The Commission discussed the relative merits of including a free periphery 
route. One Commission member noted that eliminating the free periphery route 
might have negative consequences on low-income neighborhoods in Brooklyn 
and the Bronx. 

The Commission discussed the relative merits of moving the northern boundary 
of the zone to 60" Street. Noted were the modest impact on net revenues and 
the likely small impact on parking in the area north of 60" Street, given the 
limited supply and high cost of parking in this area. 

In general terms, the Commission discussed the possibility of packaging a 
modified congestion pricing plan together with several of the supplements 
discussed at the December 10" meeting. 


*7 https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitigation_ commission 
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e A Commission member requested an analysis of the alternatives showing the 
distribution of fee revenues by geographic trip origin. At the direction of the 
Chairman, this analysis has been provided for the pricing-based alternatives 
analyzed in this report and is presented in the next chapter. 

e The Chairman directed the Commission to begin thinking about three or four 
possible alternatives for further review in January, including the Mayor’s plan, 
a modified congestion pricing plan, a toll plan, and a non-congestion pricing 
plan. The Chairman stated that he would hold small group meetings with 
Commission members over the last two weeks in December and the first week 
in January to discuss these options. 
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V. Options for Evaluation 


At the direction of the Commission Chairman, agency staff evaluated the Mayor’s plan 
and four alternatives, described below. The alternatives each focus on one of four 
different approaches: congestion pricing, bridge tolling, pricing of parking and taxis, and 
license plate rationing. The Chairman directed staff to evaluate the VMT reduction of 
each option and to evaluate all options that meet the mandate of a 6.3 percent reduction in 
VMT using each of the evaluation criteria established by the Commission. Note that in all 
alternatives, new revenues would be used to fund transit and other transportation-related 
capital projects. 

For its final recommendation, the Commission may select one of the alternatives 
presented in this report, or may choose to modify one of the alternatives, combine 
elements of two or more alternatives, or put forward a wholly different plan. The 
recommendation made by the Commission in its final report will take a number of factors 
into account, including research findings, comments from the public, and the strengths 
and weakness of each option. Through this process, the Commission can choose to 
modify any given plan, including those in this report, so as to reduce its weaknesses and 
enhance its strengths. 

The options are as follows: 


Option 1: The Mayor’s Plan 
For a full description of the Mayors plan, please refer to Section II, page 8. The chart and 


graphic below summarize the key elements of the Mayor’s plan. As noted earlier, the 
Mayor’s plan would be implemented in tandem with a series of traffic enforcement and 
neighborhood parking improvements, as proposed in PlaNYC. 


Table 8: The Mayor’s Plan 7. 
Parameter Mayor's Plan ° 86" St N. Boundary / i 
Northern Boundary 86 St e Free periphery y 
Intra-zonal Charge Yes ($4) a IntezonalOnarge - / 
Through Trips Free if using ° ee ane one une J 
peripheral routes YY ft 
Direction of Charge 2-Way 
Flat or Variable Flat $8 
12 Hour or 24 Hour 12 hour 
E-ZPass Toll Offset Yes y 
LPR Surcharge None , 
Fee or Toll Daily Fee 
Supplements 
Neighborhood parking strategies 
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Option 2: An Alternative Approach to Congestion Pricing 
The alternative congestion pricing plan is a modified approach to congestion pricing that 


eliminates the intra-zonal charge and free periphery, charges inbound trips only, and 
moves the northern boundary of the charging zone to 60" Street. Cars would be charged 
an $8 fee to drive into the zone on weekdays between 6am and 6pm. Trucks would pay 
$21, except for low-emission trucks, which would pay $7.°° Under this fee-based plan, 
drivers would pay once upon entering the charging zone and would be able to make 
additional trips in and out of the zone at no additional cost. For E-ZPass users, the value 
of all tolls paid on MTA or Port Authority bridges and tunnels would be deducted from 
the fee up to $8. 


Table 9: Alternative Congestion Pricing Plan 


Parameter Plan Ya 
Northern Boundary 60 St ° 60th StN. Boundary =/ 
Intra-zonal Charge None . Charged periphery | j 
Through Trips Charged e No intra-zonal charge 
Direction of Charge Inbound > ABGHNGCiaige OU 
Flat or Variable Flat $8 fee 
12 Hour or 24 Hour 12 hour 
E-ZPass Toll Offset Yes 
LPR Surcharge $1 
Fee or Toll Daily Fee 

Supplements ys 
Neighborhood parking strategies 
$1 taxi/livery trip surcharge for trips that F 
start and/or end in zone NS K , 
Increased metered parking rates within zone Sy an 
Eliminate resident parking tax exemption 7 
within zone ee N 


v 
The alternative congestion pricing plan would use the same electronic fee 

collection system as the Mayor’s plan, but with a significantly reduced number of sensors 
due to the elimination of the intra-zonal charge and free periphery. Moving the northern 
boundary to 60" Street would lead to many more intra-Manhattan trips being charged the 
$8 fee, such as trips from the Upper East Side into the CBD. Non-E-ZPass users would 
be subject to a $1 surcharge to encourage E-ZPass use and to cover the additional cost of 
processing license plate image transactions. In addition, the alternative congestion pricing 
plan includes a package of parking and taxi policies designed to further discourage 
driving within the zone, including a $1 surcharge on taxi and livery trips that start and/or 
end within the zone during congestion pricing hours, increased on-street parking meter 


*8 The discount would apply to new trucks that meet the most current EPA engine standards and to trucks 
that have been retrofitted with EPA-approved equipment to reduce emissions by 85 percent. The goal of 
this incentive is to encourage truck owners to switch over to cleaner diesel trucks, which currently 
constitute a small portion of the regional truck fleet. 
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rates within the zone, and elimination of the resident parking tax exemption for off-street 
parking garages and lots within the zone. 


Option 3: Tolling the East River and Harlem River Bridges 


Agency staff also conducted further analysis of an East River and Harlem River bridge 
toll plan (henceforth the toll plan). The toll plan expands on previous proposals to toll the 
City’s major East River crossings, including the Brooklyn, Manhattan, Williamsburg, and 
Queensboro bridges, and differs somewhat from the tolling option presented to the 
Commission on December 17. 


Table 10: The Toll Plan 
Parameter Plan Per-trip toll Z, 
Tolled Crossings East and Harlem River bridges E.R. & H.R. bridges . ff 
Direction of Toll 2-way MTA toll structure Li 
Flat or Variable Flat $4 toll 24hr ¥ m 
12 Hour or 24 Hour 24 hour ~~ 
thy, 
a 


LPR Surcharge $1 
Fee or Toll Per-trip Toll = 


—— 
yal 


Supplements 
Neighborhood parking strategies 


Under the toll plan, all un-tolled East River and 7 
Harlem River crossings would be subject to inbound J 
and outbound tolls. These tolls would be in effect 24 x 
hours a day, seven days a week, and would match the : ™~ 
toll rates on the MTA’s East River crossings.~” The Fi y 
Henry Hudson Bridge toll would also be increased to 3 J 
match the rates on the other crossings.*” Following the 
MTA toll structure, trucks would pay higher tolls Gi ‘ 
depending on their size. Similar to the Mayor’s plan, L x : 
tolls would be collected electronically using E-ZPass \ 
readers and license plate recognition (LPR) cameras; 
there would be no toll plazas or physical barriers, except where they already exist. In 
essence, cars would be charged a $4 per-trip toll (rising to $4.15 on March 16, 2008) 24 
hours a day to enter or leave Manhattan by any East or Harlem River crossing. The Port 
Authority toll structure would remain the same. 

The toll plan would allow for the subsequent elimination of two-way tolling on all 
of the MTA’s East River crossings and the implementation of inbound only tolling on all 
river crossings into Manhattan, resulting in operating cost savings. 


°° Tolls would apply to: the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, Queensboro 
Bridge, Willis Avenue Bridge, Third Avenue Bridge, Madison Avenue Bridge, 145" Street Bridge, 
Macombs Dam Bridge, Alexander Hamilton Bridge (Cross Bronx Expressway), Washington Bridge, 
University Heights (207 St.) Bridge, Broadway Bridge and Henry Hudson Bridge (increase from current 
toll). 

°° Any toll increase on the Henry Hudson Bridge would be subject to a SEQR review. 
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This plan includes a new toll on the Alexander Hamilton Bridge, which is part of 
the I-95 corridor and carries significant through traffic. Increasing the cost of travel from 
the George Washington Bridge to the Cross-Bronx Expressway could cause some 
through traffic to divert to other routes, such as the Tappan Zee Bridge. Further analysis 
of this issue and potential mitigation measures is required if this option is to be pursued. 


Option 4: License Plate Rationing 
For a fourth option, the Chairman directed agency staff to present for discussion a license 


plate rationing plan (henceforth the rationing plan). License plate rationing restricts a set 
of vehicles from entering a specified area on certain days based on the last digit of the 
vehicle’s license plate. Agency staff analyzed a scenario under which the City would ban 
a particular vehicle once every five days, thereby restricting 20 percent of all vehicles 
each weekday from 6 am-6 pm. The rationing restriction would apply to the area of 
Manhattan south of 86" street. Emergency vehicles, transit vehicles, and vehicles with 
handicapped license plates would be exempt. Enforcement could be conducted using a 
system of LPR cameras similar to the Mayor’s plan or by posting police officers at each 
of the entry points into the rationing zone. For further information on license plate 
rationing, please refer to the license plate rationing white paper in Appendix G. 


Table 11: The Rationing Plan 


Parameter Plan e 86" St. N. Boundary 
Vehicles Restricted Daily 20% e 20% vehicle ban y 
Northern Boundary 86" Street 
12 Hour or 24 Hour 12 hour ), 
Supplements 
Neighborhood parking strategies 


Unlike the other four alternatives under 
consideration, the rationing plan would not 
generate revenue for transit through fees or tolls. 
At the December 10" meeting, the Commission 
discussed whether it should examine broad-based 
tax policies that could be coupled with a rationing 
plan. The Chairman concluded that a 
comprehensive analysis of broad-based tax 
options was beyond the scope of the 
Commission’s mandate. The Chairman did, 
however, direct staff to conduct a preliminary 
survey of broad-based tax options that could 
generate revenue for transit. This analysis is 
presented in the text box on the following page. If so desired, the State Legislature and 
Governor can further evaluate these tax options after the conclusion of the Commission’s 
work. 

Also discussed was the issue of two-car households. Under a rationing plan, a 
commuter with access to two cars could simply switch vehicles on the day that the 
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primary vehicle is banned. As a solution to this problem, it was proposed that the motor 
vehicle departments in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut create a system to 
register license plates by household. Although the feasibility of this approach has not yet 
been determined, the VMT impacts of the rationing plan presented here assume the 
implementation of household-based vehicle registration. 


Broad-Based Tax Options: Revenue Potential 

A series of income, corporate, sales, excise, and MTA-dedicated tax revenue options 
were analyzed by Commission staff, as summarized in the table below. These tax revenue 
estimates were prepared by the New York City Office of Management and Budget. If so 
desired, the State Legislature and Governor can further evaluate these tax options after 
the conclusion of the Commission’s work, as well as other tax options, such as creation 
of a carbon tax, increases in the City personal income tax rates, raising the State payroll 
taxes, or increases in the MCTD®* Urban Tax rates. 


TASOTAIG Additional Revenue Generated 
($ mil) 
Tax Other 
Current Proposed ue MCTD 
Counties 5 
Counties 
Income Taxes 
Restore commuter -- 0.45% / - - 
tax (1) 0.65% 
Corporate Taxes 
Raise MCTD corporate 17.0% 30.0% 
surcharge (2) 
Sales Taxes 
Raise MCTD sales 0.375% 0.75% $435 $307 
tax (3) 
Excise Taxes 
Raise motor vehicle $0.08 $0.16 
fuel tax (4) 
Dedicated Taxes 
Raise MCTD mortgage 0.30% / 0.60% / $234 $248 
recording tax (5) 0.25% 0.50% 


Source: Preliminary estimates based on analysis conducted by NYC OMB. 

(1) Prior to 1999, wages and salaries earned by nonresidents (commuters) in New York City were taxed at 
a rate of 0.45 percent and self-employment income taxed at 0.65 percent. 

(2) The corporate surcharge includes several taxes on businesses operating within the MCTD. 

(3) In addition to State and local sales taxes, a 0.375 percent sales tax is currently levied within the 
MCTD. 

(4) New York State currently levies a $0.08 per gallon excise tax on motor vehicle fuels. This proposal 
would raise that tax for the whole state. 

(5) The mortgage recording tax refers to two separate taxes levied within the MCTD: one on the borrower, 
at a rate of 0.30 percent of the value of the recorded mortgage, and a second on the lender, at a rate of 
0.25 percent of the value of the recorded mortgage for one-family to six-family homes. 


3! The Metropolitan Commuter Transportation District (MCTD) consists of the 12 counties of New York, 
Bronx, Kings, Queens, Richmond, Dutchess, Nassau, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, Suffolk, and 
Westchester. 
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Option 5: A Combination of Parking and Taxi Policies 
Finally, the Chairman directed staff to evaluate a plan that used a combination of polices 


that increase the cost of parking and taxi fares (“the combination plan”). This plan 
includes a series of measures to significantly increase the cost of on-street and off-street 
parking in Manhattan south of 60" Street, including raising the City parking tax for 
garages within the CBD, eliminating the resident parking tax exemption within the zone, 
increasing on-street parking meter rates within the zone, and charging a $2 overnight 
parking fee for all on-street spaces within the zone. In addition, the plan calls for 
reducing by 10,000 the number of government parking placards used to commute to jobs 
in the zone (these placards allow City, State, and Federal employees to park in restricted 
spaces or without charge in metered spaces.) In order to reduce taxi traffic, the plan also 
includes an $8 surcharge on all taxi trips within, into, or out of the area of Manhattan 
south of 86" St. For further detail on these parking and taxi proposals, please refer to the 
parking policy and taxi policy white papers in Appendix G. 


Table 12: The Combination Plan 
Plan Components 
Increase parking tax from 18.375% to 38.375% in CBD™ 
Eliminate resident parking tax exemption in CBD 
Increase on-street parking meter rates in CBD 
Reduce by 10,000 the number of government parking 
placards used to commute to CBD jobs 
$2 overnight parking fee in CBD 
$8 surcharge for taxi trips that start and /or end 
south of 86 Street. 


Supplements 
Neighborhood parking strategies (outside of the CBD) 


* The current off-street parking tax in Manhattan is 18.375 percent. 
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VMT Reduction and Revenue for the City 


Estimate of VMT reduction in Manhattan south of 86" Street and of net annual revenues 
raised to fund the transit system. 


Table 13 below lays out the VMT reduction, capital costs, operating costs, and net 
revenues for each the five alternatives.*’ The Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion 
pricing plan, the toll plan, and the rationing plan all meet the Commission’s mandate to 
recommend a plan that reduces VMT by 6.3 percent, and are therefore evaluated on the 
Commission’s other criteria.“ Although it generates significant revenues, the 
combination plan falls well short of meeting the VMT reduction mandate, and as a result, 
it is not evaluated further. 

The Mayor’s plan, alternative congestion pricing plan, and toll plan all raise 
significant revenues that could be used to fund current and future transit and 
transportation projects. The rationing plan would need to be combined with new taxes or 
fees to generate funds. As discussed earlier, the two congestion pricing options do not 
take into account the Port Authority’s proposed toll increase, which would reduce the net 
revenues of these options by approximately $50 million a year.” 


Table 13: VMT Reduction and Revenues Generated 


Option eee See Toll Plan eee ees 
eee 6.7% 6.8% 7.0% | 10.3% 3.2% 
Capital Cost $224 $73 $67 : NA 
Gross Revenue $649 $582 $947 $660 
Operating Cost $229 $62 $88 z a 
Net Revenue $420 $520 $859 ** | Apprx. $660 


*Costs are not estimated as they are dependent on implementation approach 

**Alone, the rationing plan would generate no revenues. Coupled with a tax, it could generate comparable 
revenues to the other options 

*“*Not estimated but not expected to be substantial 


This analysis raises several issues for further consideration: 


33 These costs are preliminary estimates based on analysis conducted by Cambridge Systematics and 
NYCDOT staff. 

“The rationing plan figure assumes that all vehicles within each multi-car household are restricted on the 
same day. 

3° Revenue that would have been collected through congestion fees would instead be collected as tolls by 
the Port Authority. Preliminary analysis under the BPM indicates that the toll increases would reduce net 
revenues under the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan by approximately $50 million 
a year. Further, the model assumes a change in E-ZPass penetration rates of 73 percent to 78 percent. To 
the extent that cash to E-ZPass migration is higher, net revenues would decrease. 
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Tolls vs. Congestion Fees: The toll plan raises the most revenue ($859 million 
annually) and has one of the larger VMT reductions of all plans considered. Tolls raise 
substantially more revenue than congestion pricing fees because they would be in 
effect 24 hours a day (as compared to 12 hours for a congestion fee) and would charge 
drivers for every trip in and out of Manhattan (as compared to a daily fee that allows 
multiple trips). Unlike the two congestion pricing options, the toll plan would impact 
driver behavior at all times of day, not just during periods of peak congestion. 


Relative Capital Costs: The complexity of the Mayor’s plan results in higher capital 
costs as compared to the other plans. The capital costs of an electronic toll or fee 
collection system is driven by the number of electronic sensors and cameras needed to 
ensure compliance. By including a charge on trips within the zone, the Mayor’s plan 
requires 340 charging stations across Manhattan, each with an array of E-ZPass readers 
and LPR cameras, increasing capital costs to over $200 million. In comparison, the 
alternative congestion pricing and tolling plans require 25 and 13 charging stations, 
respectively, and each requires less than $75 million in capital costs. The capital costs 
for rationing would depend on whether an electronic or manual enforcement system 
was used. 


Relative Operating Costs: The complexity of the Mayor’s plan also drives up the 
operating costs of the system. The operating costs of a congestion pricing or electronic 
toll system are driven by the number of transactions that the system must process for 
each paying customer. For the Mayor’s plan, the 340 charging stations located within 
the zone and at every entrance point to the zone would generate a large number of 
redundant E-ZPass reads and camera images, as many vehicles would already have 
been captured upon entering or leaving the zone. As a result, operating costs for the 
Mayor’s plan are projected to consume 35 percent of gross revenues as compared to ten 
percent for the alternative congestion pricing plan and nine percent for the toll plan. 
Operating costs for the rationing plan would depend on whether an electronic or 
manual enforcement system was used. In the future, the toll option would allow for 
one-way tolling into Manhattan, thus lowering operating costs at MTA facilities. 


Ensuring New Revenues are Dedicated to Transit: At the Commission’s public 
hearings, several speakers raised concerns over what mechanism would ensure that 
new funds were in fact spent on transit improvements. As directed by the Chairman, 
the final report will include further discussion of this issue. 


Best Practices 


The degree to which the program is based on congestion mitigation policies that have 


successfully been implemented in other cities. 


All four plans are based on traffic mitigation practices that have been used in other major 


cities in the United States, Europe, and Asia. These practices include: 
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e Fee-based congestion pricing zones: London introduced a fee-based congestion 
pricing system in 2003. Drivers into central London’s Congestion Pricing Zone (CPZ) 
are charged a flat £8 ($16) fee between 7 am and 6 pm on weekdays. Evaluation 
studies have shown that the number of vehicles entering the CPZ is down 16 percent 
from prior to the implementation of the charge. In 2006, the charging zone generated 
net revenues of £123 million ($244 million), which were used to fund enhanced bus 
service and other transit improvements.°*° The London scheme is most similar to the 
Mayor’s plan and is similar to the alternative congestion pricing plan in some 
respects. 


e Tolling and toll cordons: New York City has a long history of using tolls on major 
river crossings to raise revenue for the transportation system. More recently, the Port 
Authority has used variable tolls on its Hudson River crossings in an effort to 
encourage drivers to travel during off-peak periods. Internationally, Stockholm, 
Sweden, uses a toll cordon around the city center to raise revenue and reduce traffic. 
The Stockholm toll cordon, which was recently made permanent after a six month 
pilot period, reduced traffic entering the city by 22 percent.*” 


e License plate rationing: License plate rationing has been implemented in several 
Latin American cities with severe air quality problems. The three best documented 
examples are in Mexico City, Mexico; Bogota, Colombia; and Sao Paulo, Brazil. The 
short-term benefits of these programs had the desired effect of reducing motor vehicle 
travel, and the trial programs were made permanent. Lessons learned from these 
cities, however, show that long-term results have been mixed. Short-term air quality 
and traffic impacts have been difficult to sustain, as many drivers switched to taxis or 
purchased an additional vehicle to circumvent the restriction. 


Improvements in local and regional air quality and environment 
The degree to which the program reduces air pollution and impacts the environment. 


Motor vehicle emissions are a significant contributor to local and regional air quality 
problems. Public health authorities are concerned about the impact of air pollution on 
public health in New York City and the region. Hence, agency staff modeled the impact 
of each of the four options on emissions of three key air pollutants: volatile organic 
compounds (VOCs), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and carbon monoxide (CO). VOCs and NOx 
are two of the precursors for ground-level ozone, commonly referred to as smog.”® All 
three pollutants are demonstrated risks to public health and are regulated by the Federal 
Clean Air Act. The results of the emissions analysis are presented below in Graph 3. As 


°° Transport for London. Central London Congestion Charging Zone: Impacts Monitoring Fifth Annual 
Report. July 2007. (p. 114) 

°” Stockholm Trial website as accessed on 01/03/08: 
http://www.stockholmsforsoket.se/templates/page.aspx?id=183 

°° Analysis was conducted using the on-line NYSDOT MOBILE6 emissions calculator. VMT and speed 
outputs from the BPM were input into the model to determine relative levels of emissions for: the base case 
(current conditions) and for each of the alternatives. The difference in emission levels between the base 
case and each of the alternatives was then calculated as presented in Table 14. 
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shown, all four plans are estimated to reduce emissions of these three key pollutants. 
These numbers represent decreases in emissions for the area south of 86° Street. Given 
that all of the options would change local and regional traffic flows, emissions impacts 
are likely to vary by neighborhood. 


Graph 3: Emission Reduction Impact on Manhattan South of 86" Street 
fe 
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All four plans would reduce emissions by lowering VMT within New York City 
and improving vehicles speeds, which reduces idling—a significant source of pollution. 
However, neighborhood air quality is driven by a number of interrelated factors, 
including pollution from traffic, pollution from point sources (such as power plants), 
weather patterns, topography, and regional pollution (i.e. from other states). A more 
detailed air quality analysis would be required to determine the impact of the emissions 
reductions displayed in Table 14 on air quality and public health indicators. Such an 
effort would require additional resources and time to complete. 


Impacts on Neighborhoods: Traffic and Parking 


The estimate of traffic impacts on areas of the city and region outside the CBD and the 
degree to which the program is likely to have a positive or negative impact on the 
availability of on-street parking in neighborhoods adjacent to the CBD. 


In terms of neighborhood traffic impacts, agency staff used the results of the BPM to 
estimate the VMT reduction for selected geographic areas for each of the four options. 
This analysis, presented in Table 14, looked at traffic within sections of the City and in 
neighboring suburban areas. All four options are projected to significantly lower VMT 
outside of the area of Manhattan south of 86" Street. The largest traffic impacts are likely 
to be in areas immediately adjacent to the congestion zone or newly tolled bridges, as 
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those areas will experience less through traffic headed into and out of the CBD. 
Accordingly, the Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan, and the rationing 
plan will significantly reduce traffic in Upper Manhattan, Inner Brooklyn, and Western 
Queens. The toll plan, which would include tolls on bridges leading into Harlem and 
Washington Heights, would have a larger impact on traffic in the Bronx as compared to 
the other plans. Under the toll and congestion pricing plans, local traffic patterns in 
Brooklyn and Queens would likely change as traffic is redistributed from free City 
bridges to tolled crossings. 

Each alternative would be beneficial to neighborhoods adjacent to the pricing 
zone by reducing through traffic bound for the congestion zone. However, the plans 
could cause an increase in park-and-ride activity in neighborhoods adjacent to the 
congestion zone or near major transit hubs. Motorists who park-and-ride seek to avoid a 
toll or fee by driving to an area outside the CBD, parking their cars, and then taking 
transit or walking to their final destination. These motorists can increase competition for 
on-street parking spaces in residential neighborhoods and generate more traffic on local 
streets. In many neighborhoods, this phenomenon already occurs as drivers seek to avoid 
the high parking costs in the CBD, congestion on approaches to Manhattan river 
crossings, and tolls on MTA and Port Authority crossings. At the Commission’s public 
hearings, Commission members heard considerable concern over this issue from 
residents and neighborhood groups. As indicated in the description of the options, all four 
plans would include monitoring and parking mitigation measures to offset the impact of 
increased park-and-ride behavior. 


Impacts on Congested Areas 

VMT reductions can generally be expected to reduce traffic congestion and improve 
traffic flow. The specific impact on traffic conditions will vary depending on the level of 
traffic congestion that drivers currently experience. For example, a given VMT reduction 
will be more noticeable in conditions of heavy traffic congestion than when vehicles are 
already flowing freely on streets or highways. The effect of VMT reductions from the 
different alternatives can be seen by examining changes in the "level of service," a 
standard classification of traffic conditions widely used by traffic engineers. This scale 
classifies traffic conditions from good to bad using a scale from A to F. For level of 
service A, traffic is flowing freely and there is no traffic delay. For level of service F, 
streets are operating at or beyond their capacity and drivers experience stop-and-go 
conditions with unpredictable travel times. 

Policies that mitigate traffic congestion will reduce the amount of time that drivers 
spend in level of service F conditions and shift conditions to toward better levels of 
service. For example, Graph 4 shows the effects of the Mayor's plan on level of service 
the CBD. Total VMT in level of service F conditions would be reduced by 26%, and 
by 16% for level of service E (near-breakdown conditions). Total VMT in the best 
conditions (level of service A) would increase by 13%. 

Table 15 shows the reduction in level of service F for the CBD and other 
geographic areas, for each of the alternatives under consideration. As this table shows, 
level of service F conditions would be reduced not only in the CBD, but also in 
neighborhoods across the City. 
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Graph 4: Level of Service Impacts of the Mayor’s Plan 


% Change in Daily VMT by Level of Service 
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Impact on economic classes 


The degree to which the program is progressive or regressive in the allocation of costs 
and benefits across economic classes. 


Agency staff examined how each of the four options would impact residents of varying 
income levels. 

Under the rationing plan, both high and low income motorists would be 
compelled to alter their travel behavior for days on which their vehicles were restricted. 
Consequently, the rationing plan would not have a disproportionate impact on low or 
moderate income drivers. That said, families with two or more vehicles may possibly 
have greater travel flexibility under the rationing plan, if a driver with two cars could 
switch vehicles on the day when her primary vehicle is restricted. Households with two 
vehicles have, on average, higher incomes than households with a single vehicle. Issuing 
license plates by household could avoid this problem, but would require, at a minimum, 
the cooperation of the motor vehicle departments from New York, New Jersey, and 
Connecticut as well as extensive enforcement if drivers sought to evade these efforts. 

The Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan, and the toll plan all 
include the imposition of new fees and tolls. In order to better understand the impacts of 
these costs on different socioeconomic groups, agency staff examined the income profiles 
of those groups most likely to pay the fee or toll. This data is presented in Table 16.” 
This analysis raises several issues for further consideration: 


e The fee and toll plans most impact those who drive to the CBD on a daily basis: 
As was noted in the introduction, the vast majority of trips into the zone are not made 
by automobile. Therefore, individuals who typically walk, bike, or take transit to the 
CBD would not be financially affected by the fee or toll options. Of motorists, those 
who drive into the CBD every day for work would be most impacted. For example, 
under the Mayor’s plan a daily auto commuter from Upper Manhattan to the Financial 
District would pay about $2,000 in congestion fees each year (versus $912 a year for 
transit). By comparison, a motorist who drives into the zone on weekdays once or 
twice a month for shopping or entertainment would pay about $100 to $200 a year in 
congestion fees under the Mayor’s plan. 


e Those who commute by car to the CBD earn comparatively higher incomes: 
Agency staff analyzed the income levels of city and suburban residents who use the 
auto as their primary mode to reach Manhattan jobs. Staff found that of the 2.14 
million workers in Manhattan, about 292,000, or 14 percent, drive to work each day. 
These workers have a median annual income of $60,941. This compares to a median 
annual income of $46,416 for all workers in Manhattan, including the 1.85 million 
who take transit, walk, or bike to work. In aggregate, the fee would most impact 
commuters who earn 31 percent more than the median income of all Manhattan 
workers. Taking into account other income earners in the household, workers who 


°° MTA research has shown that many motorists are reimbursed for their toll expenses by their employers. 
For example, the MTA found that 22 percent of weekday motorists using the Queens-Midtown Tunnel are 
reimbursed for their tolls. This analysis does not take toll reimbursement into account. 
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drive to work in Manhattan have a median household income of $103,700. This 
compares to a median household income of $89,379 for all Manhattan workers. 


A small proportion of low and moderate income commuters who drive would be 
disproportionately impacted by a fee or toll: Most low and moderate income 
commuters into the CBD take transit or walk, and would not be impacted by a fee or 
toll. Of all City residents who commute to work, only five percent drive to the CBD.” 
Of that five percent, most (80 percent) have a feasible transit alternative to get to work 
that would take no more than 15 minutes longer than their auto trip.*' Therefore, only 
one percent of Manhattan workers lack a viable alternative to paying a congestion fee 
or toll (see Graph 4). The low and moderate income workers disproportionately 
impacted by a fee or a toll represents a further sub group within this one percent. 


A large number of low and moderate income residents would benefit from 
improved transit services under any of the three revenue-generating plans: As a 
group, low and moderate income City residents rely more on transit for their travel 
needs as compared to higher income City residents. Therefore, these residents would 
benefit more from the short-term transit enhancements that would precede a toll or fee 
plan and from the expansion to transit system made possible by increased revenues for 
transit investment. 


Graph 5: Travel Choices of Commuters who Live in New York City 


B Take transit, walk 
or bike to work; 
drive to work at 

1% non-CBD location 


4% 


w Drive to the CBD: 
have a transit 
option that is no 
more than 15 mins 
longer than their 
auto trip 


O Drive to the CBD: 
95% have a transit 
option that is more 
than 15 mins 
longer than their 
auto trip 


“° 2000 U.S. Census 
“" Bruce Schaller, “Necessity or Choice: Why People Drive into Manhattan.” Transportation Alternatives, 
February 2006. 


44 


14 


sulpAdIg pue ‘BupyeM ‘JIsuey :sapnpouUy x. 
9007 AvAins AjtunUIOD UedLIEUTY ‘snsua “Sf :30IN0S 


QLi'zers | seo'z9$ | vsz'Les | ze0'lzs | eoz'er$ | ers'ses |ers'ses |eco'szs |rezioss | sov'srs |  vepoy 
go¢e'60z$ | sog'o6s | zgt‘ehl$ | gLr‘oors | zeL'zss | vee'Lys | ezz'zy$ | zsz'tes | zbz'ees | 86'zZ$ ee 
eze've ezs'2oz jelo'es | eor'vor |acz'ry |riteoe |feereze |ere'es: |egr'ses | iso'eret | iotng 
g90'69$ | L60'LZ$ | Qzt‘Q28 | pri'yes | tes'ess | zaz'zes | ese'pys | ist'zys | tye'09s | t6'098 | pepoy 
LEO'L6L$ | GOB'LLLS | Brs‘eol$ | Lec'ees | gor'ves | vzo'zss | LeL‘'L9s | voc‘ess | erz'ges | zes‘ess — 
‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ ‘ yAOM 
ep‘ gle’eo | zoz'ee §=— | porte ~— | eae'e lso'1g =| ear'oe =| szs'vz =| @rz'ez Pav26 || oer 
; ; ; ; ; ' sbulusea 
les'izis | go0'eog | ezz'ezs J eli'zzs | vec'oss | ers'ses | ers'ses |esz'ezs | veioss | o1y'ors | “tenon 
7 7 7 t 7 7 t 7 7 7 6 
Loe'soz$ | ou6's6$ | voo'Lels | zre'ess | zve'scs ete'ers |zir'ers |ese'ses |eosees | zii'szs | teow 
Liye eos'adz | osz'alt |eze’ser |isi'es |sez'vse |eog'ese | vre'zer | zizyzo | soriyrz | °O Ra 
jnonaeuu0D | Aassar Kafe pueys| pueys] suaand | UuApjoolg xuolg | ueyeyuey | ueyeyueyy 
man uospnH 6uo7 uajeis Ul SJa4J0M 
[e1OL 


SJIINWWOD UB}eYUe|] JO BDUDPISIY 


UP}eYUL|] 0} SAIINUIUIOT) JO apoy] JaAe.AT, Aq siskTeuy IUIOIU] :9T aqGe 1, 


uoIssIwmwoy uonDbIIYy uolsabuoy offD1], ay) 0} J4oday wi4aqUuy 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


Regional Equity 


The degree to which the program equitably allocates costs and benefits across 
geographic areas within the New York metropolitan region. 


To better understand regional equity impact of the proposals, agency staff analyzed the 
geographic origins of current travelers to the CBD and who would pay new fees or tolls 
under each of the four plans. As license plate rationing does not include fees or tolls and 
applies to all drivers regardless of place of residence, agency staff concluded that the 
rationing plan would not raise regional equity issues. For the remaining three plans, 
agency staff determined the number of CBD-bound drivers from six geographic areas 
across the New York region. Staff then evaluated five key questions: 


(1) What proportion of CBD-bound travelers come from each geographic area? 

(2) What proportion of drivers to the CBD come from each geographic area? 

(3) What proportion of current MTA and Port Authority toll revenues are paid by 
CBD-bound drivers from each geographic area? 

(4) What proportion of new congestion mitigation toll and fee revenues under the 
three options would be paid by CBD-bound drivers from each geographic 
area? 

(5) What proportion of toll and fee revenues dedicated to transit (including both 
current tolls and proposed congestion mitigation tolls or fee) would be paid by 
CBD-bound drivers from each geographic area? 


Who travels into the CBD? 

First, agency staff determined the place of residence of drivers who travel into or within 
the CBD during a typical weekday.** This data is presented in Table 17. In all cases, the 
table indicates the place of residence of travelers and not the origin of their trips. The first 
column shows the proportion of travelers to the CBD on a typical weekday from each of 
the geographic areas. This column includes travelers who drive, take transit, walk or bike. 
For example, 34 percent of travelers to the CBD live in Manhattan. 

The second column shows the proportion of drivers to or though the CBD ona 
typical weekday from each of the geographic areas.*° This table includes all trip 
purposes (both work and non-work) of auto drivers. If a person travels more than once 
per day, he or she is counted only once. For example, the table shows that 24 percent of 
those driving to or through the CBD live in New Jersey. 

These two sets of figures provide a baseline against which to compare the 
proportion of drivers who currently pay tolls at MTA and Port Authority facilities against 


“ Residents of the CBD shown in these tables include those who: (1) travel exclusively within the CBD, 
and those who (2) leave the zone and then travel back into the CBD later in the day (reverse commuters, for 
instance). The unit is travelers, not trips, meaning that a traveler who makes multiple trips during the day is 
counted only once. 


“8 Drivers to the CBD shown in these table include those who: (1) drive to a destination in the CBD at least 
once during the day; and (2) drive through the CBD at least once during the day. The unit is drivers, not 
trips, meaning that a driver who makes multiple trips during the day is counted only once, but tolls and/or 
fees paid on all trips are included. 
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the proportion of drivers who would (1) pay congestion mitigation congestion mitigation 
tolls or fees under each of the three options and (2) contribute to transit under each of the 
three options through both existing tolls and congestion mitigation tolls or fees. 


Table 17: Who currently travels to the CBD and how do they get there? 


CBD Travelers on a typical weekday: where do they live? 


Place of residence Travelers who drive, take Travelers who drive to or 

transit, walk or bike to the through the CBD (24 hours) 
CBD (24 hours) 

Manhattan 34% 27% 

Bronx, Bklyn, Qns, Sl 39% 35% 

Nassau/Suffolk 4% T% 

Other NY State 3% 6% 

Connecticut 1% 2% 

New Jersey 19% 24% 

Total - % 100% 100% 

Total 2,616,697 670,935 


For this type of data, the BPM provides a standard report that groups together the Bronx, 
Brooklyn, Queens, and State Island. Agency staff is working to calculate data by borough 
and will present those results to the Commission once they are completed. 


Who pays tolls today? 


Second, agency staff determined what proportion of current MTA and Port Authority toll 
revenues collected from CBD-bound drivers are paid by motorists from each geographic 


Table 18: Who pays tolls today? 


Place of residence 


Proportion of tolls paid 
by CBD-bound drivers 
from each geographic 


area 
(typical weekday) 

Manhattan 7% 
Bronx, Bklyn, Qns, Sl 29% 
Nassau/Suffolk 7% 
Other NY State 9% 
Connecticut 4% 
New Jersey 45% 
Total 100% 


area. This data is presented in Table 
18.“4 These drivers include both 
those that are traveling to the CBD 
and those that are passing through 
the CBD en route to another 
destination. For example, the table 
shows that 45 percent of toll 
revenues collected from CBD-bound 
drivers are paid by residents of New 
Jersey. Looking back to Table 17 
that compares to the 24 percent of 
CBD-bound drivers from New 
Jersey. 


Who would pay a new charge, fee, or toll under each option? 

Third, agency staff analyzed what proportion of congestion mitigation toll and fee 
revenues would be paid by CBD-bound drivers from each geographic area. This data is 
presented in Table 19. The payments used to compute this table include: 


“4 Note that “current MTA and Port Authority toll revenues collected from CBD-bound drivers” includes 
only tolls paid by CBD-bound drivers and not total toll revenues collected by the Port Authority or MTA. 
The percentages are calculated using the new toll schedules recently proposed by the PA and MTA. 
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e For the Mayor’s plan: congestion pricing charge paid to the City. 

e For the alternative congestion pricing plan: congestion pricing charge paid to the 
City, $1 surcharge on taxi/livery/black car trips beginning or ending in the zone 
during charging hours, additional parking taxes paid by Manhattan residents once 
the resident tax discount is removed for parking in the CBD, and additional on- 
street parking fees paid in the CBD. 

e For the toll plan: tolls paid on City-owned East River and Harlem River Bridges 
(which are currently not tolled). 

e In each case, the payments in these columns do not include any tolls paid to the 
MTA or PA, so the columns for each option tabulate mutually exclusive universes 
of dollars from the column showing tolls currently paid. 


For example, under the Mayor’s plan, seven percent of fee revenues are paid by drivers 
from Nassau and Suffolk counties. Looking back to Table 17, this compares to the seven 
percent of CBD-bound drivers from Nassau and Suffolk counties. 


Table 19: Who would pay a new toll or fee under each option?” 
What proportion of congestion mitigation fee 
and toll revenues would be paid by CBD-bound 
Place of residence drivers from each geographic area? 
; Alt. Congestion 

Mayor’s Plan Pricing Plan Toll Plan 
Manhattan 31% 32% 28% 
Bronx, Bklyn, Qns, Sl 38% 38% 49% 
Nassau/Suffolk 7% 6% 6% 
Other NY State 7% 6% 8% 
Connecticut 1% 1% 1% 
New Jersey 17% 17% 7% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 


Who would contribute to transit under each plan? 

Finally, agency staff analyzed the broader issue of who pays towards the needs of the 
regional transit system. The purpose of the Commission is to consider plans that reduce 
congestion in the CBD and that raise new revenues for transit investment. Existing MTA 
and Port Authority tolls on the Hudson and East river crossings both raise significant 
funds for transit services and investment and encourage commuters to take transit by 
increasing the cost of driving. In other words, drivers who use MTA and Port Authority 
facilities are already contributing revenues to the regional transit system. Therefore, the 
Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan use fee structures that credit toll 
revenues already being paid by drivers. The toll plan goes further, and levies no new 
costs on CBD-bound drivers who use MTA and Port Authority crossings. 


* As discussed on page 21, this chart does not reflect the Port Authority’s proposed toll increase. 


48 


Interim Report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


Hence, agency staff calculated how much CBD-bound drivers from each 
geographic area contribute to transit, including both MTA and Port Authority revenues 
used to support transit and proposed new congestion mitigation toll and fee revenues 
from each of the three plans. The data from this analysis is present in Table 20.“° For 
example, under the alternative congestion pricing plan drivers to or through the CBD 
from the northern New York suburbs (“Other New York State”) would contribute seven 
percent of all toll and congestion mitigation toll or fee revenues dedicated for transit. 
Looking back at Table 17, this compares to six percent of total drivers to or through the 
CBD from the New York suburbs. 


Table 20: Who would contribute to transit under each option? 


What proportion of current toll and congestion mitigation toll 
and fee revenues dedicated to transit would be paid by CBD- 
Place of residence bound drivers from each geographic area? 
Mayor’s Plan a Congestion Toll Plan 
Pricing Plan 

Manhattan 22% 24% 24% 
Bronx, Bklyn, Qns, Sl 32% 34% 41% 
Nassau/Suffolk 7% 6% 7% 
Other NY State 8% 7% 8% 
Connecticut 2% 2% 2% 
New Jersey 29% 27% 19% 
Total 100% 100% 100% 


Comparisons of Tables 18 and 19 with Table 17 show imbalances between 
geographic areas in the distribution of both current tolls and of congestion mitigation fees 
or tolls, in comparison to each geographic area’s share of CBD-bound drivers. Given the 
imbalances in current toll payments, each of the three proposed plans creates a closer 
correlation between total driver entries to the CBD and their overall level of support for 
mass transit. 

The revenue-related goal of the Commission’s work is to raise funds for mass 
transit. Table 20 best conveys how much each geographic area contributes to mass 
transit, as it includes current tolls that are used to subsidize mass transit as well as 
congestion mitigation tolls and fees. A comparison of Tables 20 and 17 shows that: 


e The Mayor’s plan allocates transit subsidies among drivers largely in 
proportion to the percentage of CBD-bound drivers in each geographic 
area. For example, as shown in Table 20, the proportion of CBD-bound drivers 
from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Manhattan, Queens and Staten Island is almost 
exactly equivalent to the proportion of transit subsidies raised from these areas 
(32 percent and 35 percent respectively) as are the figures for New Jersey (29 
percent of transit subsidies and 24 percent of drivers). Manhattan is slightly 
underrepresented (22 percent of transit subsidies vs. 27 percent of drivers). 


“© The total amount contributed to transit includes: (1) the proportion of MTA and PA tolls paid by driver to 
or through the CBD that is dedicated to transit; (2) congestion mitigation fees or tolls paid by drivers to or 
through the CBD (all of which is dedicated to transit); and (3) in the case of the alternative congestion 
pricing plan, revenues from the $1 taxi surcharge and the elimination of the resident parking tax exemption 
for car owners within the CBD. 
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e Similarly, the alternative congestion pricing plan allocates transit subsidies 
largely in proportion to the percentage of CBD-bound drivers from each 
geographic area. Transit subsidies paid by Manhattan residents are slightly 
closer to their representation among CBD-bound drivers (24 percent of 
subsidies compared with 27 percent of drivers). 


The toll plan allocates transit subsidies less proportionately as compared to 
the two congestion pricing plans. Drivers from the Bronx, Brooklyn, Queens, 
and Staten Island pay a greater proportion of transit subsidies from tolls as 
compared to the proportion of CBD-bound drivers from those four boroughs 
(41 percent of transit subsidies compared with 35 percent of drivers). Much of 
this disproportionate impact is due to the tolling of local traffic between the 
Bronx and Upper Manhattan, much of which is unrelated to the CBD. 


Privacy 
The degree to which the program creates concerns over personal privacy rights. 


The Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan, and the toll plan raise similar 
privacy concerns. All three options employ a network of E-ZPass readers and LPR 
cameras that will capture the location of a vehicle at a given time and date in order to 
administer a congestion charge or toll. Currently, drivers on Port Authority and MTA 
crossings can choose to pay cash instead of using E-ZPass if they wish not to have their 
vehicles recorded. However, under the two congestion pricing options as well as the toll 
option, drivers would not be able to avoid having their vehicle information captured by a 
public agency, either via an E-ZPass read or license plate image. The Mayor’s plan would 
collect the most vehicle information, since over 300 charging locations would be required 
to record the location and time that vehicles move into, out of, and within Manhattan 
south of 86" Street. By comparison, the alternative congestion pricing plan would collect 
the least amount of information, as its 25 charging locations will only record vehicles 
upon their entry into Manhattan south of 60" Street. Similarly, the toll plan has many 
fewer charging locations, but will generate records of vehicle movements both into and 
out of Manhattan. 

The collection of large amounts of vehicle information raises the issue of how 
data should be processed and stored and whether or not it should be made available to 
third parties, such as law enforcement. If the Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion 
pricing plan, or the toll plan is implemented, a detailed set of data and personal privacy 
protections will be required. Adopting the privacy standards of the E-ZPass system, 
which is used by 23 toll operators in 12 states, is one option. E-ZPass has developed a set 
of best practices for collecting, exchanging and securing vehicular data and personal 
information for road charging. These include data archiving limitations, legal restrictions 
to limit data access by law enforcement or other government agencies, and assurances 
that no personal information is associated with field data. Several IAG agencies outside 
of New York are also piloting so-called anonymous E-ZPass accounts. Similar to pre- 
paid cell phones, an anonymous E-ZPass account provides a tag that can be purchased 
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with a cash credit on the tag and that can be managed without provision of a mailing 
address or credit card information to the E-ZPass Customer Service Center. 


Implementability 


The feasibility of implementing the program given available technology, the program’s 
design, and start-up and operating costs. 


Based on the agency staff evaluation, the four options are all feasible within New York 
City, although each presents a unique set of implementation issues: 


Feasibility of electronic tolling and LPR technology: The Mayor’s plan, the 
alternative congestion pricing plan, the toll plan, and the rationing plan with LPR 
enforcement would all require the use of electronic toll collection and LPR technology. 
LPR technology has been used successfully in Europe and Canada. Electronic toll 
collection technology is widely used in the United States, including by the MTA and 
Port Authority. Under both of the congestion pricing plans, however, these 
technologies would be applied within an urban street environment, rather than on a 
highway or at controlled toll plazas. The London system has successfully used LPR 
technology in an urban environment. The toll plan would be comparatively simpler to 
implement, as the application would be on bridge approaches with more controlled 
traffic flows. 


Alternative congestion pricing plan - 60" Street boundary: Any northern boundary 
located within the Manhattan street grid poses similar implementation challenges. 
Siting the physical charging infrastructure might be more difficult at 60 Street than 
further uptown because of the presence of cross-town subway tunnels under parts of 
60"" Street. 


The Mayor’s plan - inclusion of an intra-zonal charge: As discussed earlier, the 
inclusion of an intra-zonal charge significantly increases the complexity of a 
congestion charging system. To charge for intra-zonal travel, charging infrastructure 
would need to be constructed within the CBD. Preliminary studies show that 
approximately 225 charging locations would need to be constructed within the zone to 
charge intra-zonal drivers. Intra-zonal transactions (E-ZPass and license plate camera 
reads) would constitute a significant proportion of the overall daily volume of 
transactions requiring data processing. 


The Mayor’s plan — inclusion of a free periphery: As discussed earlier, allowing 
free travel for through traffic on the peripheral routes adds implementation complexity 
to congestion pricing because charging infrastructure would need to be constructed at 
all entrances and exits of the FDR Drive and at each intersection on Route 9A. 
Additionally, charging infrastructure would need to be deployed in such a way to 
preserve free through routes on surface streets between the river crossings and the 
peripheral roads. 
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e Congestion pricing toll offsets: Both the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion 
pricing plan provide a credit to drivers who pay E-ZPass tolls on Port Authority and 
MTA facilities. This feature adds administrative complexity to congestion pricing. 
However, it is technically feasible to integrate the City’s charging operation with the 
existing toll operations. This feature may also slightly increase processing costs as 
compared to the toll option, which does not include offsets. 


Economic impact on jobs, business and regional economy 


The degree to which the program is likely to have a positive or negative impact on total 
jobs and the City and regional economy. 


Estimates of the annual cost of congestion on the regional economy range as high as $13 
billion.*” Any of the four options under consideration are expected to reduce this cost, 
particularly if commercial vehicles encounter less congestion and improve their 
productivity. However, each option does have slightly different implications including: 


e Tolls would have the largest impact on commercial vehicles: One modification with 
implications for business and the regional economy is the choice between a congestion 
fee or a per-trip toll. For a commercial vehicle making multiple trips in the CBD, a fee 
would be a single, daily cost that may be offset by increased trip frequency (as the 
vehicle made more trips). The increased costs from a toll approach would be greater for 
commercial vehicles that make repeated trips into and out of the CBD, without any 
greater productivity savings to offset the costs. 


Business cost saving through eliminating the intra-zonal charge: Unlike the 
Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan would not include an intra-zonal 
charge or an outbound charge. These changes would reduce costs for businesses that 
use vehicles that do not enter or leave the charging zone and would thus avoid paying a 
congestion fee. 


Rationing provides less flexibility: Under the fee and toll plans, businesses and 
employees would always have the ability to make auto trips into Manhattan or the 
CBD, albeit for a price. Under rationing however, businesses would lack that 
flexibility. If a company’s delivery van was banned from the CBD on a given day, that 
company would simply be unable to make any deliveries with that vehicle. The 
inflexibility of the rationing plan would impose a cost on companies that depend on 
deliveries or employees who need to use their vehicles for work. This would be 
particularly true for small businesses that have a small number of available vehicles. 


4’ PENYC, 2006. (p. 40) 
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Options Summary 

During the course of this chapter, the four options have been weighed against each other 
based on the Commission criteria. This section summarizes the comparative strengths and 
weaknesses of each of the four plans. 


The Mayor’s Plan 


Strengths 


The Mayor’s plan is projected to reduce VMT by 6.7% and to generate $420 million a 
year in revenues for transit investment. 

The Mayor’s plan would reduce traffic across the city, especially in neighborhoods 
adjacent to the congestion pricing zone, including Upper Manhattan, Long Island City, 
and Downtown Brooklyn. 

Nearly all low and moderate income commuters take transit to the Manhattan CBD. 
These workers would benefit from the Mayor’s plan through short-term improvements 
in transit services and long-term expansion of the transit system. 

The intra-zonal charge discourages trips within the congestion pricing zone with the 
same pricing approach as for all other trips into or out of the zone. 

The 86" Street boundary includes a larger portion of the most congested area of 
Manhattan. 

The plan’s free periphery route allows drivers to travel around the CBD without paying 
the fee. For example, Brooklyn and Queens drivers could travel to the Bronx or Upper 
Manhattan via the FDR Drive without paying the fee. 

The plan does not have significant regional equity impacts. 


Weaknesses 


Compared to the other three plans, the Mayor’s plan has significantly higher capital 
costs. The Mayor’s plan includes a charge on trips within the zone and thus requires 
many more charging stations, each with an array of E-ZPass and LPR cameras. 
Similarly, the Mayor’s plan has significantly higher operating costs. The charge on 
trips within the zone and the free periphery route significantly increases the number of 
transactions that must be processed for each paying customer. 

Unlike the alternative congestion pricing and toll plan, the Mayor’s plan does not 
include a charge on taxi and livery trips into or out of the zone—a major source of 
traffic and vehicle emissions in the Manhattan CBD. 

The Mayor’s plan includes the placement of hundreds of cameras within and around 
the zone’s perimeter, compared to only 25 or 13 camera sites needed for the alternate 
congestion pricing and toll plan respectively. More cameras raise greater privacy 
concerns. 

As under all four plans, park-and-ride activity could increase in neighborhoods near the 
zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by the City to manage 
parking. Similarly, as with all four plans, the plan could potentially create localized 
congestion impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD 
and who do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately 
impacted by the congestion fee as compared to higher income drivers. 
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The Alternative Congestion Pricing Plan 


Strengths 


The alternative congestion pricing plan is projected to reduce VMT by 6.8% and to 
generate $520 million a year in revenues for transit investment. 

The alternative congestion pricing plan has significantly lower capital and operating 
costs than the Mayor’s plan and is comparable in those categories to the toll plan. 
Similar to the other plans, the alternative congestion pricing plan would reduce traffic 
across the city especially in neighborhoods adjacent to the congestion pricing zone, 
including Upper Manhattan, Long Island City, and Downtown Brooklyn. 

Similar to the Mayor’s plan and toll plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan would 
benefit low and moderate income residents through improved transit. 

The alternative pricing plan would further encourage Manhattan residents to use transit 
by increasing the cost of parking within the CBD and by adding a $1 surcharge on taxi 
trips that end or begin within the zone. 

Compared to the Mayor’s plan, the alternative congestion pricing plan would be easier 
to implement. 

The plan does not have significant regional equity impacts. 


Weaknesses 


Unlike the Mayor’s plan, there is no free peripheral route and drivers would have to 
pay to travel through the CBD. For example, Brooklyn and Queens drivers that travel 
to the Bronx or Upper Manhattan via the FDR Drive would pay the congestion fee. 
The elimination of the intra-zonal charge leaves no per-day charge on private auto use 
within the zone for drivers not using metered parking at their destination. However, the 
smaller zone minimizes the impact of this problem. 

As under all four plans, park-and-ride activity could increase in neighborhoods near the 
zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by the City to manage 
parking. Similarly, as with all four plans, the plan could potentially create localized 
congestion impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD 
and who do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately 
impacted by the congestion fee as compared to higher income drivers. 
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The Toll Plan 


Strengths 


The toll plan is projected to reduce VMT by 7.0% and to generate $859 million a year 
in new revenues for mass transit—the most of any of the alternatives considered. 

The toll plan would enable the City, the MTA, and Port Authority to move toward a 
more uniform tolling strategy for Manhattan, including the potential implementation of 
one-way tolling and/or time-of-day pricing on all crossings into Manhattan. 

The toll plan has significantly lower capital and operating costs than the Mayor’s plan, 
and slightly lower operating costs than the alternative congestion pricing plan. One- 
way tolling on all crossings would further reduce operating costs for both the MTA and 
the City. The plan also includes fewer cameras than the Mayor’s plan. 

The toll plan would eliminate the need to match transactions to calculate a daily charge 
and enables uniform charges to cash and E-ZPass customers. 

Similar to the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan, the toll plan 
would benefit low and moderate income residents through improved transit. 

Similar to the other three plans, the toll plan would reduce traffic across the city. It 
would have a greater impact on traffic in the Bronx, especially on through truck traffic. 
Compared to the two congestion pricing plans, the toll plan would significantly impact 
local trips between the South Bronx and Harlem/Washington Heights. This shift would 
reduce vehicle emissions in these neighborhoods. 


Weaknesses 


Tolls would apply to all trips into and out of Manhattan and would be in effect 24 
hours a day, seven days a week. By charging at all hours, the toll plan does not 
distinguish between drivers who contribute to peak period congestion and drivers who 
travel at less congested times. 

Unlike the Mayor’s plan and the alternative congestion pricing plan, the toll plan does 
not address trips that start and end within Manhattan. Under the alternative congestion 
pricing plan, for example, many of these trips would be charged at 60" Street or would 
be captured by the $1 taxi surcharge within the zone. 

Compared to the two congestion pricing plans, the toll plan would significantly impact 
local trips between the South Bronx and Harlem/Washington Heights. This shift could 
have a local adverse economic impact. 

Per-trip tolls would have a larger impact on commercial vehicles than the two 
congestion pricing plans. A commercial vehicle making multiple trips in and out of 
Manhattan would pay for each trip under the toll plan, rather than a flat daily fee under 
either the Mayor’s plan or the alternative congestion pricing plan. 

The toll plan would institute a toll on the Cross Bronx Expressway/I-95 corridor, 
causing potential diversions to other regional routes and tolled facilities. This would 
require further evaluation. 

The plan has disproportional impacts on motorists from the Bronx. 

As under all four plans, park-and-ride activity could increase in neighborhoods near the 
zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by the City to manage 
parking. Similarly, as with all four plans, the plan could potentially create localized 
congestion impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 

A small proportion of low and moderate income workers—those who drive to the CBD 
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and who do not have a feasible transit alternative—would be disproportionately 
impacted by the toll as compared to higher income drivers. 


The Rationing Plan 


Strengths 

e The rationing plan is projected to reduce VMT by 10.3 percent, assuming that the 
system coordinates plate numbers for multi-car households. 

e Similar to the other plans, the rationing plan would reduce traffic across the city, 
especially in neighborhoods adjacent to the congestion pricing zone, including Upper 
Manhattan, Long Island City, and Downtown Brooklyn. 

e The plan would require either the installation of LPR cameras around the rationing 
zone, with similar capital cost to the alternative pricing plan, or a dedicated staff of 
police officers to manually enforce the restriction. 

e The plan would not have a disproportionate impact on low and moderate income 
commuters; all drivers would be equally impacted. Some income equity issues could 
emerge if two-car households are able to circumvent the restriction. 

e The plan has no regional equity impacts. 


Weaknesses 

e The plan does not generate revenue and would need to be coupled with a broad-based 
tax measure in order to fund transit investments. 

e The rationing plan provides less flexibility to businesses. Under the congestion pricing 
and toll plans, businesses and employees would always have the ability to make auto 
trips into Manhattan or the CBD, albeit for a price. Under rationing however, 
businesses would lack that flexibility. 

e The rationing plan reduces revenue to the Port Authority and MTA. 

e As under all four plans, park-and-ride activity could increase in neighborhoods near the 
zone or adjacent to major transit hubs if measures are not taken by the City to manage 
parking. Similarly, as with all four plans, the plan could potentially create localized 
congestion impacts due to changes in traffic patterns in the region. 
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Recommendation of the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission 


VI. Commission Recommendation to the City and State of New York 


In the summer of 2007, New York’s Governor and State Legislature created the Traffic 
Congestion Mitigation Commission and charged its members with developing a solution 
to the severe traffic congestion problem in New York City’s central business district 
(CBD). The legislation establishing the Commission required it to study and evaluate 
different approaches to reducing congestion in the CBD, including the congestion pricing 
plan forwarded by Mayor Michael R. Bloomberg in April of 2007, and to recommend a 
comprehensive traffic congestion mitigation plan to the City and the State by January 31, 
2008. The Commission was required to set forth an implementation plan that achieves at 
least a 6.3 percent reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) in Manhattan south of 86" 


Ideas Considered by the Commission 


Telecommuting incentives 
Increase cost of parking in the 
central business district (CBD) 
Reduce use of parking placards by 
public employees 

Additional taxi stands to reduce 
cruising ("No Hail Zone") 
Increasing cab fares and fees 
charged to cabs 

Raising tolls or implementation of 
variable tolls on existing facilities 
East River bridge tolls 

License plate rationing 

Required carpooling 

Creation of High-Occupancy Toll 
("HOT") lanes 

Congestion pricing with a changed 
northern boundary 

Congestion pricing with no intra- 
zonal charge and a charge on FDR 
& West St. 

Congestion pricing with variable 
charges or extended hours 
Congestion pricing with a hybrid 
exemption 

Congestion pricing with a modified 
E-ZPass toll offset policy 

Truck restrictions 


Street—the estimated level of VMT reduction of 
the Mayor’s plan. 

Over the past four months, the 
Commission has conducted a thorough review of 
potential congestion mitigation plans and the 
strengths and weaknesses of these approaches. 
During this process, the Commission recognized 
that an effective traffic congestion mitigation 
plan must include new funding for the MTA 
Capital Plan. At the direction of the 
Commission, agency staff has analyzed several 
different congestion mitigation options, ranging 
from telecommuting incentives to truck 
restrictions (see box at left). The results of the 
Commission’s analysis have been made 
available to the public and are posted online.’ In 
addition, the Commission held two sets of public 
hearings (a total of 14) across the City and 
region and received testimony from public 
officials, advocacy groups, community 
organizations, and private citizens. The 
comments, concerns, and suggestions articulated 
at these hearings have informed the 
Commission’s work, including its evaluation 
criteria, research agenda, and final 
recommendation. 

Following the release of its Interim 


Report on January 10, the Commission held its second round of public hearings, one in 
each borough of New York City and one each in Nassau and Westchester counties. 
Speakers commented on the options outlined in the Interim Report and stated the need for 
the Commission to identify specific implementation strategies relating to transit 
improvements, revenue allocation, environmental review, neighborhood parking, and 


' Commission website: 
https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion mitigation commission 
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privacy protection. A number of speakers testified about the need for improved transit 
service in the City generally and in specific neighborhoods. Some speakers expressed 
opposition to all the options presented in the Interim Report, while others advocated for a 
specific alternative. Several hearing participants encouraged the Commission to adopt the 
alternative congestion pricing plan as presented in the Interim Report, which they viewed 
as an improvement over the Mayor’s proposal. Among other reasons, these advocates 
supported the plan’s simpler design, reduced number of camera locations, and lower 
capital and operating costs. Several participants also approved of moving the congestion 
zone’s northern boundary from 86" Street to 60" Street. Comparatively few participants 
in the hearing supported the toll plan. 

This report follows up on the Commission’s Interim Report, released January 10, 
and lays out the Commission’s final recommendation to the Governor, the State 
Legislature, the City Council, and the Mayor. 


Recommended Plan 

Upon further deliberation and input from the public, the Commission recommends that 
the City and State implement congestion pricing in Manhattan south of 60" Street. The 
Commission’s plan builds on the alternative congestion pricing plan presented in the 
Interim Report and adds a series of implementation guidelines to be discussed in the next 
section.” The guidelines touch on issues raised throughout the Commission’s 
deliberations, including: privacy protection, neighborhood parking, dedication of 
revenues for transit, and environmental review. 


Table 9: Alternative Congestion Pricing Plan 


Parameter Plan a 
Northern Boundary 60 St ¢ 60th StN. Boundary = =/ 
Direction of Charge Inbound e Charged periphery 
Fee Rate Flat $8 e No intra-zonal charge’ 

Hours of Charge 6 am—6 pm es InbepaG Charge ony 
E-ZPass Toll Offset Yes 
LPR Surcharge $1 

Supplements 


$1 taxi/livery trip surcharge for trips that 
start and/or end in zone 


Increased metered parking rates within zone 


Eliminate resident parking tax exemption 
within zone 


Implementation Measures 


Short-term transit enhancements 


Residential parking permit program NY K _ 
Dedication of revenues to transit Sy mw 


Privacy protections 


Environmental review ‘ \ ; 


* See pages pg. 30-31 of the Interim report to the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission, January 10, 
2008. 
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Under the Commission’s plan, cars would be charged an $8 fee to drive into the 
areas of Manhattan south of 60" Street on weekdays between 6am and 6pm. Trucks 
would pay $21, except for low-emission trucks, which would pay $7.° Under this fee- 
based plan, drivers would pay once upon entering the charging zone and would be able to 
make additional trips in and out of the zone at no additional cost. For E-ZPass users, the 
value of all tolls paid on MTA or Port Authority bridges and tunnels would be deducted 
from the fee up to $8. 

The Commission’s plan would use an electronic fee collection system based on E- 
ZPass and license plate cameras. Non-E-ZPass users would be subject to a $1 surcharge 
to encourage E-ZPass use and to cover the additional cost of processing license plate 
image transactions. In addition, the Commission’s plan includes a package of parking and 
taxi policies designed to further discourage driving within the zone, including a $1 
surcharge on taxi, black car, and car service trips that start and/or end within the zone 
during congestion pricing hours, increased on-street parking meter rates within the zone, 
and elimination of the resident parking tax exemption for off-street parking garages and 
lots within the zone. 


Table 21: Plan Traffic Benefits The Commission’s plan 
Reduction in provides an effective and 
Geograph vME Most Severe : ; 
cubes Reduction Tate practical solution to the 
rame problem of traffic congestion 
Manhattan south 5 3 : : ; 
of 86" Street “6.8% “34.3% in New York’s central business 
district (CBD) and meets the 
ene nen ot 3.8% -20.9% eco aes 
86" Street evaluation criteria used by the 
Western Queens** 6.1% 38.6% Commission to reach its final 
recommendation (see tables 21 
Ee 4.7% -22.1% and 22). The plan will help the 
Brooklyn*** i ; : , P 4 . 
Bronx City to meet the transportation 
-1.3% -8.3% h P 
challenges posed by projected 
Staten Island 1.0% 12.3% population and job growth; it 
_—_ _ exceeds the 6.3 percent VMT 
* Measures reduction in level of service (LOS) F conditions (e.g. stop-and : , 
go traffic). reduction required by the State 
** Western Queens includes: Long Island City, Astoria and Sunnyside legislation establishing the 
*** NW Brooklyn includes: Park Slope, Carroll Gardens, Boerum Hill, Red bess : z 2 
Hook, Downtown Brooklyn, Williamsburg, Greenpoint and Bushwick Commission; and it will raise 


an estimated $491 million per 
year for transportation investment.* Investing in the MTA Capital Plan was one of the 
main objectives sought by the Commission. Compared to the Mayor’s plan, the 
Commission’s plan has considerably lower operating and capital costs and a simpler fee 
structure.” By increasing both the cost of taxi trips and parking within the zone, the plan 
ensures that those who live inside the zone also pay for auto use. The plan will also 


° The discount would apply to new trucks that meet the most current EPA engine standards and to trucks 
that have been retrofitted with EPA-approved equipment to reduce emissions by 85 percent. The goal of 
this incentive is to encourage truck owners to switch over to cleaner diesel trucks, which currently 
constitute a small portion of the regional truck fleet. 

“ Net revenue of $491 million calculated based on the MTA and Port Authority’s approved toll increases. 
° The capital cost of the Commission’s plan is estimated at $73 million, and the annual operating cost is 
estimated at $62 million. These cost estimates are preliminary and based on construction cost factors from 
early 2007. If the plan is approved, the City will calculate updated capital cost estimates. 
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reduce traffic in neighborhoods adjacent to the zone, decrease vehicle emissions, and 
benefit the City and regional economy. 

Compared to its considerable strengths, the Commission’s plan has relatively few 
weaknesses. Similar to the other plans considered in the Interim Report, the 
Commission’s plan may increase park-and-ride activity in neighborhoods adjacent to the 
zone or near major transit hubs. As will be discussed in the implementation section, the 
Commission recommends that the City be required to offer communities a residential 
parking permit program (RPP) prior to the start of congestion pricing and to track park- 
and-ride activity as part of a comprehensive monitoring program. In terms of economic 
equity, the Commission’s plan will negatively impact a small proportion of New Yorkers 
of limited income: those who drive to work in the CBD and have no feasible transit 
alternative. This group represents less than one percent of all New York City commuters 
to the CBD. The vast majority of City residents of limited income will benefit from short 
and long-term transit improvements that revenues generated by the plan will make 
possible. 

Finally, the Commission believes that the Commission’s plan is the first step 
towards a coordinated traffic management strategy for Manhattan and the region. Such a 
strategy could include one-way tolling and variable pricing on strategic crossings into 
Manhattan in combination with a 60" Street cordon or a coordinated congestion pricing 
scheme. A coordinated tolling or pricing strategy has the potential to reduce operating 
costs for the City, MTA, and Port Authority, to improve the efficiency of the regional 
transportation system, to raise additional revenues, and to set a precedent for further 
regional transportation cooperation. The Commission recommends that the State consider 
the long-term benefits of a coordinated approach to tolling or congestion pricing. 


Table 22: Evaluation of the Commission’s Plan 


Criteria Commission Finding 
Reduction in The plan will reduce VMT in the area of Manhattan south of 86" 
Vehicle Miles Street by 6.8 percent, exceeding the requirement in the legislation 
Traveled (VMT) establishing the Commission. The plan will also reduce traffic 
across the City and region. 
Net Revenue The plan will generate $491 million a year in net revenues for 


transit investment. The plan’s design will result in significantly 
lower capital and operating costs than the Mayor’s plan. 


Best Practices The plan is modeled on successful congestion pricing programs in 
London, England and Stockholm, Sweden. The London and 
Stockholm programs have both achieved significant reductions in 
traffic congestion while also raising new revenues for 
transportation investment. 


Impacts on Air The plan will reduce motor vehicle emissions in the congestion 
Quality and the pricing zone, neighborhoods adjacent to the zone, and citywide. 
Environment Congestion pricing will support the City’s ongoing efforts to 


improve air quality and public health and to reduce emissions of 
greenhouse gases. 


Neighborhood The plan will significantly reduce through-traffic in neighborhoods 
Impacts adjacent to the zone, including Upper Manhattan, Long Island City, 
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and Downtown Brooklyn. Like all four alternatives considered, the 
plan may increase park-and-ride activity in some neighborhoods. 
These impacts can be mitigated through neighborhood parking 
strategies and must be addressed in the City’s implementation plan. 


Impacts on 
Economic Classes 


By raising money for short and long-term transit improvements, 
the plan will most benefit transit commuters to the CBD. Analysis 
shows that these commuters earn 31 percent less in income than 
auto commuters to the CBD. A small proportion of New Yorkers 
of limited income—those who drive to jobs in the CBD—would be 
disproportionately impacted by the plan. 


Regional Equity 


The main purpose of the revenue stream created by congestion 
pricing is to support the MTA Capital Plan. Commission members 
raised concern over the regional equity of the congestion pricing 
plan regarding the contribution of commuters from west of the 
Hudson River to the MTA Capital Plan. 


Privacy 


Like all four alternatives considered, the plan raises some privacy 
concerns. Compared to the Mayor’s plan however, the 
Commission’s plan requires significantly fewer license plate 
camera locations. The privacy impacts of the plan can be mitigated 
through controls on the storage and sharing of vehicle data, which 
should be addressed in the City’s implementation plan. 


Implementability 


The plan is feasible and will rely primarily on technologies already 
in use in the New York area, such as E-ZPass. Neither new 
technology nor unprecedented levels of interstate coordination 
would be required. 


Economic Impact 


The plan will have a positive impact on the economy of the City 
and region by improving worker productivity, reducing business 
costs, and securing the future of the transit system. 
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Implementation Principles 

In addition to its primary task of recommending a traffic congestion mitigation plan, the 
Commission also considered how such a plan should be implemented. In this section the 
Commission proposes a set of implementation principles for consideration by the City 
and State. These principles reflect issues and concerns raised by the Commission, elected 
officials, advocacy and community groups, and the general public, and their application 
will ensure that the Commission’s goals are achieved in a way that takes all of these 
issues into account. Although presented in the context of the Commission’s plan, these 
principles should apply to any pricing-based congestion mitigation plan considered by the 
City and State. 


Summary: Implementation Principles 


1. Dedicated Transit Account: Funding the MTA Capital Plan must be the primary 
goal of revenues from congestion pricing. In addition, the Commission notes that 
there will be unfunded MTA operating needs related to short-term transit 
improvements, including those placed into operation prior to the start of congestion 
pricing, that must be addressed. 


2. Short-Term Transit Improvements: The Commission recommends that strategic 
improvements to subway, bus, and express bus services be in place prior to the start 
of congestion pricing. These improvements should be financed with revenues from 

congestion pricing. 


3a. Neighborhood Parking Strategies: The Commission recommends that the City be 
required to allow neighborhoods adjacent to the zone to opt into a residential parking 
permit program prior to the start of congestion pricing. This program should be 
consistent with the recommendations of the environmental review. 


3b. Monitoring Program: The Commission recommends that the City be required to 
implement a traffic and environmental monitoring program prior to the start of 
congestion pricing. If the monitoring program identifies significant adverse 
environmental impacts, the Commission recommends that the City be required to 
implement appropriate mitigation measures. 


3c. Environmental Review: The Commission recommends that the City be required 
to conduct a thorough environmental review of the plan based on the principles of the 
State Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA). 


4, Privacy: The Commission recommends that the City be required to take 
appropriate steps to protect the privacy of drivers, such as restrictions on the handling 
of vehicle data and the provision of an anonymous payment option. 


5. Payment Options: The Commission recommends that the City be required to 
provide a wide range of payment options to non-E-ZPass users, such as payment via 
kiosks, at designated retail stores, on the internet, via SMS, and by phone. 
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6. Traffic Enforcement: The Commission recommends that the City, in coordination 
with congestion pricing, increase the enforcement of existing traffic laws and reduce 
the abuse of government-issued parking placards. 


7. Economic Impacts on Drivers of Limited Income: The Commission recommends 
that the State Legislature consider changes to State tax policy so as to mitigate any 
disproportionate impacts of the plan on drivers of limited income. 


8. Regional Equity: The Commission recommends that the State Legislature consider 
the concerns raised by some Commissioners regarding the contribution of commuters 
from west of the Hudson River to the MTA Capital Plan. 


(1) Dedication of Revenues 

At the Commission’s hearings, many witnesses wanted guarantees that the funds 
generated by a congestion pricing system would be invested in transit and not diverted to 
other unrelated needs. This concern was shared by testifiers representing a broad range of 
views on congestion pricing. The Commission recommends that State build on the 
successful model for dedicating transit revenue under State Law that has been in place 
since 1980. This approach must be strengthened for the purpose of congestion pricing. 
Therefore, the Commission recommends the following: 


e Securing of congestion pricing revenues: Funding the MTA Capital Plan must be 
the primary goal of revenues from congestion pricing. In addition, the Commission 
notes that there will be unfunded MTA operating needs related to short-term transit 
improvements, including those placed into operation prior to the start of congestion 
pricing, that must be addressed. All net revenues generated by the congestion pricing 
fee and the taxi surcharge should be deposited into a dedicated MTA account similar 
to the agency’s dedicated real estate tax accounts. These funds should only be used 
for capital investments for system improvement, expansion, and state of good repair 
projects, excluding normal replacement. Such projects may include, but are not 
limited to, new buses and bus facilities, BRT routes, park-and-ride facilities, 
commuter rail improvements, and subway expansion and rehabilitation. By law, 
revenues should not be used for any other purposes. Priority in the distribution of 
funding should be given to those areas in need of additional transit investments. 
Funds should be used for both new capital expenditures and for debt service 
associated with those expenditures. As prescribed in the law establishing the 
Commission, the MTA should submit a new five year capital plan by March 31, 
2008. 


e Governance structure for congestion pricing revenues: The use of congestion 
pricing revenues for capital expenditures should be subject to approval by the MTA 
Capital Program Review Board (CPRB), as required by law. However, only for the 
approval of the plan submitted by March 31, 2008 by the MTA for this account only, 
the Commission recommends that a representative of the New York City Council 
Speaker be provided with the same rights and privileges of the CPRB members 
appointed by the Governor upon the recommendation of the Senate Minority Leader 
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and Assembly Minority Leader. The expenditures in the congestion pricing account 
should not be used to offset any funding obligations to the MTA by any governmental 
entity. For capital expenses funded by congestion pricing revenues, the MTA shall 
follow all legally applicable prevailing wage laws. In addition, the MTA should 
continue to be responsive to local government and community concerns and to 
conduct all public hearings as required by law. 


e Securing of parking revenues: All funds from increased on-street parking rates and 
the elimination of the resident parking tax exemption within the zone should be 
dedicated by the City of New York to additional transit, pedestrian, bicycle, and 
parking management improvements, including, but not limited to, expanded ferry 
service, bus signalization, BRT investments, bicycle facilities, and pedestrian 
enhancements. NYCDOT should submit an annual plan to the City Council for 
approval on the use of these funds and shall report on the actual expenditures of such 
a plan. 


e Maximizing resources for transit: In order to provide enhanced transit services 
throughout the region, a significant amount of new capital is needed for transportation 
infrastructure. However, issuing bonds (the method of borrowing typically used by 
the City and the MTA for capital investments) requires a guaranteed revenue stream 
over the long term. 


e Transparency: The Commission recommends that the MTA report annually on all 
receipts and expenditures of the congestion pricing account, including taxi surcharge 
revenues. The report should detail operating expenses of the program, enhancement 
plans, and all fund expenditures. This report and all capital plan amendments relating 
to this account should be readily available to the public, including posting on the 
MTA website, and be submitted to the Governor, State Legislature, Mayor, MTA 
CPRB, and City Council. 


(2) Transit Service Improvements Prior to Congestion Pricing 

At the Commission’s public hearings, several speakers stated that additional transit 
service would be necessary to accommodate the increase in bus and subway ridership 
caused by congestion pricing. In its presentation to the Commission, the MTA pledged to 
improve transit service prior to the start of congestion pricing to meet increases in 
ridership and to fulfill the requirements of the UPA. The Commission reiterates the 
importance of having the MTA’s transit enhancement plan in place prior to the 
implementation of the Commission’s plan. 


(3) Neighborhood Parking Strategies, Monitoring, and Environmental Review 

The Commission recommends that State Legislature enact a customized environmental 
review process that adheres to the principles of the State Environmental Quality Review 
Act (SEQRA) and City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) and that recognizes the 
plan’s unique legislative approval path and review process to date. SEQRA/CEQR is the 
standard environmental review process for all City projects and policies that may have an 
adverse impact on the environment. The relevant section of SEQRA states: 
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In avopte SEQRA, it was the Legislature's intention that all agencies conduct 
their affairs with an awareness that they are stewards of the air, water, land, and 
living resources, and that they have an obligation to protect the environment for 
the use and enjoyment of this and all future generations. The basic purpose of 
SEQRA is to incorporate the consideration of environmental factors into the 
existing planning, review and decision-makin pce of state, regional and 
local government agencies at the earliest possible time. 


When planning a project, government agencies are required by SEQRA/CEQR to 
conduct a preliminary review to determine whether the project may have adverse 
environmental impacts. If the project is found to have potential impacts, the agency is 
further required to solicit public comments, consider alternatives to the project, analyze 
the potential environmental impacts of each alternative, and justify the selection of a 
preferred alternative. The results of this process are then disclosed in an Environmental 
Impact Statement (EIS) and released to the public. 

During the course of its work, the Commission undertook processes that, in effect, 
addressed many key elements of the SEQRA/CEQR process.’ The Commission 
determined that its plan would have a beneficial impact on the environment by reducing 
auto traffic and vehicle emissions both in the congestion pricing zone and citywide.® 
Several laws have provided that the full SEQRA process is unnecessary when other 
processes have fully analyzed a project’s environmental impacts in a public setting, thus 
rendering full SEQRA review duplicative.’ Therefore, the Commission’s alternatives 
analysis and public outreach should serve as the foundation of the environmental review 
process for the congestion mitigation plan approved by the State. Treating the 
commission process in this way is consistent with past practice for complex issues 
involving legislative action and existing public review. Such an approach will leverage 
the substantial work conducted by the Commission and recognize that the State 
Legislature will, if so desired, authorize the City to implement a specific traffic 
congestion mitigation plan (thus precluding the City from considering other alternatives). 

The Commission further recommends that the State require that the City fulfill 
SEQRA/CEQR's remaining mandates by soliciting public comment on the potential 
adverse environmental impacts of the authorized plan, analyzing these potential impacts, 
identifying possible mitigation measures, and by developing a comprehensive monitoring 


° Environmental Conservation Law (ECL) § 8-0103 (8) and 6 NYCRR Part 617.1 (c) 

” The Commission held two sets of public hearings and received comment on the environmental impacts of 
congestion pricing, mitigation measures, and alternative congestion mitigation plans. Public comment was 
incorporated into the Commission’s ten evaluation criteria (which included environmental impacts), its 
research agenda, and the five alternative congestion mitigation plans selected for further review. Agency 
staff have conducted traffic and air quality impact analysis on each of the five alternatives, and made these 
analyses available for public review and comment. 

8 The plan would also generate funding for short and long-term transit improvements; further encouraging 
transit use and supporting the environmental goals of the program and benefiting the City’s environment 
and economy. Congestion pricing, like all of the four alternatives plans considered, may cause an increase 
in park-and-ride activity in neighborhoods adjacent to the zone. However, these neighborhoods would also 
experience a significant reduction in through-traffic heading to Manhattan. 

° Some examples include permits issued by the Adirondack Park Agency, and under Articles VII, VIII and 
X of the Public Service Law. Other laws, while requiring a SEQRA process, have tailored that process to 
other legislatively-mandated process. Examples include the Long Island Pine Barrens Act and the Low 
Level Radioactive Waste Disposal Commission Act. 
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plan. In addition, the Commission recommends that the City be required to implement a 
robust monitoring program during the initial phase of implementation of the authorized 
plan. SEQRA/CEQR requires that if adverse environmental impacts are identified, the 
government agency conducting the review must incorporate mitigation measures into its 
plan to the maximum extent practicable. The Commission recommends that the City be 
required to conduct ongoing monitoring of the recommended plan’s environmental 
impacts, including impacts on traffic and neighborhood air quality. If significant adverse 
traffic, air quality, or other environmental impacts are identified during the monitoring 
phase, the City should be required to implement one or more of the mitigation measures 
identified in the EIS, such as residential parking permits or traffic improvements. The 
findings of the City’s efforts should be summarized in a customized EIS released prior to 
the start of congestion pricing. The process should be structured so as to enable the City 
to meet the March 31, 2009 UPA deadline. Through this process, the plan approved by 
the State will have undergone all the key elements of SEQRA/CEQR review. 

The details of the Commission’s recommended environmental process for the 
Commission’s plan are as follows: 


Part I — Environmental Review 
e Alternatives analysis and evaluation of impacts: the Commission’s 14 public 
hearings should serve as the initial public comment phase for the environmental 
review process. The Commission’s Interim Report, which laid out five 
alternatives, should serve as the alternatives analysis for the environmental review 
process. 


e Preferred alternative: the preferred alternative will be specified by the State 
Legislature, if so desired, in legislation authorizing New York City to implement 
a traffic congestion mitigation plan. The approved plan should serve as the 
preferred alternative for the environmental review process. 


e Scoping process and public comment: Through public hearing(s), the City 
should solicit comments on the proposed scope of the environmental review, 
potentially significant adverse impacts of the project, and mitigation measures to 
address those impacts. The City should then release a scoping document 
identifying any potentially significant adverse impacts, if any, for further analysis 
and review. Likely topics may include: traffic, noise, neighborhood parking 
availability, air quality, transit, and pedestrian impacts. 


e Analysis of potentially significant adverse impacts: The City should conduct an 
analysis of any potentially significant adverse environmental impacts, develop 
possible mitigation measures, and outline a detailed monitoring plan for each 
potential impact. 


e Release of customized Draft EIS: the City should release a Draft EIS 
summarizing the above, including the possible mitigation measures and 
monitoring plan. The Draft EIS should be released prior to the start of congestion 
pricing. The City should hold public hearing on the Draft EIS. 
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e Release of Customized Final EIS: after incorporating public comment, the City 
should release a Final EIS. The Final EIS should be released prior to the start of 
congestion pricing. Ten days after the public release of the Final EIS, the City 
should release a findings statement regarding its decision on an appropriate 
monitoring plan and potential mitigation measures. 


Part IJ —Initial Implementation, Monitoring, and Mitigation 
e Monitoring program: the City should monitor the traffic, air quality, noise, 
parking, and other environmental impacts of the project and release annual reports 
on these impacts. A preliminary report should be made available within six 
months of the start of congestion pricing and these reports should be made 
available to the public on the internet. The monitoring program must be in place 
prior to the implementation of congestion pricing to establish baseline conditions. 


e Mitigation program: the City should implement mitigation measures for 
significant adverse impacts identified by the monitoring program and should 
solicit public comment on proposed mitigation plans. The City should be required 
to initiate mitigation plans, if needed, within the first six months of congestion 
pricing. The Commission also recommends that the City pay particular attention 
to neighborhood parking impacts. Parking mitigation measures may include, but 
not be limited to, traffic improvements, expanded use of Muni-meters, changes to 
parking regulations, and residential parking permits (RPP). RPP programs will be 
subject to the approval process described below. 


e Residential parking permits: NYCDOT is currently developing a citywide 
parking policy through a community planning process. Under the policy, 
neighborhoods will be able to request RPP. NYCDOT will then work with the 
local community to develop the boundaries of the RPP zone, which must then be 
reviewed by the Community Board, Borough President, and City Council. This 
process will be in place prior to the implementation of congestion pricing. The 
Commission supports this approach to RPP and further recommends that 
neighborhoods adjacent to the pricing zone be prioritized so that RPP can be 
implemented in neighborhoods that choose to opt in, prior to the start of 
congestion pricing. In addition, the Commission recommends the State pass 
legislation authorizing New York City to implement RPP. 


(4) Privacy Protections 

The Commission recommends that the City take appropriate steps to protect the privacy 
of drivers into the congestion pricing zone. The City should comply with the privacy 
standards of the E-ZPass Interagency Group (IAG), adhere to all applicable City and 
State laws regarding the sharing of vehicle and private information with third parties, and 
implement additional privacy standards. Under current IAG protocols, participating 
agencies are not required to delete records that are no longer needed for billing inquiries 
or non-payment enforcement. The City should delete all vehicle data, including E-ZPass 
reads and LPR photos, that are no longer needed for billing inquiries or non-payment 
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enforcement. All data kept for research purposes should be stripped of vehicle 
information. In addition, the City should seek to develop an anonymous payment option 
through E-ZPass that allows a driver to pay the congestion pricing fee without revealing 
his or her identity. 


(5) Payment Options 

The Commission recommends that the City be required to provide a wide range of 
payment options to non-E-ZPass users who enter the congestion zone during charging 
hours, such as the option of paying via kiosks, at designated retail stores, on the internet, 
via SMS, and by phone. 


(6) Traffic Enforcement 

The Commission recommends that the City, in coordination with congestion pricing, 
increase the enforcement of existing traffic laws. Measures should include stricter 
enforcement of block-the-box rules, bus lanes, and of the rules pertaining to government 
issued parking placards. 


(7) Economic Impacts on Drivers of Limited Income 

Although most New Yorkers of limited income would benefit from the Commission’s 
plan through improved transit services, the plan would negatively impact a small 
proportion of New Yorkers of limited income—those who commute by car to CBD. The 
Commission recommends that the State Legislature consider changes to State tax policy 
so as to mitigate these impacts. 


(8) Regional Equity 

The Commission recommends that the State Legislature consider the concerns raised by 
some Commissioners regarding the contribution of commuters from west of the Hudson 
River to the MTA Capital Plan. 
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S. 6432 A. 
9362 
2007-2008 Regular Sessions 
SENATE-ASSEMBLY 
July 23, 2007 
IN SENATE -- Introduced by COMMITTEE ON RULES -- (at 
request of the 
Governor) -- read twice and ordered printed, and when printed 

to be 


committed to the Committee on Rules 


IN ASSEMBLY -- Introduced by M. of A. SILVER, FARRELL, BRENNAN, 
BRODSKY, 


TEDISCO -- Multi-Sponsored by -- M. of A. ARROYO, AUBRY, 
BENEDETTO, 

BRADLEY, BROOK-KRASNY, CLARK, COOK, CUSICK, CYMBROWITZ, 
ESPAILLAT, 


FIELDS, GALEF, D. GORDON, GOTTFRIED, GREENE, HEASTIE, 
JACOBS, LAFAY- 
ETTE, LANCMAN, LAVINE, MARKEY, MAYERSOHN, McCENENY, MILLMAN, 


ORTIZ, 

PAULIN, PERALTA, N. RIVERA, P. RIVERA, ROSENTHAL, SEMINERIO, 
YOUNG -- 

(at request of the Governor) -- read once and referred to the 
Commit - 


tee on Transportation 


AN ACT establishing the New York city traffic congestion 

mitigation 

commission and requiring the development of a traffic 
congestion miti- 

gation plan by the mayor of the city of New York; to amend the 
public 

authorities law, in relation to capital program plans; and 
providing 

for the repeal of such provisions upon expiration thereof 


THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE OF NEW YORK, REPRESENTED IN SENATE AND 


ASSEM- 
BLY, DO ENACT AS FOLLOWS: 
1 Section 1. Legislative declaration. The legislature hereby 
finds and 
2 declares: (a) that traffic congestion in New York city’s 
business 


3 district has a severe adverse impact on public health, the 
environment 


4 of New York city and adjoining areas, and overall employment 
and job 

5 development; (b) that such adverse health impacts are 
exacerbated by 

6 other sources of environmental pollution in and around New 


York city, 

7 including pollution from commercial and residential buildings; 
(c) that 

8 a variety of possible ways to address these problems exist, 
including 


9 through pricing mechanisms, short-term and long-term mass 
transit oper- 

10 ating and capital improvements, green building programs, 
incentives and 

11 other initiatives; (d) that action must be taken to address 
these prob- 

12 lems as soon as possible; and (e) that the Federal government 
has made 


EXPLANATION--Matter in ITALICS (underscored) is new; matter in 
brackets 
{ } is old law to be omitted. 
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1 funding available to finance such solutions. The legislature 
therefore 
2 finds and declares that there should be a traffic congestion 


mitigation 

3 plan within the city of New York. 

4 S 2. Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, 
the mayor 


5 of the city of New York is hereby authorized to present a 
detailed 

6 congestion pricing plan to address traffic congestion within 
zone of 

7 severe traffic congestion in Manhattan (the "traffic 
congestion miti- 

8 gation plan"), which plan may include such other components, 
proposals 

9 or steps as shall be deemed necessary, and hereby is 
authorized to 

10 implement the congestion pricing provisions of such plan if 
the condi- 

11 tions set forth in sections three, four, five and six of this 
act are 

12 met. Such plan shall include: (a) the geographic area within 
Manhattan 

13. to be covered by such plan; (b) the proposed dollar amount 
of any 

14 congestion pricing fee; (c) the technology to be used to 
implement such 

15 pricing plan; and (d) the number and scope of any exemptions 
granted 


16 from such fee requirements. 

17 S 3. There is hereby established a New York city traffic 
congestion 

18 mitigation commission (the "commission") which shall undertake a 
review 

19 and study of plans to reduce traffic congestion and other 
related health 

20 and safety issues within the city of New York, including but not 
limited 

21 to issues relating to the implementation of the traffic 
congestion miti- 

22 gation plan to _ be developed and submitted by the mayor of the 
city of 

23 New York. The commission shall consist of seventeen members 
appointed by 

24 the governor, three of whom shall be appointed on the nomination 
of the 

25 speaker of the assembly, three of whom shall be appointed on 
the nomi- 

26 nation of the temporary president of the senate, one of whom 
shall be 

27 appointed on the nomination of the minority leader of the 
senate, one of 

28 whom shall be appointed on the nomination of the minority 
leader of the 

29 assembly, three of whom shall be appointed on the nomination 
of the 

30 mayor of the city of New York, and three of whom shall be 
appointed on 

31 the nomination of the speaker of the New York city council. The 
chair of 

32 the commission shall be nominated by the governor and 
approved by a 

33 majority of the total members of the commission. 

34 S 4. As part of its mandate, the commission shall conduct 
hearings, 

35 take testimony and review information and proposals regarding 
traffic 

36 congestion in the city of New York. In addition, the 
commission shall 

37 issue to the governor, the state legislature, the mayor of the 
city of 

38 New York and the New York city council recommendations with 
respect to 

39 the details of implementing the traffic congestion 
mitigation plan 

40 submitted by the mayor and other traffic congestion mitigation 
proposals 

41 (the "implementation plan"). The implementation plan must 
provide for at 

42 least the same level of traffic mitigation, as measured by 
the 6.3 

43 percent reduction in average vehicle miles traveled, as proposed 
in the 

44 traffic mitigation plan submitted to the United States 
department of 


45 transportation for the Urban Partnership Agreement on June 22, 
2007. 

46 S 5. On or before August 1, 2007, the mayor of the city of 
New York 

47 shall submit’ the traffic congestion mitigation plan to the 
commission, 

48 the governor, the state legislature, the New York city council 
and the 


49 metropolitan transportation authority. On or before October 
1, 2007, 

50 the metropolitan transportation authority and the New York state 
depart - 


51 ment of transportation shall submit comments on the traffic 
congestion 

52 mitigation plan, as well as: (a) a description of the additional 
capital 

53 needs required for implementation of such plan; (b) the 
proposed utili- 

54 zation of any potential revenues derived from such plan for 
implementa- 

55 tion of such plan; and (c) the impact of such revenue upon the 
authori- 

56 ty’s capital and operating budgets and the agency's 
capital and 
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1 operating budgets, respectively. On or _ before January 31, 
2008, the 

2 commission shall by a majority vote approve its implementation 
plan and 

3 submit such plan to the governor, the state legislature, the 
mayor of 

4 the city of New York and the New York city council. 

5 S 6. The state legislature shall consider such implementation 
plan on 

6 or before March 31, 2008. The city of New York shall not 
impose or 

7 collect any fee for traveling into or within the designated 


congestion 

8 mitigation zone unless the implementation plan has been approved 
by the 

9 state legislature on or before March 31, 2008 and signed into 
law by the 

10 governor, pursuant to a request from the mayor that the state 
legisla- 


11 ture consider such plan where such request has been approved by 
the New 

12 York city council in a resolution approved by a majority of its 
members; 

13. provided, however, that nothing in this act shall otherwise 
prevent or 

14 limit the city of New York or the state of New York’ from 
taking any 

15 other steps to mitigate traffic congestion. 


16 S 7. Paragraph (c) of subdivision 1 of section 1269-b of 
the public 

17 authorities law, as added by chapter 637 of the laws of 1996, is 
amended 

18 to read as follows: 

19 (c) on or before October first, {nineteen hundred ninety- 
nine} TwO 

20 THOUSAND THIRTEEN and every fifth year thereafter, the 
authority shall 

21 submit to the metropolitan transportation authority capital 
program 

22 review board two capital program plans for the five-year period 
commenc - 

23 ing January first of the following year. 

24 S 8. Subdivision 1 of section 1269-b of the public 
authorities law is 

25 amended by adding a new paragraph (d) to read as follows: 

26 (D) ON OR BEFORE MARCH THIRTY-FIRST, TWO THOUSAND EIGHT, THE 
AUTHORITY 

27 SHALL SUBMIT TO THE METROPOLITAN TRANSPORTATION AUTHORITY 
CAPITAL 

28 PROGRAM REVIEW BOARD, TWO CAPITAL PROGRAM PLANS FOR THE 
PERIOD JULY 

29 FIRST, TWO THOUSAND EIGHT TO DECEMBER THIRTY-FIRST, TWO 
THOUSAND _THIR- 

30 TEEN. IN ADDITION TO THE REQUIREMENTS OF THIS SECTION, THE TWO 
CAPITAL 

31 PROGRAM PLANS SUBMITTED PURSUANT TO PARAGRAPH (C) OF THIS 
SUBDIVISION 

32 SHALL INCORPORATE THE COMPONENTS OF A CONGESTION PRICING 
PLAN AND/OR 

33 OTHER CONGESTION MITIGATION MEASURES ACTED ON BY _ THE 
LEGISLATURE, 

34 INCLUDING: (I) A DESCRIPTION OF THE ADDITIONAL CAPITAL NEEDS 
REQUIRED 

35 FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF SUCH PLAN AND/OR MEASURES; (II) THE 
PROPOSED 

36 UTILIZATION OF ANY POTENTIAL REVENUE DERIVED FROM SUCH PLAN 
AND/OR MEAS- 

37 URES FOR SUCH CAPITAL NEEDS, INCLUDING ANY POTENTIAL FEDERAL 
FUNDS FOR 

38 SUCH A PLAN AND/OR MEASURES; AND (III) THE IMPACT OF SUCH 
POTENTIAL 

39 REVENUE UPON THE AUTHORITY~S CAPITAL BUDGET. 

40 S 9. Notwithstanding any other section of law, on or before 
March 31, 

41 2008 the commissioner of transportation shall submit to the 
governor and 

42 the state legislature a five year capital program for’ state 
and local 

43 highway and bridge, rail and ports, aviation and non-MTA transit 
through 

44 March 31, 2014. Such plan shall include system-wide goals and 
objectives 

45 for capital spending, the amount of capital funding required 
for each 


46 year and an estimate of the sources of such capital funding. 
The plan 

47 shall also include selection criteria for capital projects. 

48 S 10. This act shall take effect immediately and shall 
expire and be 

49 deemed repealed on June 30, 2012; provided, however, that this 
act shall 

50 expire and be deemed repealed if the United States department of 
trans- 

51 portation does not commit at least two hundred fifty million 
dollars in 

52 funding prior to October 1, 2007; provided, that such 
expiration and 

53 repeal shall not occur if the United States department of 
transportation 

54 commits at least two hundred million dollars prior to October 
1, 2007, 

55 and the city of New York commits, prior to December 31, 2007, an 
amount 

56 equal to the difference between two hundred fifty million 
dollars and 
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1 the amount committed by the United States department of 
transportation; 

2 provided that the city of New York shall notify the 
legislative bill 

3 drafting commission upon the occurrence of the enactment of the 


legis- 
4 lation provided for in this act in order that the commission 
may main- 


5 tain an accurate and timely effective data base of the official 
text of 

6 the laws of the state of New York in furtherance of 
effectuating the 

7 provisions of section 44 of the legislative law and section 70-b 
of the 


8 public officers law. 
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Urban Partnership Agreement 
by and between 
U.S. Department of Transportation 
and its 
New York City Urban Partner 


Executive Summary 


This Urban Partnership Agreement sets forth an agreement in principle between the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (the “Department”) and the Department's New York City Urban Partner, comprised of the New 
York City Department of Transportation (“NYC DOT”), the New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(“MTA”), and the New York State Department of Transportation (‘NY DOT”). On June 22, 2007, NYC DOT, 
MTA, and NY DOT submitted an application (the “Mayor's Plan”) to the Department’s Urban Partnership 
Program. Thereafter, the New York State legislature established a commission to develop a plan to address 
traffic congestion in New York City. 


In the event the New York State legislature enacts and the New York City Council approves the Mayor’s Plan, 
the Urban Partner agrees to undertake the following actions: (i) institute a broad area pricing system in 
Manhattan south of 86th Street; (ii) construct new transit facilities, including two bus depots, a bus lay-up 
facility, park-n-ride facilities, and pedestrian improvements; (iii) construct a series of bus rapid transit (“BRT”) 
and/or bus-based corridors; (iv) implement transit technologies, including Transit Signal Priority leading to and 
in selected Manhattan transit corridors; (v) make improvements to regional ferry service; (vi) collect and 
analyze transportation data to support the West of Hudson regional transportation analysis; (vii) construct an 
East River bus lane; and (viii) purchase and operate additional buses to meet the mobility needs of New York 
City. In exchange for these commitments, the Department intends to allocate $354.5 million in Federal grant 
funding for actions (i) through (vi), according to the terms of a grant agreement (or a series of grant 
agreements) to be negotiated by the Department and the Urban Partner. The Urban Partner will be responsible 
for funding actions (vii) and (viii). 


In the event the New York State legislature enacts and the New York City Council approves an alternative 
congestion mitigation plan for New York City, no Federal assistance will be provided in connection with the 
Urban Partnership Program, unless such plan is, in the opinion of the Department, reasonably projected to 
achieve material reductions in traffic congestion within New York City by means of congestion pricing and 
provides bus service sufficient to meet the mobility needs of New York City. 


In either case, the Urban Partner agrees that all elements of the congestion mitigation plan will be operative 
not later than March 31, 2009. 


THIS MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING (this “MOU”), dated as of August 8, 2007, is made by 
and among the Secretary of Transportation (the “Secretary”), the Federal Highway Administration (“FHWA”), 
the Federal Transit Administration (“FTA”), the Research and Innovative Technology Administration (“RITA”) 
(the Secretary, FHWA, FTA, RITA, collectively, the “Department’), and the undersigned State, county and/or 
municipal governmental entities, as the case may be (collectively, the “Urban Partner’). 


Agreement in Principle 


1. Agreement in Principle. This MOU sets forth an agreement in principle among the 
undersigned concerning the terms and conditions of Federal assistance to be provided by the Department for 
the transportation projects described herein. This MOU represents solely the intent of the parties (including, 
without limitation, the intent of the Department to allocate funds as set forth in Section 4(a) below), and no 
party shall be legally bound hereby. Any agreement between the Department and the Urban Partner 
concerning funding of the transportation projects described herein shall be set forth in a grant agreement (or a 
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series of grant agreements) (the “Grant Agreements”) to be negotiated and executed by the parties to this 
MOU. The Department reserves the right, in its sole discretion, not to fund the transportation projects (or any 
part thereof) described in this MOU or otherwise set forth in the application filed by the Urban Partner to the 
Urban Partnership Program. The parties understand that no Federal assistance will be provided to NYC DOT, 
MTA or NY DOT in connection with the Urban Partnership Program unless and until the New York State 
legislature enacts and the New York City Council approves either (i) the Mayor’s Plan or (ii) an alternative 
congestion mitigation plan for New York City acceptable to the Department in its sole discretion. 


2. Background. Transportation system congestion is one of the greatest threats to our Nation’s 
economic prosperity and way of life. Whether it takes the form of trucks stalled in traffic, cargo stuck at 
overwhelmed seaports, or airplanes stuck on the tarmac, congestion costs the Nation an estimated $200 billion 
ayear. The problem of traffic congestion in our major metropolitan areas in particular is severe and worsening. 
In 2003, traffic jams in the Nation’s largest 85 urban areas cost Americans 3.7 billion hours and 2.3 billion 
gallons of fuel. Congestion is also affecting the quality of life in America by robbing us of time that could be 
spent with families and friends and in participation in civic life. 


The signatories to this MOU do not believe that gridlock is our inevitable fate. In May 2006, the 
Department announced a major initiative to reduce transportation system congestion. This plan, the National 
Strategy to Reduce Congestion on America's Transportation Network (the “Congestion Initiative”), provides a 
blueprint for Federal, State, and local officials to consider as they work together to reverse the alarming trends 
of congestion. One major component of the Congestion Initiative is the Urban Partnership Agreement (or 
“UPA”). As announced in the Department’s solicitation for Urban Partners published in the Federal Register on 
December 8, 2006 (at 71 FR 71231 (2006)) (the “Federal Register Notice”), applicants designated by the 
Department as Urban Partners would adopt the “Four Ts:” tolling (congestion pricing), transit, telecommuting 
and technology — strategies believed to be effective on a combined basis in reducing traffic congestion. In 
return for such commitment, the Department, to the extent requested and appropriate, would support its Urban 
Partners’ implementation of the Four Ts with financial resources, regulatory flexibility, and dedicated expertise 
and personnel. 


3. Designation as Urban Partner. In accordance with the Federal Register Notice and for 
purposes of this MOU, the Department designates each of the following entities, collectively, as an “Urban 
Partner:” 


(a) New York City Department of Transportation; 
(b) New York Metropolitan Transportation Authority; and 
(c) New York State Department of Transportation 


4. Grant Agreements for Mayor’s Plan. In the event that the New York State legislature enacts 
and the New York City Council approves the Mayor’s Plan, the Department and the Urban Partner agree to 
negotiate a grant agreement (or a series of grant agreements) that would reflect the following terms and 
conditions: 


(a) Federal Projects and Sources of Funding. The Department shall provide funding for 
each of the following projects (the “Federal Projects”) under the Federal programs and in 
the amounts provided below, in each case subject to the statutes, regulations and the 
implementing guidance of the Department governing such programs and subject to the 
Urban Partner’s agreement to commence the Local Projects set forth in Section 4(b): 
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Project 


Source of Funding 


Amount of Funding 


Tolling (congestion pricing) projects 


Area pricing of Manhattan. The Urban Partner will institute a 
broad area pricing system in Manhattan south of 86" Street 
(the “pricing zone”), as described in New York City’s UPA 
application. This system will charge vehicles a toll rate for 
entering or exiting the pricing zone and a toll rate for driving 
within the zone. The system shall achieve at least a 6.3% 
reduction in vehicle miles traveled (“VMT”) within the pricing 
zone. The system shall be in operation — and shall maintain 
the 6.3% reduction in VMT — for no less than eighteen months. 


Transit projects 


FHWA’s Value Pricing 
Pilot Program (VPPP) 


$5.0 million in funds 
appropriated when needed 
and available, but in any 
event no later than the end of 
Fiscal Year 2009; funding 
subject to appropriation 


RITA’s Intelligent 
Transportation 
Systems Operational 
Testing to Mitigate 
Congestion (ITS- 
OTMC) Program 


$5.4. million in funds 
appropriated when needed 
and available, but in any 
event no later than the end of 
Fiscal Year 2009; funding 
subject to appropriation 


Transit facilities. The Urban Partner will (i) construct all or 
part of the Charleston Annex and Jamaica bus depots and a 
bus lay-up facility, (ii) construct new or enhance existing park- 
n-ride facilities, and (iii) implement pedestrian improvements 
for sidewalks and safe routes to transit. 


Transit technology. The Urban Partner will implement 
Transit Signal Priority and advanced solid-state controllers 
(‘ASTC”) at no less than 223 intersections in selected transit 
corridors leading to or in the Manhattan core. 


FTA’s Bus and Bus- 


Related Facilities 
Discretionary Grant 
Program (“Section 
5309”) 


$213.6 million in funds 
appropriated for Fiscal Year 
2006 or Fiscal Year 2007 (to 
be allocated in amounts pro 
rata for the project elements 
set forth in the Urban 
Partner's application to the 
Urban Partnership Program) 


Bus projects. The Urban Partner will construct a series of 
bus rapid transit (“BRT”) and/or bus-based corridor projects 
that support either the Mayors Plan or an alternative 
congestion mitigation plan acceptable to the Department. The 
Department will reserve through the end of Fiscal Year 2009 
for the funding of such projects $112.7 million in New Starts 
funds appropriated for Fiscal Year 2007. Such funds will be 
made available to the New York City Department of 
Transportation (or its designee) for such projects, provided 
that the projects (and the project sponsor) satisfy applicable 
New Starts criteria and other programmatic requirements. The 
Department will use its reasonable best efforts to render 
decisions on funding such projects prior to the expiration of the 
exemption from certain New Starts rating criteria available to 
otherwise qualified projects that receive less than $25 million 
in New Starts funding. 


FTA’s New _ Starts 
Program (including 
the Small Starts and 
Very Small Starts 
Programs) 


$112.7 million in funds 
appropriated for Fiscal Year 
2007 


Improvements to regional ferry service. The Urban Partner 
will carry out a number of projects to improve regional ferry 
boat service, as described in applications filed for funding 
under FHWA’s Ferry Boat Discretionary Program. 


FHWA’s Ferry Boat 
Discretionary 
Program 


$15.8 million in contract 
authority funds made 
available for obligation for 
Fiscal Year 2007 


Collection and analysis of Alternatives Analysis 
transportation data. The Urban Partner will support the 
Alternatives Analysis phase for the West of Hudson Regional 
Transportation Alternatives Analysis/Draft Environmental 
Impact Statement by collecting and analyzing data on transit 
ridership patterns, travel times, and mode preference. 


FTA’s Alternatives 
Analysis Discretionary 
Program 


$2.0 million in funds 
appropriated for Fiscal Year 
2006 or Fiscal Year 2007 
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(b) 


(c) 


(d) 


Local Projects to be Implemented by Urban Partner. In connection with the 
implementation of the Federal Projects, the Urban Partner shall agree to commence the 
following projects (the “Local Projects”) to meet the mobility needs of New York City: 


(i) The purchase and operation of up to 367 new transit buses of various types, 
including express, standard, and articulated, to meet a service plan to be 
submitted by MTA; and 


(ii) | The construction of an East River bus lane. 


Completion of Projects. Unless otherwise agreed by the Department and the Urban 
Partner, both the area pricing system and the bus service necessary, in the reasonable 
opinion of the Department, to meet the mobility needs of New York City shall be 
operative not later than March 31, 2009. The bus service shall be in operation in 
advance of the initiation of area pricing. In the event that the action(s) funded in 
connection with the Urban Partnership Agreement experience delay due_ to 
circumstances beyond the control of the Urban Partner, the Department may either 
negotiate an extended completion date or terminate the action(s). 


Other Terms and Conditions. Each of the Grant Agreements shall additionally provide 
that: 


(i) Except $1.6 million in funds allocated to the Urban Partner under the Value Pricing 
Pilot Program for project planning and development, no funds obligated by the 
Grant Agreements shall be drawn down by the recipient unless and until all legal 
authority necessary to implement each of the Federal Projects (including, without 
limitation, legal authority to implement congestion pricing) has been duly adopted 
and taken effect, which authority shall be adopted and in effect within 90 calendar 
days following the opening of the next session of the New York State legislature; 


(ii) | No funds obligated by the Grant Agreements shall be drawn down by the recipient 
unless and until each member of the Urban Partner with the authority to toll has 
agreed to exempt privately operated over-the-road buses from tolls to the same 
extent it has exempted (or proposes to exempt) public transportation from tolls in 
connection with the Federal Projects; 


(ili) ©The Department reserves the right to de-obligate funds obligated under any of the 
Grant Agreements (or to require the return of such funds) in the event a recipient 
breaches or otherwise fails to perform under any of the Grant Agreements; 


(iv) The recipient shall not assess congestion charges against any vehicles owned or 
operated by any foreign government or international organization or its 
representatives, officers, or employees if notified by the U.S. Department of State 
that, pursuant to U.S. international legal obligations, the vehicles are exempt from 
such charges; 


(v) The recipient makes customary representations to the Department that the 
Federal Projects comply with all applicable Federal, State and local laws; 


(vi) The recipient agrees to provide to the Department (and its designees) access to 
the Federal Projects and all data collected by the recipient with respect to the 
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(e) 


Federal Projects for purposes of the Department’s oversight of the Federal 
Projects; 


(vii) To the extent requested by the Department, the recipient agrees to designate an 
independent third party to perform all program evaluations required by law or as 
reasonably directed by the Department in order to assist in the evaluation of the 
Federal Projects; and 


(viii) An amount equal to the funding provided by the Department through the New 
Starts Program in connection with the Urban Partnership Program shall be 
expended by New York City in support of the Mayor’s Plan (including, without 
limitation, for the acquisition of technology associated with the implementation of 
area pricing). 


Actions Prior to Execution of Grant Agreements. Prior to the execution of the Grant 
Agreements, the Department shall have received the following, in addition to usual and 
customary deliverables: 


(i) New or amended applications to FHWA’s Ferry Boat Program and FTA’s New 
Starts Program (including the Small Starts and Very Small Starts Programs), as 
required by the Department; and 


(ii) | An opinion of counsel, satisfactory in form and substance to the Department, 
concerning the Federal Projects. 


5. Grant Agreements for Alternative Plan. In the event that the New York State legislature 
enacts and the New York City Council approves an alternative congestion mitigation plan, the Department and 
the Urban Partner agree to negotiate the funding of such plan if it: 


(a) 


(b) 
(c) 
(d) 


(e) 
(f) 


(9) 


(h) 


Is reasonably expected to reduce average vehicle miles traveled by at least 6.3 percent 
across a geographic area of similar size and travel characteristics to the area proposed 
for pricing under the Mayor’s Plan; 


Uses pricing as the principal mechanism for achieving this congestion reduction; 
Includes at least an eighteen month operation of congestion pricing; 

Provides bus service sufficient, in the reasonable opinion of the Department, to meet the 
mobility needs of New York City, with bus service in operation in advance of the initiation 
of pricing; 

Will be implemented by the deadlines for project completion specified in section 4(c); 


Is subject to a grant agreement (or series of grant agreements) that contains the terms 
set forth in section 4(d), except for the terms set forth in section 4(d)(viii); 


Requires that an amount equal to the funding provided by the Department through the 
New Starts Program in connection with the Urban Partnership Program shall be 
expended by New York City in support of such plan (including, without limitation, for the 
acquisition of technology associated with the implementation of area pricing); and 


Is otherwise acceptable to the U. S. Secretary of Transportation. 
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6. Non-Disclosure. Prior to the public announcement of the Urban Partner by the U.S. Secretary 
of Transportation, the undersigned agree not to disclose the contents hereof to any third party, except by 
written agreement of the Department or as required by law. 


[Signatures appear on the following page.] 
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United States Department of Transportation 


Signature Date 


Mary E. Peters, Secretary of Transportation 


Signature Date 


J. Richard Capka, Federal Highway Administrator 


Signature Date 


James S. Simpson, Federal Transit Administrator 


Signature Date 


John A. Bobo, Jr., Research and Innovative Technology Administrator (Acting) 


Urban Partner 


Signature Date 


Astrid C. Glynn, Commissioner, New York State Department of Transportation 


Signature Date 


Janette Sadik-Khan, Commissioner, New York City Department of Transportation 


Signature Date 


Elliot G. Sander, Executive Director and CEO, Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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Near-Term Improvements to Transit Service 


In all New York City neighborhoods, a majority of 
Manhattan-bound commuters take transit. But the . 
areas shown in this map have higher concentra- 
tions of drivers to Manhattan than any other parts 
of the city. Many of these areas do not have rail 
transit service; others have subway or rail service 
that does not meet all residents’ needs. With 

only slight enhancements to the system more 
people in these areas would choose transit over 
driving. These enhancements would emphasize 
connections to the subway or commuter rail 
system where feasible; minimize transfers; 
improve reliability; and use existing bus routes 
and corridors where possible. 


Intermodal connections improve the timing 

or the location of bus stops to make an existing 
two-seat ride more convenient. Rerouting 
existing bus routes can bring buses closer to 
potential riders or make routes more direct. 

Bus prioritization can change traffic lights when 
buses approach to speed bus travel. Improving 
subway and rail station access can cut walking 
distances or make entrances easier to navigate. 
On some routes, bus frequency is too low for the 
potential demand and could be increased; on 
others, frequency is sufficient to allow skip-stop 
or limited-stop service that would cut travel times. 
New bus routes would increase options within the 
system—but are the most expensive of these 
short-term measures. In addition, many of these 
neighborhoods will benefit from other projects 
outlined in this plan, ranging from new commuter 
rail service to BRT. 


The table below outlines which of these strategies 
we would recommend for each neighborhood. 


AREAS OF CONCENTRATED 


——-— FERRY SERVICE 
=== BUS RAPID TRANSIT 
<= EXPRESS BUS LANES 


MANHATTAN-BOUND DRIVERS 


Express bus lanes 


fe 
o 


a Westchester 
~ North ome 
BRT Fordham Road/ ~ Riverdale oo 
Pelham Parkway s ms 
Corridor Co-op City. oe 
BRT 1st/2nd Avenues Soundview vi 
and 125th Street Schuylerville 
Corridor 
NEW JERSEY Colle: 
Paice Whitestone 
Astoria/ 
Steinway 
Jackson Bayside 
Heights 
Woodside/ 
‘Sunnyside 
ae Kew 
) Maspeth/ pens Long Island 
\ Middle Village ’ 
2 Cambria 
Bus lanes ; 1 4. 
on East River Oa ee Heights 
Bridges As \ South 
a \e Ozone 
ye \ Park 
\ 
/ é 
/ 
| Kensington Flatbush , BRT Merrick 
H Canarsie Boulevard 
| / Bay Corridor 
1 | Ridge ‘ ) 
i Flatlands F : L 
BRT Nostrand Avenue 
Sheepshead Bay Corridor 
~ -———, 
~ = ae 
SS ane 
Goose Atlantic Ocean 


BRT Hylan Boulevard 
Corridor 


Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning 
and Sustainability; U.S. Census Bureau 


Potential Improvements for 22 Neighborhoods with Concentrations of Manhattan-bound Drivers 


NEIGHBORHOOD PAWRCETICN GFEXISTING PRIORITIZA- RAIL STATION Baad aTIMITED ‘ROUTE. OTHER PROJECTS 
BUS ROUTE TION ACCESS STOPS 
BRONX Co-op City oO Metro-North to Penn Station; BRT 
North Riverdale e Metro-North to Penn Station 
Schuylerville e e 
Soundview e e e 
BROOKLYN Bay Ridge e e e 
Canarsie e e e Nostrand BRT 
Clinton Hill e e Bus Lane on Manhattan Bridge 
Flatbush e e Nostrand BRT 
Flatlands e e e e 
Kensington e 
Sheepshead Bay e Nostrand BRT 
QUEENS Bayside e e e LIRR East Side Access 
Cambria Heights e e e Merrick Blvd BRT 
College Point e e e 
Jackson Heights e e e e e e Bus Lane on Queensboro Bridge 
Kew Gardens e e e LIRR East Side Access 
olettoe nu Village / e e 
South Ozone Park e e e e 
Astoria / Steinway fo @ e Bus Lane on Queensboro Bridge 
Whitestone e 
Woodside / Sunnyside e e LIRR East Side Access 
STATEN ISLAND New Springville e Hylan Blvd BRT 
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Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 
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INITIATIVE 8 


Expand ferry service 

We will seek to expand service and 
improve integration with the city's 
existing mass transit system 


Along Newtown Creek, which separates 
Brooklyn and Queens, the transformation of 
New York’s waterfront is clear. To the north, 
apartment buildings are rising and land is 
being cleared for thousands of additional units 
of housing at Queens West, many of which 
will be affordable to middle-income families. 
To the south sit the low-lying factories and 
warehouses of Williamsburg and Greenpoint, 
which are being converted into a waterfront 
esplanade, parks, and housing. 

Across the city, more than 60 miles of 
largely-abandoned waterfront land is being 
reclaimed for recreation and new communi- 
ties. But some of these neighborhoods lack the 
basic transportation infrastructure required for 
sustainable growth. In some areas, the nearest 
subway stop is more than three-quarters of a 
mile away. Where there is service, the trains 
and buses are increasingly crowded as grow- 
ing numbers of commuters use stations clos- 
est to Manhattan. 

Ferries and water taxis can help solve 
both of these problems. In addition, ferries 
have proven that they can provide critical 
backup transportation for the city during 
emergencies, as they did on 9/11 and during 
the 2003 blackout. 

That’s why we will seek to expand ferry ser- 
vice to emerging neighborhoods across the 
city and seamlessly integrate it into the city’s 
transportation network. 

The City will seek to initiate a new privately- 
operated ferry system along the East River 
that will connect developing areas of Brooklyn 
and Queens with Midtown and Lower Man- 
hattan. This new service would connect ferry 
landings at Queens West, Greenpoint and 
North and South Williamsburg, with landings 
at Pier 11 (Wall Street) and East 34th Street in 
Manhattan. In addition, we will seek to pilot 
service between Manhattan and the Rocka- 
ways in Queens. Other parts of the city where 
ferry service may make sense—such as south- 
ern Queens, the south shore of Staten Island, 
and the Bronx—will be evaluated based on 
potential ridership and financial flexibility. 

Ferry service is most effective when it con- 
nects riders with land-based transit bringing 
them close to their inland destinations. That 
is why we will work with the MTA to extend 
bus routes to ferry docks from Midtown. We 


Bike Lane Construction 


@Om ACTUAL 
= @ PROJECTED 


100 


LANE MILES PER YEAR 


will also explore the possibility of using BRT 
or other fast service on crosstown routes for 
more efficient connections, especially across 
34th Street and 42nd Street. 

Finally, for ferries to be considered an 
effective component of the city’s mass tran- 
sit system, they must be treated that way. 
That is why ferry passengers must be able 
to use their MetroCards for ferries and the 
connecting bus service. We will work with 
the MTA and the ferry companies to achieve 
this intergration. 
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INITIATIVE 9 


Promote cycling 
We will pursue strategies to encourage 
the growth of cycling across the city 


Cycling also offers an environmentally-friendly 
and space-efficient way to travel around the 
city. Other cities have embraced cycling as 
emission-free, low-cost travel mode that pro- 
motes a healthy lifestyle—and one that New 
Yorkers are increasingly embracing. Cycling 
in the city is estimated to have increased 75% 
from 2000 to 2006. But there is still plenty of 
room to grow; less than 1% of New Yorkers 
commute to work by bicycle. (See case study: 
Cycling Emerges Around U.S.) 


We will complete the city’s 1,800-mile 
bike master plan 


In order to reduce traffic and reach our clean 
air and greenhouse gas reduction goals, New 
Yorkers should be given the option of reaching 
their jobs and major city destinations through 
cycling. That is why we will dramatically accel- 
erate the implementation of the City’s 1,800- 
mile bike lane master plan, to ensure that the 
entire system is in place before 2030. (See 
chart above: Bike Lane Construction) 


2022 2027 2030 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation 


CASE STUDY 

Cycling Emerges Around U.S. 
When Brean Martin needs a ride across 
Chicago, he plops his bike on a rack 
between a bus's headlights. 


“Now, every bus has carriers,” said 
Martin. “I get the feeling it helps bus 
drivers be more careful about bikers 
on the road.” 


Cities across the nation are looking 

to the two-wheeler as a key to creating 
sustainable, enjoyable public transporta- 
tion. They're planning miles of bike paths, 
starting public bicycle programs, and 
zeroing in on safety measures. Seattle, 
Portland, and Boulder have instituted 
major networks. Baltimore and Philadel- 
phia are on the road to better biking, too. 


By 2015, Chicago wants at least 5% 

of all trips less than five miles to be 

on bicycle. The city has discovered that 
shifting trips to bikes can become a 
congestion management strategy. It has 
already installed more than 160 miles 
of bike lanes throughout the city. 


Brean Martin thinks car congestion has 
already lightened up. 


“It used to be that I'd go flying on my bike 
through dead-stopped traffic,” said 
Martin. “Now, the cars actually move.” 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 


The plan includes 504 miles of separated 
bike paths (Class 1 facilities) and 1,296 miles 
of striped bicycle lanes or markings reminding 
drivers and cyclists to share the road (Class 2 
and 3). To date, only 420 miles have been con- 
structed. 

We will complete Phase 1 of the plan in 
2009, which will add 200 lane miles in tar- 
geted areas across the city—with the first 40 
finished by June 2007. 

We will prioritize areas with high demand, 
building connections between existing por- 
tions of the network, and strengthening 
access to parks through special bike paths 
known as greenways. These greenways not 
only offer their own recreational benefits such 
as biking, skating, and walking throughout our 
city’s park system; they can also open up new 
areas of parkland. 

Phase 2 and beyond will complete the 
remaining bike lanes, resulting in 1,800 total 
lane miles of bicycle facilities in New York City. 


BIKE MASTER PLAN STATUS 


Built 200 176 44 420 
Planned for 2030 42 1,076 1,380 
TOTAL 504 1,296 1,800 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation 


We will facilitate cycling 


In addition to implementing the master plan, 
we must provide support for city cyclists and 
encourage New Yorkers to explore this form 
of transportation. That means improving 
public education on the benefits of cycling and 
on safety issues, increasing necessary bicy- 
cling infrastructure such as bike racks and 
lockers, and improving observation of traffic 
and bicycling laws. 

Cyclists often point out that their main 
concern is having safe places to store their 
bikes. To solve this problem, the City’s Depart- 


$5 BILLION 
in lost time 


ment of Transportation (DOT) will continue the 
CITYRACKS program by installing 1,200 addi- 
tional on-street bicycle racks throughout 
the City by 2009, and commit to that level 
of installation until every neighborhood has 
adequate bike parking. We will also pursue 
legislation to require that large commercial 
buildings make provision for bicycle storage 
either on site or reasonably nearby. 


Pilot congestion pricing 

We will seek to use pricing 

to manage traffic in the 

Central Business District (CBD) 

Over the last 30 years, even significant 
improvements in our subway system have not 


substantially changed the way New Yorkers get 
to Manhattan. Despite enhancements in safety, 
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$2 BILLION 

in wasted fuel 
and other vehicle 
operating costs 


$1.9 BILLION 
in increased 
operating costs 


$4.5 BILLION in lost 
business revenue 


efficiency, and aesthetics, the percentage of 
drivers has remained essentially unchanged. 

On a given workday, the Manhattan CBD 
is home to nearly 2 million workers from 
around the region, hundreds of thousands of 
tourists, and several hundred thousand resi- 
dents. Cars compete for the road with buses, 
trucks pedestrians, cyclists and taxis. Vehicles 
trapped in traffic spew pollution into the air, 
putting the health of those living near con- 
gested roads at risk; and the resulting jams 
cost the region more than $13 billion dol- 
lars every year. AS our population grows by 
another 900,000 people, we add more than 
20 million visitors annually, and 750,000 new 
jobs—many concentrated in the CBD—the 
consequences of congestion will become ever 
more severe. 

The strategy that has emerged around 
the world as the most effective tactic to this 
gridlock is congestion pricing, a system that 
charges drivers a fee for entering a city’s 
center. London, Stockholm, and Singapore all 
employ congestion pricing. Here in the United 
States, the U.S. Department of Transporta- 
tion has also encouraged cities to undertake 
market-based congestion reduction initia- 
tives. (See case study on facing page: London 
Congestion Pricing) 

In every case where it has been imple- 
mented, congestion pricing has been success- 
ful at reducing traffic both within the “con- 
gestion zone” and outside it, speeding bus 
service, decreasing delivery times, improving 
air quality, and cutting greenhouse gas emis- 
sions, with no material impact on the econ- 
omy, including retail activity in the zone in 
which the charge applies. 

Key to the success of congestion pricing 
in those cities—and the widespread accep- 
tance of initially reluctant businesses and 
residents—is the fact that congestion pricing 
is only one part of an overall commitment to 
increase investment in mass transit. 


That is what we propose for New York. We 
believe a thoughtfully designed congestion 
pricing program should be part of a solution 
to the regional and city-wide transportation 
gridlock we will be facing. Its proceeds would 
be dedicated to funding billions of dollars 
of transportation improvements, including 
immediate enhancements to some of New 
York’s least transit accessible communities. 
(See following page: New York City’s Conges- 
tion Pricing Plan) 

Summarized below is an illustrative exam- 
ple of how congestion pricing could be imple- 
mented and its impact. The details would 
have to be determined through a collabora- 
tive process between the City and the State, 
because State legislation would be needed 
to enable the City to impose a fee and give 
the City the right to fine violators. State law 
could authorize the City to define the pricing 
area, the amount of the charge, the hours 
it would apply, and the fines for failure to pay, 
or it could specify those details in the leg- 
islation. The legislation would also need to 
specify the type of environmental review that 
would be necessary. 

Given its successful track record in other 
major global cities, we seek to pilot conges- 
tion pricing in New York for a test period of 
three years. The best way to predict whether 
it will work—and whether the benefits out- 
weight the inconveniences—is to try it. Fur- 
ther, we believe that a pilot could be under- 
taken with no outlay of City or State funds, but 
everaging Federal and private dollars. 


Operating congestion pricing 

Passenger vehicles entering or leaving Man- 
hattan below 86th Street during the busi- 
ness day (weekdays 6 am to 6 pm)—with the 
exception of the FDR Drive, the West Side 
Highway, and West Street—would pay an 
$8 daily fee. Trucks would pay $21. Autos that 
drive only within “the Zone” would pay half 
price. The charge would apply to all vehicles, 
except emergency vehicles, those with handi- 
capped license plates, taxis, and for-hire vehi- 
cles (radio cars). 

Vehicles using E-Z Pass that travel through 
MTA or Port Authority (PA) tolled crossings 
on the same day would pay only the differ- 
ence between their MTA or PA tolls and the 
congestion charge, so that drivers don’t have 
an incentive to detour across free bridges. 
Because roads on the periphery of Manhattan 
will not be in the Zone, trips around the Zone 
(for example, from Harlem to Brooklyn) would 
not be charged. 

Payment would involve no toll gates or 
waiting areas. The technological backbone 
of the system would be E-Z Pass, which relies 


on high-speed sensors, and is used by more 
than 70% of New York area drivers. The charge 
would appear on drivers’ E-Z Pass statements. 

For those drivers without E-Z Pass, their 
license plates would be checked automatically 
by cameras mounted on traffic light poles, 
with payment options available through Inter- 
net, the telephone, or at participating retail 
outlets. Drivers would have two days to pay 
the charge. 


Impact of congestion pricing 

The main benefit of congestion pricing would 
be reduced traffic congestion. Traffic within 
the Zone would decrease 6.3%. Speeds are 
projected to increase 7.2%. The impact would 
also be felt in the other boroughs, since the 
number of cars passing through other neigh- 
borhoods on their way to Manhattan will 
decline. This is especially the case on key thor- 
oughfares leading to bridges, including Flat- 
bush Avenue in Brooklyn and Queens Boule- 
vard in Long Island City. (One study suggested 
that 43% of all traffic in downtown Brooklyn 
and 57% of rush-hour traffic in Long Island 
City is bound for Manhattan). Overall, travel 
speeds in all four boroughs would get better 
due to congestion pricing in Manhattan. 

The 4.6% of New York City residents who 
drive to work in the Zone would pay a daily 
charge less than the cost of commuting by 
Express Bus, and they would have a faster 
commute than today. Everyone who drives, 
especially in Manhattan, would experience 
the benefits of reduced traffic and higher 
speeds. Workers and companies whose 
income depends on providing services in Man- 
hattan would be more productive. A plumber 
who currently spends a quarter of his day 
sitting in his van in Midtown traffic traveling 
from site to site would be able to do more 
work every day—increasing his income far 
more than the $8 fee he pays. Delivery firms 
would have fewer packages delayed. Buses 
would run faster. Taxi drivers would carry 
more fares in a shift. These benefits would 
lower costs of doing business in the city, and 
benefit all New Yorkers. 

The implementation of short-term improve- 
ments would be essential to the success of 
any congestion pricing program and to the 
transit infrastructure described earlier in this 
chapter, including: bus rapid transit, improved 
express bus service, dedicated bus lanes on 
bridges, and new ferry service, especially to 
areas of the city that lack convenient mass 
transit access to Manhattan today. In many 
cases, these improvements would be put in 
place prior to implementation of congestion 
pricing. 


CASE STUDY 
London Congestion Pricing 


In 2000, headlines often compared the 
speeds of central London traffic to Victorian 
horse-and-buggies. And so did Londoners. 


“Some days, it took me almost an hour to 
drive six miles from home to work in the 
morning,” said Gregory Phillips, an architect 
who works in the city's West End. 


But when Mayor Ken Livingstone 
introduced an internationally proven 
congestion-mitigation strategy he was 
named the city's “Deadliest Enemy” by 
the London Daily Telegraph. 


The strategy was congestion pricing—a 
plan to charge drivers a daily fee for the 
use of London's busiest roads during 
business hours. 


Opponents of the congestion charge argued 
the charge would “strangle retailers” in the 
area. More than half of Londoners believed 
that the fee would make no difference 

in traffic patterns at all. Westminster City 
Council called on the High Court to order 

a full-scale public inquiry into the program, 
and more than 60% of the city's population 
stood against the idea. 


Despite the skepticism, in February 
2003, London began charging cars 
£5 ($10) to access central London's 
most congested streets. 


Traffic delays in London have plunged 
substantially—by 30%. Road speeds have 
increased 19% from the introduction of 
congestion pricing. A feared drop in retail 
spending never materialized. 


Since the program started, more than $360 
million has been funneled into expansions 
and improvements of mass transportation— 
improvements that are attracting more 
Londoners to public transit. Bus ridership 
has increased 30% during peak periods The 
extra road space has been reshaped into 
stunning public spaces like the new plaza 
at Trafalgar Square. 

Now, Gregory Phillips rides his bicycle 

to work. “Since the introduction of the 
congestion charge, | find that | cycle in 
almost every day, and | love it,” he said. 


In fact, Phillips said, his commute has actually 
become much quicker. “If I'm cycling, | can get 
into the office in 35 minutes.” 


Now that's an improvement. 


CHANGE IN TRAFFIC WITHIN LONDON'S CHARGING ZONE 
AFTER CONGESTION PRICING 


Automobiles -34% 

Heavy trucks -7% a 
Vans 5% 2 
Buses +21% e 
Taxis +22% 2 
Bicycles +28% i 
ALL VEHICLES -12% 2 
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New York City’s Congestion Pricing Plan 


Congestion Pricing Zone 
== UNCHARGED ROUTES 


') CHARGED ZONE MANHATTAN | 
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Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term 
Planning and Sustainability 


Credit: Robert Caplin/The New York ‘a 


Zone boundaries 


Manhattan below 86th Street, except 

+ West Street and West Side Highway 

+ FDR Drive 

+ Battery Park Underpass 

+ Queensboro, Williamsburg, Manhattan andBrooklyn Bridges and 


heir approaches. 


Hours 


6 am-6 pm, Monday-Friday (no charges on weekends) 


Charges: autos 


$8 daily charge to enter, leave, and move within the zone during c 


$4 daily charge for travel only within the zone during charging hours 


harging hours 


Charges: trucks 


$21 daily charge to enter, leave, and move within the zone during 
$5.50 daily charge for travel only within the zone during charging 


charging hours 
hours 


Trips bypassing the Zone 


Drivers do not pay unless they enter the zone. For example, driving from 


Brooklyn to the Bronx on the Brooklyn Bridge and FDR Drive would 


still be free 


Toll rebates for E-Z Pass users 


E-Z Pass users paying bridge and tunnel tolls to enter the zone wi 


| be credited the amount of their round-trip tolls that 


day, up to $8. For example, an E-Z Pass driver who now uses the Battery Tunnel to enter and leave Manhattan will pay 


no additional charge, because the current round-trip toll they pay 


is already $8 


Exemptions 


o charges for: 
Handicapped license plates 
+ Emergency vehicles and transit buses 
+ Yellow taxis and livery cabs 


Collection technology 


At-speed E-Z Pass readers will allow fee collection without slowing vehicles down. Vehicles not equipped with E-Z Pass 


will be recorded by cameras and drivers can pay the fee by phone 


, internet or at participating retailers within 48 hours. 


Revenues 


All net revenues will be dedicated 100% to transportation investments through the SMART Financing Authority 


Operating entity 


NYC Department of Transportation will control the system, which will be built and maintained by a contractor 


yet to be selected 
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Source: NYC Mayor's Office of Long-Term Planning and Sustainability 


Over time, more and more commuters 
would benefit from the longer-term invest- 
ments in mass transit, 50% of which would be 
funded by the nearly $400 million net reve- 
nues of congestion pricing in its first full year. 

Although areas near the congestion pric- 
ing zone should experience reductions in 
traffic due to fewer drivers passing through 
on their way to the Zone, we would work with 
local communities if it seems that they would 
be impacted by drivers seeking to avoid the 
congestion pricing charge. Possible solutions 
include parking permits for residential neigh- 
borhoods and an expansion of the Muni meter 
program in commercial areas. 

Overall, 94,000 travelers are projected to 
take advantage of new and improved transit 
choices, achieving the city’s first significant 
mode shift in decades. Only 1.4% are expected 
not to take the trip into the Zone at all 
because of the congestion charge. The major- 
ity of these will travel instead to destinations 
in Upper Manhattan and the outer boroughs, 
helping businesses in those areas. As a result, 
the overall economic impact of the congestion 
charge is expected to be neutral to positive, 
consistent with the experience of cities where 
congestion pricing is in operation. 
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INITIATIVE 11 


Manage roads more efficiently 
We will increase the use of Muni 
meters within the city and develop an 
integrated traffic management system 
for our regional transportation network 


We will expand the use of Muni meters 


Muni meters, first introduced in New York in 
1996, offer numerous advantages compared 
to traditional single-space parking meters. 
For drivers, they increase parking capacity 
by allowing cars to park closer together. They 
also enable the city to improve traffic flow 
by charging vehicles progressively higher 
fees for longer stays, encouraging shorter 
stays and more turnover. This increased turn- 


over reduces double-parking and cuts the 
amount of time drivers spend “cruising” for a 
parking space. The meters also allow for more 
flexible payment options, accepting coin, 
credit card or city parking cards, and they 
create more sidewalk space for pedestrians— 
one Muni meter can replace up to six single 
space meters. 

While Muni meters are currently only in use 
in certain areas, DOT will introduce them in 
business districts across the city, completing 
installation in all possible locations by 2011. 


We will create an integrated traffic 
management system 


The region’s congestion problems are com- 
pounded by inefficiencies and lack of coordi- 
nation among agencies and travelers. Poorly 
timed signals can cause backups, and drivers 
are often not alerted to traffic jams until they 
are actually sitting in them. 

That’s why the City has launched a five- 
year plan to unify and expand the informa- 
tion systems on our transportation network 
and enhance coordination throughout the 
region. Although we have utilized Intelligent 
Transportation Systems (ITS) for years through 
the use of cameras and electronic signage 
on highways, the real benefits can only be 
achieved when the information is centralized 
and coordinated. 

Also in 2008, the New York Police Depart- 
ment, New York State Department of Trans- 
portation and the City’s DOT will open the 
Joint Transportation Management Center, 
in Long Island City, which will enhance our 
ability to track and coordinate responses to 
traffic incidents. 

But coordination is only the beginning; 
significant improvements require significant 
investments in technology. We will continue 
technological upgrades. By 2009, we will 
electronically control the timing on more than 
70% of the city’s traffic signals, allowing us to 
respond in real-time to emerging traffic condi- 
tions; by 2012, all of the city’s highways will be 
equipped with ITS technologies. 

Expanded technology and coordination will 
improve our ability to respond to traffic inci- 
dents, manage traffic congestion, and deliver 
information to drivers in real time. 
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INITIATIVE 12 


Strengthen enforcement 
of traffic violations 

We will improve our ability 

to enforce traffic laws 


The number of vehicles is not the only con- 
tributor to congestion. Drivers who violate 
traffic laws make congestion worse. While the 
City undertakes focused efforts to increase 
enforcement, we must make broader, more 
systematic changes to enhance enforcement. 
We will undertake two initiatives and advocate 
for State action on a third to ensure that many 
drivers do not suffer from unnecessary con- 
gestion due to the illegal behavior of a few. 


We will expand the number of 
Traffic Enforcement Agents 


There are an estimated 800 intersections 
around New York City—in all five boroughns— 
where the presence of traffic enforcement 
agents (TEA) will be beneficial—not as ticket 
writers, but as traffic directors. The NYPD cur- 
rently has approximately 500 “level 2” traffic 
enforcement agents whose main role is to 
direct traffic. But on any given day, the major- 
ity wind up not controlling the flow at busy 
intersections, but ensuring the movement of 
traffic around construction sites and other 
disruptions. To provide the coverage that will 
keep traffic moving, the NYPD will increase 
the force of level 2 TEAs by 100 agents this 
year, to be followed by further increases in 
the future. 


We will enable all TEAs to issue 
blocking-the-box tickets 


A major cause of true gridlock is drivers choos- 
ing to “block the box”—to cross an intersec- 
tion even if there is no room on the other 
side. But writing a “blocking-the-box” ticket is 
currently a state-regulated moving violation, 
which may only be issued by police officers 
and selected traffic enforcement agents. We 
will seek to create a new parking violation that 
will allow both police officers and all TEAs to 
write block-the-box tickets faster, which will 
encourage more vigilant ticketing of violators. 


A GREENER, GREATER NEW YORK PLANYC 
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1. Overview 


Implementation of a congestion pricing program can benefit the Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
(MTA) in two important respects --- (1) the policy will promote and expand the use of mass transit in the 
region; and (2) the resources raised by imposition of congestion charges can provide significant additional 
resources to support long-term investment in transit infrastructure. 


The purpose of this report is to provide the MTA’s comments on New York City’s congestion pricing 
plan (City Plan) to the New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission. In accordance with the 
State statute creating the Commission, this report will describe: 


e How MTA will meet the increase in demand to use public transportation due to the implementation of 
the City Plan; 


e The additional MTA capital and operating needs required to implement the transit response; and 
e The impact of these needs on MTA’s capital and operating budgets. 


For the purposes of commenting on the City Plan, the MTA has utilized the City’s overall projection of 
diversions to public transportation resulting from the imposition of a congestion charge. However, it is 
anticipated that it will take considerable time throughout 2009, the first implementation year of the City 
Plan, for the changes in travel generated by congestion pricing to stabilize into recurring patterns, as 
commuters and other travelers identify routes, times and modes that best meet their needs. Consequently, 
the initial service strategies presented in this report to meet the demand created by the City Plan will 
require continued monitoring of travel patterns and service adjustments as the program matures. Forecasts 
of traffic impacts on MTA bridge and tunnel crossings from vehicles diverting from the currently toll-free 
East River Bridges continue to be assessed but are expected to fluctuate early on as motorists that elect to 
continue to drive will “bridge shop” for the shortest time travel and best overall net price. 


Successful implementation of the City Plan will require the MTA to provide a full complement of new 
and enhanced service aimed at accommodating expected auto diversions for those traveling into and 
within the Manhattan Congestion Zone, as well as access improvements to existing transit service. A 
portion of this additional service will need to be implemented in advance of the imposition of the 
congestion charge. 


Neither the operating nor capital costs associated with these improvements are provided for in either the 
MTA’s four-year (2008-2011) Financial Plan or the Authority’s current five-year Capital Plan (2005- 
2009). However, the United States Department of Transportation has elected to enter into an Urban 
Partnership Agreement with the New York State Department of Transportation, the MTA and the New 
York City Department of Transportation which, if effectuated, will provide about $185 million to support 
MTA related capital costs of the congestion pricing initiative. 


After assuming the use of available federal funds provided for by the Urban Partnership Agreement, the 
unfunded capital costs associated with this new service total $767 million. Fully capitalizing these costs 
would result in $56 million in additional annual operating debt service expenses. These projects are 
expected to be advanced on an expedited basis and are anticipated to be fully committed during the three 
year pilot program ending in 2012. Additionally, once the congestion charge is implemented, 
approximately $104 million will be needed annually to operate and maintain this service, net of additional 
revenue gained by new ridership. It is estimated that about $400 million of capital funds and $55.8 
million in net operating funds would be needed late in 2008 and in early 2009, prior to the 
implementation of the congestion charge in April 2009. 


2. Increased Demand and How the MTA Will Respond 
”... comments on the traffic congestion mitigation plan...” 


MTA’s response to the City’s Plan is focused on how the transit system will respond to changes in travel 
due to congestion pricing. The changes are described in terms of the following markets: 


City Diversions: defined as estimated motorists originating in the City who will divert to transit, New 
York City Transit (NYCT) subways and buses as well as MTA Bus (MTAB), and who will make up 
the majority of the congestion pricing travel impact; 


Suburban Diversions: defined as suburban New York motorists who will divert to transit (primarily 
using Long Island Rail Road and Metro North Railroad commuter services) and who are estimated by 
the City to be much fewer in number than City diversions; and 


MTA Crossings: defined as motorists (with E-ZPass) who will continue to enter by vehicle into the 
Congestion Zone defined in the City Plan by private vehicle, but who may divert from the City- 
owned free East River crossings to MTA Bridges & Tunnels’ (B&T) Manhattan crossings due to the 
proposed congestion fee offset. Additionally, B&T will be impacted by motorists without E-ZPass 
who currently use B&T crossings but would divert to the City’s toll free crossings because of the 
imposition of congestion fees. 


City Diversions 


Successful implementation of the City Plan will require a significant effort by MTA New York City 
Transit (NYCT) and MTA Bus (MTAB) to accommodate the motorists who will divert to transit. The 
number of daily auto diversions to transit from within NYC is estimated by the City to be approximately 
78,000. This includes both diversions to transit from the outer boroughs and northern Manhattan to the 
congestion zone as well as diversions within the congestion zone. Most of these new trips are estimated 
to originate in a relatively small number of areas of the City with fewer connections to the existing 
subway and/or bus network. These areas, such as far eastern Queens or southeastern Brooklyn, currently 
generate a larger share of daily auto trips in the City. The corridors recommended for additional transit 
services have been defined by MTA working with New York City based upon modeling efforts by both to 
identify the neighborhoods and areas of the existing transit network most likely to be affected. 


The MTA strategy for these areas consists primarily of a combination of new bus routes and 
enhancements to existing routes linking these areas directly into the Manhattan Congestion Zone, and 
enhanced bus links to subway lines which serve Manhattan and the Congestion Zone. Within Manhattan, 
bus and subway service is also being bolstered in anticipation of new demand for intra-core zone trips 
caused by motorists whose trips originate and end in Manhattan and who transfer from outer borough 
services that connect to Manhattan. Finally, service on key subway lines in Manhattan and the outer 
boroughs will be enhanced during midday and shoulder periods to increase customer capacity. 


MTA plans to ramp up these new services by initiating many of them in late 2008 and early 2009 in 
advance of the April 2009 start of the three year congestion pricing pilot. 


Overall, MTA proposes to use a total of 309 additional buses within New York City to provide the new 
and enhanced services. Map 1 and Table 1 show these corridors and routes along with the number of total 
additional buses to be assigned to each. 


In addition, MTA will participate in the City’s first Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) program in 2008. Service 
will begin on up to five routes in different areas of the City over the next two years. Key elements will 
include new bus lanes, distinctive pavement treatments on the bus lanes, sidewalk extensions to the bus 
lanes in some locations to speed boarding, new stations with new shelters, traffic signal priority at some 
intersections, branded buses, and an enhanced enforcement program by the City. Further details on this 
program, including implementation costs are found in the Transportation section of the PlaNYC report. 


Map 1 
Congestion Pricing Bus Corridors 
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“Additional Staten Island Express Service will include a mix of new routes and increased service on existing routes 
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Table 1 
New NYCT/MTA Bus Service Required for Congestion Pricing 


Total Buses Required 


ap [Map 
Key (Color Corridor Local | Artic | Express 


INew York City Transit Routes 


[Flatbush Avenue (B41 Local/Limited) 

Ave. H/Glenwood/Flatlands from Rockaway Parkway 
to Flatbush Avenue (B6) 

INEW ROUTE: Canarsie/East 80th St/Glenwood 
IRd/Avenue H to Flatbush Avenue 

Dark Blue NEW ROUTE: Metropolitan Avenue to 
Williamsburg Bridge and Lower Manhattan 

[Blue INEW ROUTE: Bay-Ridge-Manhattan Express Route 
Green IRemsen Avenue (B17) 

taten Island 
Orange SI-Manhattan Express (All routes) 33 


N 


anhattan 
Green 1st /2nd Avenue (M15) 
Brown 14th Street (M14) 

Red 5th Avenue/Madison (M1/M2/M3/M4) 

Blue Lexington/3™ Avenue (M101/M102/M103) 
Blue Lexington Avenue/3rd Avenue Corridor (X90) 
Dark Green [86th Street (M86) 

IRed 65th/66" Streets and 67'"/68th Streets (M66) 
Light Blue [57th Street/York Avenue (M31) 


Green 42" Street (M42) 
Purple Broadway/7" Avenue (M20/M104) 


120" Avenue/Merrick Boulevard (Q84) 
46 Av/48 Av/Springfield Blvd. (Q27 Ltd.) 
Brown Hillside Avenue (Q43) 


Red [Linden Boulevard/Merrick Boulevard (Q4) 
Green Metropolitan Avenue to Jamaica (Q54) 

[Light Blue __ [Northern Boulevard (Q12) 

Northern Blvd/Crocheron Ave/32" Ave (Q28) 
(Union Street/149th Street (Q14) 
26 (Pink (Utopia Parkway/Bell Boulevard (Q31) 
INYC Transit Total (193 buses) 106 21 66 


NIM |WIN NM) NININ 
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Total Buses Required 


(Canarsie-Manhattan Express 


Light Brown [NEW ROUTES: NE Bronx —Lower Manhattan 
Express (3 separate routes) 


Blue INNEW ROUTE: 21st Street to Midtown Manhattan via 
(Queensboro Bridge (extension and variation of 
Q19A)* 

Purple 48" Avenue/58th Street/Forest Avenue (Q39)* 

Red Jewel Avenue (Q64)* 


Purple INEW ROUTE: College Point-Manhattan Express 
Route 

Brown NEW ROUTE: Northern Blvd.-61st St. to Woodside 
LIRR 

Dark Green INNEW ROUTES: NE Queens-Lower Manhattan 
Express (3 separate routes) 

[Dark Green {Northern Blvd to Manhattan Express (QM3) 
Purple Queens Boulevard Local Bus (Q60)* 

Expanded Service on Existing Routes* 

MTA Bus Company Total (116 buses) 

GRAND TOTAL (309 buses) 


** Assumes routine bus purchases will equip other runs on these routes with articulated buses. 


In addition to the core bus strategy, MTA is planning selected subway service enhancements where and 
when demand is likely to occur, and where additional capacity exists. These additional services, given 
current operating capacity and car availability constraints will provide new and enhanced services in 
corridors where there could be increased demand. The plan includes subway service increases on the 1 
line (Broadway-7th Avenue) during midday to address some of the projected increase in afternoon trips 
within the Congestion Zone. To serve neighborhoods in Brooklyn that currently have a relatively high 
percentage of auto commuters, capacity will be increased on the C (Fulton Street) line by extending all 
trains from 8 cars to 10 cars. To address some of the projected additional demand from southeast Queens, 
additional E and F line (Queens Boulevard) service is planned consisting of four additional train trips that 
extend the duration of peak AM service levels into shoulder periods by one-half hour. Providing this 
additional subway service will require the purchase of 46 new subway cars (including spares). In 
addition, subway station capacity enhancements, such as additional or widened stairways, will have to be 
constructed in a number of stations to accommodate additional subway riders. 


Suburban Diversions 


Short-term expansion of the commuter rail network to serve the Manhattan-bound peak travel market is 
constrained by a number of factors including capacity at Pennsylvania Station, storage and track capacity, 
platform lengths that cannot accommodate longer trains, insufficient number of cars to provide 
supplemental service, and a shortage of parking spaces in some locations. As a result of these constraints, 
the strategy to accommodate auto diversions from the northern and eastern suburbs will depend on some 
combination of: (1) maximizing the utilization of the existing system, (2) establishing new suburban 
express bus service coupled with the construction of Park and Ride facilities, and (3) expanding rail 
service where feasible. The right mix of these strategies will depend on the degree to which suburbanites 
that currently pay tolls to reach Manhattan will shift their travel behavior. 


The number of auto diversions from the northern and eastern suburbs is estimated by the City to be 
substantially lower than those in New York City. The City Plan forecasts daily transit diversions of 
approximately 2,500 from the Mid Hudson region served by Metro-North (MNR) and 3,500 trips from 
Nassau and Suffolk Counties served by the Long Island Rail Road (LIRR). These diversions, which 
represent a small portion of MTA’s commuter rail ridership, will be dispersed throughout MTA’s 
commuter rail service area. 


Initially, serving diverted suburban motorists bound for Manhattan will largely be accomplished by taking 
advantage of the existing commuter rail services with minor budget impacts in 2009. However, as the 
congestion pricing program matures demand may emerge on sections of the commuter rail network where 
less capacity is available than elsewhere, or at stations where parking is more limited. To help address 
this demand up to 58 express buses to provide direct service to Manhattan may be needed. To support 
this potential additional service, the United State Department of Transportation’s Urban Partnership grant 
includes funding for two new suburban Park and Ride facilities. 


If necessary, suburban diversions will also be accommodated by adding commuter rail service in a limited 
number of locations where feasible, using the existing MNR and LIRR network. For example, if actual 
suburban diversions are greater than estimated demand, additional railroad service enhancements may be 
made in the shoulder period (the one or two hour period before and after the peak one hour where 
capacity exists), by increasing train lengths where possible, or by additions to existing railroad station 
access services (such as Long Island Bus (LIB) service to major LIRR stations, Tappan-Zee Express 
buses to Tarrytown or White Plains; or Haverstraw ferries to Ossining Station). 


Map 2 
Long Island Rail Road Network 
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Map 3 
Metro-North Railroad Network 
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MTA Crossings 


The City’s congestion pricing fee would be imposed on all motorists entering or exiting the Congestion 
Zone, including those who use the toll free East River bridges into Manhattan. The City Plan assumes 
that the introduction of charging will equalize the price among the East River crossings and create a more 
rational framework for driving choices. Vehicles equipped with E-ZPass, entering or exiting the 
Congestion Zone that utilize B&T crossings serving Manhattan (specifically the Brooklyn-Battery Tunnel 
the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, the Triborough Bridge and the Henry Hudson Bridge), would have their 
congestion charges reduced by the amount of toll paid to B&T on the day in question. In order to 
encourage EZ-Pass use to facilitate traffic flow, the toll offset would not apply to cash paying customers. 


MTA B&T crossings serving Manhattan carry an average of 170,000 vehicles a day --- 125,000 
Manhattan-bound, between 6 AM and 6 PM. E-ZPass use is widespread, with an overall market rate share 
of about 75 percent. Today E-ZPass customers at these facilities experience only minimal delays at toll 
plazas during the peak period. 


There are a number of likely, but conflicting, traffic impacts on MTA facilities resulting from the City 
Plan. It is premature to make a judgment regarding the overall effect that the congestion charge will have 
on traffic volume or revenue generation implications. Estimates of diversions between MTA crossings 


and the toll free bridges resulting from the congestion charge continue to be assessed and are particularly 
difficult to project early on in the three year pilot. Facility usage levels are likely to fluctuate initially as 
motorists “bridge shop” to find the best balance between net cost and facility accessibility. 


Volume on MTA crossings (for example the Brooklyn Battery Tunnel and the Queens-Midtown Tunnel) 
may increase as facilities become crossings of choice, providing a shorter, faster trip for many motorists 
who continue to drive into the Congestion Zone. However, this increase in volume will be partially or 
fully offset by motorists who currently pay with cash to cross a B&T facility that may divert to the free 
City crossings to avoid being charged both a toll and the congestion fee, since the City plan proposes to 
credit only E-ZPass customers for the toll paid to B&T. MTA crossings are also likely to experience 
greater use during off-peak and shoulder periods when existing capacity is expected to be able to 
accommodate this new demand. 


Map 4 
MTA Bridges & Tunnels Crossings into Manhattan 


3. Capital and Operating Costs and Impacts 


”A description of the additional capital and operating needs required for the implementation of such 
plan” 


Implementation of service changes to support the City Plan will create new capital and operating needs 
beyond those already included in the Authority’s current 2005-2009 Capital Plan and its four-year 
Financial Plan (2008-2011) that accounts for its operating budget. 


Capital Investments 


As shown in the table below, the capital cost of new transit service totals $951 million including 
expenditures for City and suburban buses, new subway cars, subway station renovations and 
enhancements, expanded and new maintenance facilities, and suburban park and ride lots. These 
expenditures will be partially offset by $184.3 million in anticipated federal funds available through the 
New York Urban Partnership agreement, leaving a remaining gap of $767 million. In order to expedite 
the delivery of service, the MTA where possible, will maximize the use of existing contract options for 
bus and subway related procurements. Contractual commitments for all of these projects are expected to 
be made prior to the end of the three year congestion pricing pilot program in 2012. It is estimated that 
about $400 million of these funds would be needed in late 2008 and in early 2009, prior to the 
implementation of the congestion charge in April 2009. 


Table 2 
Summary Of MTA Capital Needs 
($ in millions) 


Project Category Project Capital Cost 
309 Articulated, Local & Express Buses 


2 Bus Depots (Brooklyn & Queens) 


City Bus Servi 
Bi aia 1 Bus Layup Facility 


Bus Rapid Transit Service 
46 Subway Cars (new and spare rail cars) 


City Subway Service 


Station Renovations and Enhancements 
58 Suburban Express Buses 


Suburban Service 


2 Suburban Park and Ride Facilities 
Subtotal — Capital Need $950.9 


Federal UPA Grant ($184.3) 


Total Unfunded Capital Need $766.6 


Operating Expenses 


Operating costs related to the City Plan are divided into two categories --- those costs that will be incurred 
prior to the flow of the implementation of the congestion charge, and annually recurring costs that will be 
sustained after the program is fully operational. 


The MTA will begin ramping up transit service in the last quarter of 2008 to ensure that alternatives to the 
automobile are firmly in place when the fee goes into effect. As summarized in the table below these sunk 
costs are estimated to total $55.8 million (net of additional revenue) and include the phased 
implementation of service improvements over a six month period beginning in October 2008. Also 


included are additional one time costs to overhaul existing buses and subway cars to extend the life of 
equipment that would otherwise have been retired but is now essential to supplementing transit service 
in advance of the delivery of the new fleet. While not included in the following table, MTA Bridges and 
Tunnels, depending on how the City plans to operate the back office functions related to the opening, 
administration and servicing of a significant number of new E-ZPass accounts, is likely to incur 
considerable one time and recurring costs. These costs as well as those anticipated to result from the toll 
crediting system envisioned in the City Plan are excluded at this time pending resolution of the City’s 
strategy to address these customer needs. A ten percent increase in the number of E-ZPass tags 
distributed by B&T will result in one time expenditures of $5.4 million as well as recurring costs of $2 
million annually to service these new customer accounts. 


Table 3 
Summary Of MTA Operating Costs 
Prior To The Imposition Of The Congestion Charge 
October 2008 — March 2009 
($ in millions) 


Expenditure Category Operating Cost 
Subway Service (train operators, conductors and maintenance personnel) $2.1 
Subway Car Overhauls (one time cost) 8.0 
Bus Service (drivers, maintenance storage, fueling, cleaning, repairs, support) 34.0 
Bus Overhauls (one time cost for 106 hybrid buses) 6.7 
Bus Rapid Transit 6.5 
Marketing New Subway & Bus Service & Bus Stop Changes (one time costs) 0.6 
Data collection to monitor bus and subway ridership 2.0 
Operating Revenue 

Total Unfunded Operating Need 


Subsequent to the commencement of the City Plan, services for straphangers and commuters will be fully 
ramped up. The annual operating expenses to deliver these services will total $153.1 million. These 
costs will be offset through the collection of an estimated $48.9 million in additional fares from new 
customers diverting from automobiles. The net recurring costs of $104.2 million are itemized below. 


Table 4 
Summary Of MTA Annual Recurring Operating Costs 
($ in millions) 


Expenditure Category Operating Cost 


Subway Service (train operators, conductors and maintenance personnel) 
Bus Service (drivers, maintenance) 

Bus Depots (2 facilities — storage, fueling, cleaning, repairs and personnel ) 
Bus Rapid Transit 


Suburban Service 


Data collection to monitor bus and subway ridership (inside cordon, crossing 
cordon, outside cordon) 

Subtotal $153.1 
Operating Revenue ($48.9) 
Total Unfunded Operating Need $104.2 
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4. Concluding Observations 


Transit Service Improvements Must Precede Implementation of the City Plan: In order to put in place 
adequate alternatives to encourage motorists to switch modes, additional transit service will need to be 


deployed in advance of the imposition or collection of the congestion fee. The early capital commitments 
and net operating expenses associated with ramping up this service over a six month period are estimated 
to be $400 million and $55.8 million, respectively. 


MTA Costs to Support the City Plan Have Not Yet Been Addressed: The operating and capital costs to 
implement the full complement of transit services needed to successfully implement the City Plan are not 
provided for in either the MTA’s four-year Financial Plan or the Authority’s current five-year Capital 
Plan. 


Capital Needs Total $951 million: After assuming the use of available federal funds provided for by the 
Urban Partnership Agreement, the unfunded capital costs associated with enhanced transit service total 
$767 million. Fully capitalizing these costs would add $56 million in additional annual operating debt 
service expenses. 


Recurring Operating Needs Total Over $100 million a Year: Approximately $104 million will be needed 
annually to operate and maintain service, net of additional revenue gained by new ridership. 


Transit and Bridge Crossing Diversions Require Monitoring: It will take considerable time for the 
changes in travel generated by congestion pricing to stabilize into recurring patterns, as commuters and 
other travelers identify routes, times and modes that best meet their needs. Consequently, the initial 
service strategies presented in this report to meet the demand created by the City Plan will require 
continued monitoring of travel patterns and service adjustments as the program matures. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 


Introduction 


This report is intended to meet the requirement of Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007, that the New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) provide comments to the New York City 
Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission (Commission) by October 1, 2007 on the traffic 
congestion mitigation plan submitted by the mayor of New York City (NYC). That law also 
requires that NYSDOT provide to the Commission: 

1. adescription of the additional capital needs required for implementation of such plan; 

2. the proposed utilization of any potential revenues derived from such plan for 

implementation of such plan; and, 
3. the impact of such revenue upon the agency’s capital and operating budgets. 


In April 2007, Mayor Bloomberg outlined a proposal to implement congestion pricing in 
Manhattan as part of his PlaNYC initiative. In order to take advantage of federal funding 
available to implement congestion pricing, the State and City partnered on an application to the 
United States Department of Transportation (USDOT) under the Urban Partnership Program. In 
August, USDOT entered into an Urban Partnership with NYSDOT, the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), and NYC and outlined specific federal funding and other terms 
and conditions related to this agreement. 


Implementation of the NYC Traffic Congestion Mitigation Plan (TCMP) will impact travel on 
the metropolitan area’s regional transportation system. The MTA will address the impacts on 
their facilities and operations in their report to the Commission. This report will address the 
anticipated impacts on the region’s transportation facilities other than those operated by the 
MTA, including impacts on the region’s highway system, transit needs for areas not served by 
MTA, and regional transportation technology, data collection, information, and monitoring 
needs. 


This report is based on an analysis and interpretation derived from information made available 
by NYC from their TCMP. Currently, there is not the level of detailed information available to 
accurately predict changing traffic patterns on individual highway corridors or facilities and 
precise diversions to transit services. The impacts on specific interchanges or traffic bottlenecks, 
and the resulting capital improvements that may be needed to mitigate these impacts, cannot be 
predicted at this time given the available data. Additional modeling may not yield a major 
improvement in precision. Given the uniqueness of the TCMP, the best way to be certain of the 
impacts is to demonstrate the proposal and analyze what occurs. Before and after data collection 
on the operation and usage of the entire regional transportation system is recommended. The 
Commission may want to consider funding this activity from congestion pricing revenues. 


NYSDOT suggests that as the Commission evaluates the allocation of congestion pricing 
revenues, the Commission consider retaining the ability to adjust the allocation in the future 
based on actual results of diversions and traffic changes. Actual results from implementation of 
congestion pricing may require changes to transit services different than those originally 
forecasted, or result in traffic flows that vary from those anticipated by the current models. 
Capital projects necessary to mitigate any problems caused by the implementation on congestion 


pricing may need funding in the future. The transportation agencies could benefit from the ability 
to adjust to these changing conditions and revenues available to cover unanticipated costs. 


Comments on NYC Traffic Congestion Mitigation Plan 


Traffic congestion in the New York Metropolitan area is causing travel delay that increases the 
cost of doing business, increases pollution from motor vehicles, and reduces the quality of life. 
The expected increase of 1.5 million residents and nearly one million jobs in New York City by 
2030 will exacerbate the growing traffic congestion problem. Mayor Bloomberg’s proposal to 
implement a cordon based congestion pricing program is a significant effort in finding a way to 
address this problem. 


Capital Needs 


Following are the capital needs related to NYSDOT programs to support implementation of the 
TCMP. Although not required to implement the City’s plan, these projects complement the 
TCMP and can mitigate traffic impacts, reduce congestion and improve the level of service on 
the region’s highway network. 


Technology and Information: 


$98.6M - Technology and traffic monitoring projects that support the implementation of TCMP. 
$12.5M - Regional data collection and information sharing. 
Transit Services Other than the MTA: 


$30M - Purchase/lease of suburban commuter/express bus Park and Ride facilities, bus shelters, 
and amenities. 


$25M - Improved traveler information, integrated fare media, and transit technology. 


The Department will work with the MTA to support provision of adequate express bus service 
from those suburban areas not well served by the MTA Commuter Railroads. 


The TCMP proposal depends on a well functioning regional highway system to accommodate 
vehicular traffic. Much of the region’s highway network is old, with increasing costs for 
maintenance and repair. Highway construction itself can contribute to traffic congestion when 
the full amount of highway capacity is not available for use during construction periods. 
Although not addressed in this report, there is a continued need to maintain and improve the state 
and local highway system to keep it fully operational to serve travel demands resulting from any 
congestion pricing proposal. Additional highway improvements may be identified in the future to 
mitigate any potential traffic impacts. 


Revenue Utilization 


Revenue from implementation of the City’s congestion pricing proposal is estimated by NYC to 
generate $390M annually after funding the costs to operate the system. 


The Urban Partnership Agreement with USDOT provided $354M to assist in implementation of 
the TCMP. Much of this federal aid was for additional/improved bus transit services. Little was 
provided by USDOT for the startup infrastructure and operations needed to implement the 
congestion pricing system. 


The cost to install and operate the infrastructure and technology necessary to implement 
congestion pricing was estimated at $224M in PlaNYC and is to be funded either through NYC 
funds or through revenue generated from congestion pricing. This startup cost may require 
greater use of congestion pricing resources in the early years, but should diminish over time to 
the annual cost to operate and maintain the congestion pricing system. 


Additional transit services to accommodate vehicular commuters diverted to transit will also 
require a substantial up front capital cost to purchase vehicles and other infrastructure as well as 
operate new services. Over time, the need for new resources for transit service should diminish 
to annual operating and maintenance costs, but may fluctuate if diversion to transit increases and 
additional transit services are needed. MTA will be providing their own estimate of need for 
revenue to fund MTA transit capital and operating expenses beyond the resources provided by 
USDOT. There may also be a need to fund additional transit services for areas not served by 
MTA as described above. 


On the regional highway network, the implementation of congestion pricing would be aided by 
additional capital and operating investments for technology, intelligent transportation systems, 
and data collection and monitoring. There were no federal funds provided in the Urban 
Partnership agreement with USDOT to cover these important projects. The Commission should 
give consideration to funding the capital and operating costs of the investments listed above that 
support the efficient operation of the regional transportation network. 


Impact on NYSDOT Capital and Operating Budgets 


The projects and activities identified above to support the TCMP are above and beyond the 
current NYSDOT capital program and were not funded in the Urban Partnership Agreement with 
USDOT. The capital and operating costs are not part of the current NYSDOT capital or 
operating budgets, or the current multiyear capital program. There are no plans to undertake the 
recommended projects and activities absent the identification of new funding resources. 


The Congestion Pricing legislation includes the submission of new NYSDOT and MTA capital 
programs by March 31, 2008. Although the implementation of Congestion Pricing may have an 
impact on NYSDOT and MTA operations, the excess revenues generated from any Congestion 
Pricing program above those needed for implementation should be devoted to a balanced 
program of infrastructure investments in all modes. 


INTRODUCTION 


In July, New York State (NYS) adopted Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007. That law established 
the New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission (the Commission) and required 
the development of a traffic congestion mitigation plan (TCMP) by the mayor of the city of New 
York, established criteria that must be met before any congestion pricing plan can be 
implemented, and changed the timing of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), and 
New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) five-year capital plans. 


Chapter 384 was adopted in part because of the U.S. Department of Transportation’s (USDOT) 
National Strategy to Reduce Congestion on America’s Transportation Network and the potential 
for an Urban Partnership Agreement (UPA). Through the UPA, USDOT planned to partner with 
certain metropolitan areas or ‘‘Urban Partners’’ to demonstrate strategies with proven 
effectiveness in reducing traffic congestion. 


In August 2007, USDOT formed a partnership with its New York City Urban Partner comprised 
of New York City (NYC), the MTA and NYSDOT through a Memorandum of Understanding 
“MOU”. All parts of the MOU agreement are contingent on the State Legislature approving the 
pilot congestion pricing plan, or an alternative pricing mechanism, within 90 days of the opening 
of the next legislative session, and making it effective no later than March 31, 2009. 


This report is intended to meet the requirements of required by Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007. 
By October 1, 2007, NYSDOT is required to provide the Commission comments on the TCMP 
submitted to the Commission by the mayor of NYC. NYSDOT is required to provide a 
description of the additional capital needs required for implementation of such plan; the 
proposed utilization of any potential revenues derived from such plan for implementation of such 
plan; and the impact of such revenue upon the agency’s capital and operating budgets. Mayor 
Bloomberg’s plan is laid out in PlaNYC, the Urban Partnership application, the Urban 
Partnership Agreement USDOT follow-up questions and Urban Partner answers, and the 
mobility section of the technical report of the PlaNYC New York City Mobility Needs Assessment 
2007-2030 (pages 9-22). 


Congestion Pricing Modeling Issues 


Issues 


The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practice Model (NYBPM) 
is an advanced activity-based travel demand model that is being used in the region as a travel 
demand forecasting tool for air quality transportation conformity analysis, and to analyze 
transportation projects by NYMTC and its member agencies. The NYBPM has been adapted by 
New York City to estimate the effects the TCMP on highway and transit trip demand in the 
region. 


The NYBPM study area covers 28 counties in New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut (Figure 
1). It is comprised of 3,500 transportation analysis zones and includes most types of road 
facilities, from minor arterials and above, and all forms of public transportation. 


Figure 1 
NYBPM Study Area 
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Counties —_ - | 


23 [Bixeetenoas aint steel : d 7 . 
1. Manhattan 8. Westchester 18 Passaic 22. Monmouth 


2. Queens 9. Rockland 16. Hudson 23, Ocean 
3. Bronx 0. Putnam 7, Essex 24, Hunterdon 
4. Brooklyn 1. Orange 18, Union 25. Warren 
5. Staten Island 12. Dutchess 19. Moris 26. Sussex 
6. Nassau 13. Fairfield 2. Somerset 27, New Haven 
7. Suffotk 14, Bergen 21. Middkesex 28, Mercer 


Since the NYBPM is a regional model designed to develop county-to-county and corridor-level 
travel flow changes, it is reasonable to use the model to test the regional impacts of congestion 
pricing. While NYBPM was not designed to develop trip volume changes on individual streets 
and transit stations, the PlaNYC version of the NYBPM allows reasonable ‘order of magnitude’ 
changes in traffic volumes and speeds from TCMP to be assessed at the corridor level. In order 
to more accurately predict the impact of congestion pricing at a more localized level, a more 
rigorous study would be needed using additional modeling tools to include micro-simulation 
models that can analyze TCMP impacts at specific interchanges and key local street links. 


Because of the lack of specific sub-corridor local level impacts from the currently available 
analysis tools, it is important to collect necessary traffic and travel data before, during and after 
the congestion pricing demonstration to quantify the specific impacts on the regional 
transportation system. This information will allow any necessary adjustments to the congestion 
pricing program to be made based on actual experience. 


NYBPM Analysis 


According to the analysis of NYBPM 2007 baseline output, nearly 70% of vehicular journeys to 
the NYC Central Business District (CBD) come from NYC, including 22% from within the 
CBD, 13% from the rest of Manhattan, and 33% from the other four boroughs. The remaining 
30% originate from New Jersey (19%), Long Island (6%), and north of NYC (6%). 


The results of the NYBPM model outputs show the TCMP will include both mode and 
destination shifts of travelers. 


The primary impacts on surrounding areas would be due to modal shift. This will result in a need 
for increased transit services in these areas to meet new demand, an increase in Park and Ride 
and transit parking capacity, an improved ridesharing brokerage and public information, as well 
as transfer arrangements and fare coordination with MTA. 


Secondary impacts would include shifting traffic patterns, temporal shifts, shifts in facility usage, 
shifts in goods movement (temporally and spatially), and newly emerging congestion at different 
times and locations (with the potential for causing new traffic bottlenecks). 


Potential Areas for Future Analysis 


A better prediction and understanding of the impacts of the TCMP would require more rigorous 
study. Additional data such as: data for specific roadway segments; commercial vehicle 
classification counts; and, additional locations outside the CPZ could be explored to better 
understand the impacts resulting from the TCMP. Additional evaluation of how TCMP might 
influence transit levels of service would help in developing transit actions. 


Some of the above actions are already being implemented by NYCDOT to serve the needs of the 
Commission. Additional enhancement of NYBPM may be beneficial in addition to NYCDOT’s 
current modifications. 


Impacts of Congestion Pricing: State Arterials and Other 
Major Roadways 


Introduction 


The following is a preliminary discussion on the impacts of the TCMP on the State Arterial 
System (SAS) in New York City. The SAS within NYC consists of approximately 200 centerline 
miles of primarily limited access parkways and expressways. The discussion below utilizes 
information developed by the PlaNYC version of the NYBPM to assess impacts. The approach 
to be taken in this analysis consists of the following: 


e A generalized (macroscopic) analysis of overall system impacts utilizing information 
developed by the NYBPM for seven ‘mega-corridors’ in NYC. The analysis compares 
travel per day in each corridor computed both for current (base line) conditions, and after 
TCMP is implemented. The comparisons use traffic volume, travel time, and travel 
speed. 


e A discussion of localized impacts due to introduction of TCMP at specific locations 
where professional and technical judgment suggest there may be significant changes in 
travel patterns. 

e A brief discussion of mitigating measures and suggested next steps. 


Corridor Descriptions 


NYBPM was used to evaluate trip changes for seven corridors (see Figure 2) which directly 
impact and are impacted by the TCMP. These corridors consist of the following: 


1. East Side Corridor 

a. FDR Drive 

b. Harlem River Drive (HRD) 

c. Major Deegan Expressway (I-87/to the Westchester border) 
2. West Side Access 

a. Route 9A 

b. Henry Hudson Parkway (HHP) (to the Westchester border) 
3. Staten Island/Brooklyn/Queens (I-278) 

a. Staten Island Expressway (SIE) 

b. Gowanus Expressway 

c. Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) (to the Triborough Bridge) 
4. Queens/East-West 

a. Long Island Expressway (LIE) 

b. Grand Central Parkway (GCP) 
5. Bronx/East-West 

a. Cross Bronx Expressway 

b. Interstate Connectors 
6. Bronx/North-South 

a. Bruckner Expressway 

b. New England Thruway 
7. Brooklyn/Queens/North-South 

a. Shore Parkway (Belt System) 

b. Southern Parkway (Belt System) 


Figure 2 


CP SEVEN CORRIDORS 


Corridor Level Analysis 


The tables in Figure 3 show the results of an analysis of all seven corridors. The data was 
developed from NYC’s output from the NYBPM. For each corridor, the model predicts the level 
of travel (in vehicle-miles of travel) for the ‘before TCMP’ or Baseline condition, and the post 
implementation condition after the TCMP is in place. The model also predicts changes in 
vehicle-hours of travel and travel speed. The data in Figure 3 were computed independently for 
each highway direction, thus the figure shows separate East-West and North-South directional 
splits for changes in travel. The one exception is the West Side Corridor for which only total 
combined North-South data was available for analysis. 


Figure 3 


After Implementation of 
2007 ‘Baseline’ values TCMP % Change 
| Corridor name N/E S/W N/E S/W N/E S/W | 
| EAST SIDE 830236 834119 794799 809319 -4.27% -2.97% 
WEST SIDE 1003472 963977 -3.94% 
SI/BK/QNS EXP 1278275 1320686 1262457 1309269 -1.24% -0.86% 
QUEENS-CPZ 1606040 1599311 1585791 1612261 -1.26% 0.81% 
BRONX E-W 447989 483046 436900 466180 -2.48% -3.49% 
BRONX N-S 454795 481676 448868 474268 -1.30% -1.54% 
BK/QNS N-S 1390574 1441118 1384055 1436104 -0.47% -0.35% 


After Implementation of 


2007 ‘Baseline’ values % Change 
Corridor name N/E S/W N/E S/W N/E S/W 

EAST SIDE 40420 44865 34402 39046 -14.89% -12.97% 
WEST SIDE 59368 51396 -13.43% 

SI/BK/QNS EXP 61339 60113 58436 56904 -4.73% -5.34% 
QUEENS-CPZ 80252 81021 75468 80967 -5.96% -0.07% 
BRONX E-W 13345 17642 12601 16482 -5.58% -6.58% 
BRONX N-S 14165 15547 13532 14672 -4.47% -5.63% 
BK/QNS N-S 47686 52839 47417 52153 -0.56% -1.30% 

“SPEED 
After Implementation of 
2007 ‘Baseline’ values TCMP % Change 
Corridor name N/E S/W N/E S/W N/E S/W 

EAST SIDE 20.54 18.59 23.1 20.73 12.46% 11.51% 
WEST SIDE 6.9 18.76 11.01% 

SI/BK/QNS EXP 20.84 21.97 21.6 23.01 3.65% 4.73% 
QUEENS-CPZ 20.01 19.74 21.01 19.91 5.00% 0.86% 
BRONX E-W 33.57 27.38 34.67 28.28 3.28% 3.29% 
BRONX N-S 32.11 30.98 33.17 32.32 3.30% 4.33% 
BK/QNS N-S 29.16 27.27 29.19 27.54 0.10% 0.99% 


In all cases, travel overall improves in the corridor. Total vehicle mileage drops slightly, travel 
hours are reduced slightly and overall travel speed goes up slightly. Thus, using the model 
output, it will be reasonable to expect that overall impact on the arterial system, in terms of 
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mobility, will be positive. This is intuitively what would be expected since the higher fees to 
enter the CPZ would encourage travelers to do the following: 


e Change to public transportation, 

e Cancel or defer their trips (not generally an option for work or school trips but possibly 
an option for discretionary trips), 

e Change destination away from the CPZ (generally only for discretionary trips), and 

e Shift time of travel to avoid the congestion pricing fee (this decision would not impact 
vehicle miles of travel but might reduce vehicle-hours of travel and increase average 
travel speed by shifting travel out of the most congested time periods of the day). 


Potential Localized Impacts 


While the corridor level analysis is useful, it does not tell the entire story, since implementation 
of the TCMP could cause changes in both mode and route selection. Discussions have begun 
with other agencies including the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) to 
better understand these potential changes. Localized impacts could result in changes in traffic 
patterns and can best be assessed based on actual field data collected as part of the Congestion 
Pricing demonstration. 


Transit Impacts on the Arterial System 


The MTA and NYSDOT transit staff have analyzed the additional transit needs to absorb modal 
shifts from automobiles under TCMP. Many of these buses must be accommodated in whole or 
in part on the arterial system and may place a burden on the Bus/HOV lanes already in operation. 
Considering that TCMP will result most likely in an increase in ridesharing (with attendant 
increases in HOV’s) the additional burden on the existing (and proposed) Bus-HOV lanes could 
be significant and require mitigations to allow these lanes to operate effectively. 


Intelligent Transportation Systems (ITS) Enhancements 


Intelligent Transportation Systems represent the application of modern technology and 
information and management systems to address multi-modal transportation needs, in particular 
to enable the more efficient operation and management of the transportation system. ITS 
improves transportation safety and mobility and enhances productivity through the use of 
advanced communications technologies. Although not required to implement the City’s plan, 
these projects complement the TCMP and can mitigate traffic impacts, reduce congestion and 
improve the level of service on the region’s highway network. 


Enhancements to ITS would help improve system efficiency and facilitates the level and types of 
operations anticipated with TCMP, which is predicted to generate major changes to travel 
patterns in and around NYC. It will become increasingly important to be proactive in managing 
the transportation system. These ITS projects will help mitigate the traffic impacts resulting from 
implementation of TCMP. They will also provide enhanced mobility in the NYC metro area on 
routes surrounding, to, and through the CPZ. 
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Improving Travel Information Services - $12.5 million 


One means for reducing congestion is to provide travelers with information about the 
transportation system. Several projects that enable transportation system users to make informed 
decisions about their journeys including mode and route choices are presented below. Improved 
traveler information systems will provide useful, high quality, comprehensive, readily available 
travel information for multiple modes of transportation in a timely manner. The intent is to 
increase choices and satisfaction while reducing congestion and mitigating the impacts of 
congestion pricing on the State Arterial System. These Travel Information projects include: 

e The 511 Traveler Information Program which will allow interested travelers to access 
information by either telephone or the Internet, Cost: $7M annually (recurring), 

e Parking Lot Management Pilot to provide real time availability information, Cost: $1M, 

e Update of TRIPS 123, which would feed into the 511 system, Cost: $0.2M, 

e Transit ITS, an integration pilot that would not only gather transit information but make 
that information available via Variable Message Signs, Highway Advisory Radio, and 
kiosks in stations and parking lots, Cost: $4M , and 

e Traveler Information Specialists who would ensure the delivery of high quality 
information through the 511 system, Cost: $0.3M annually (recurring). 


Enhance Data Collection and Analysis - $28.2 million 


In addition to sharing information with travelers, it is increasingly important to manage normal 
traffic flow in addition to managing non-recurring incidents. Suggesting alternative routes is also 
beneficial to reducing congestion. The following projects will help meet the goal of better 
managing the transportation system and its users as a means to reduce congestion: 
e Analysis of data and evaluation of performance in the context of the demands placed 
upon the transportation system because of TCMP, Cost: $1.2M, and 
e Instrumentation of arterial highways to monitor and manage the changes in travel patterns 
caused by TCMP, Cost: $2M, and 
e Congestion Mitigation/Mobility Enhancing Predictive modeling which would, based on 
real time information and previous behaviors, predict traffic flows, enabling proactive 
management of resources, Cost: $25M. 


Deploy Additional ITS Infrastructure - $15 million 


To supply the best information possible to travelers, existing infrastructure for gathering and 
sharing information will need to be enhanced. Having better information upon which to base 
decisions will enable travelers to avoid congested locations and reduce any secondary congestion 
that may be caused by TCMP. NYSDOT has identified two projects to improve traffic 
monitoring through additional infrastructure. 
e Expansion of Transmit/Travel Time Network would expand the installation of E-Z Pass 
readers to cover all segments of limited access facilities in New York City, Cost: $10M, 
e Expansion of Closed Circuit Television Coverage to all limited access highways 
complements several other efforts and supports better management of the arterial system, 
Cost: $5M. 
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Improve Transportation Management Center Operations - $42.9 million 


The integration of the three Transportation Management Centers (TMCs) in the metropolitan 
New York City region will provide seamless traffic management throughout the downstate area. 
Information on traffic conditions can be readily available to managers in the adjacent regions to 
obtain information beyond their regional boundaries for managing traffic. Area-wide information 
that is consistent and standardized can be disseminated to travelers from any of the centers. This 
integration will provide better information to travelers, and increase the ability of the entire 
region to react quickly to changes anywhere on the transportation system including localized 
congestion and traffic volume changes. Identified improvements to the TMCs consist of nine 
separate projects, of which $10 million are recurring: 

e Improved communication through the deployment of a high bandwidth, secure 
communication system, Cost: $6M, 

e TMC Integration which involves among other things, creating a seamless concept of 
operations, standardized operational policies and protocols, Cost: $2M, 

e HELP Program expansion to cover all critical facilities, Cost: $5M annually (recurring), 

e Vehicle Infrastructure Integration Test Bed to create an environment in which vehicle-to- 
vehicle and vehicle-to roadside communications can enhance transportation management 
and security functions, and improve safety, Cost: $5M, 

e Expanding operations and maintenance to support the other actions being taken to 
improve TMC operations, Cost: $5M annually (recurring), 

e Protocols to guide the expansion of the region’s Integrated Incident Management System 
(IMS), Cost: $0.5M, 

e Expanded Mobile IIMS Field Utilization by increasing the number and type of field units, 
Cost: $1.4M, 

e HAZMAT/Origin & Destination tracking pilot, Cost: $3M and, 

e Optimized Signal Timing through a review of all traffic signals along critical corridors 
and connect appropriate signals to TMCs to allow remote monitoring, access, and 
control, Cost: $15M. 


Regional Transportation Impact 


Implementation of the TCMP will have an impact that reaches beyond NYC boundaries. Earlier 
sections of this report discussed changes to the transportation system largely within NYS based 
on best assumptions of how the TCMP will alter individual travel choices. This section looks at 
the impact on the regional transportation system. 


Congestion pricing will have an affect on PANYNJ Hudson River Crossings, which currently 
employ pricing strategies to influence driver behavior. An example of this is the $1.00 off peak 
discount available to automobiles with E-Z Pass tag holders using the George Washington 
Bridge, Lincoln Tunnel, Holland Tunnel, Bayonne Bridge, Goethals Bridge, or Outerbridge 
Crossing Bridge eastbound into NYC. The TCMP will credit automobile drivers the amount of 
any tolls paid toward their daily $8.00 fee, making the off-peak discount irrelevant. These types 
of issues should be researched and understood. 
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NYC’s TCMP will have a considerable impact on the tri-state region’s transportation 
infrastructure and operations. In particular, enhancements to the region’s transit services to the 
Manhattan CBD. 


Another consideration is the treatment of private commuter, intercity and charter bus services 
entering the CPZ. Because public transit services contribute to reducing vehicular traffic, there 


are reasons to treat them all the same and exempt them from the congestion pricing fee. 


The following map (Figure 4) shows anticipated changes in vehicular and transit travel patterns 
as modeled by the NYBPM. 


Figure 4 
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Impacts on Public Transportation Service Provided by 
Systems other than the MTA 


Operational Issues 


Reducing vehicle travel into the CBD is partially dependent upon the availability of safe, 
convenient, and affordable public transportation alternatives from the outer-borough and 
suburban commuter markets. The capacity of the diverse, multi-agency public transportation 
network to attract and absorb additional travel demand is also a critical factor in the success or 
failure of the TCMP. 


Developing and supporting the capacity of the regional public transportation network to address 
demand will require additional capital and operating investments, supportive policies, and strong 
interagency coordination and cooperation. The predominant share of trip diversions from 
automobiles to public transportation will be accommodated by the MTA subsidiaries, 
particularly via commuter rail, subway, and planned Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) investments. 
Notwithstanding, given existing station parking constraints on Long Island and the Hudson 
Valley, an increase in diversions to commuter and express bus services are anticipated. 


Beyond those needs identified by the MTA, the following regional public transportation impacts 
of congestion pricing were identified for consideration to fully equip the region’s public 
transportation network to attain the goals of the Urban Partnership: 


e Parking Capacity - Parking capacity is a significant constraint on the potential growth of 
ridership for commuter rail and bus. MTA’s Long Island Rail Road (LIRR) and Metro- 
North Railroad (MNR) station parking facilities are at or over capacity. Limited land 
availability and development pressures significantly constrain the opportunities for 
extensive surface lot expansion. Structured parking is being developed in some cases but 
is limited by cost and community factors. Opportunities to expand Park and Ride 
facilities for commuter bus operations sponsored by suburban municipalities are similarly 
limited. 


e Feeder Bus Access to Key Rail Stations - Feeder bus access to key rail stations, often 
provided by public transportation systems other than the MTA on Long Island and in the 
Lower Hudson Valley, have developed and grown over the past decade in response to 
station parking constraints. With the implementation of congestion pricing, increased 
demand, coupled with constrained parking, may place greater demands on local carriers 
to introduce and increase frequencies on rail feeder services. 


e Ferryboat Service to Commuter Rail - The Haverstraw-to-Ossining and Newburgh-to- 
Beacon ferry services are operating currently with the objective of relieving station 
parking constraints. Congestion pricing may induce public interest in increased service 
and new service elsewhere along the MNR Hudson Line. There are seasonal variation, 
cost and emissions issues with ferry operations that should be closely evaluated when 
considering an appropriate role for ferryboats in addressing commuter rail parking 
capacity constraints. 
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e Parking Capacity and Transit Oriented Development (TOD) - Parking constraints 
limit the ability of additional riders to access commuter rail or bus services to the 
Manhattan CBD. State policies and investments that create incentives for integrated TOD 
in the vicinity of key suburban and outer borough transit hubs may be an effective way of 
increasing the non-auto accessibility of these facilities and services. Shared parking 
strategies and improved land use and pedestrian connectivity to these facilities may be 
effective strategies for building support for increasing access capacity. 


Commuter and Intercity Bus Capacity serving the CBD 

In the high growth West of Hudson areas of the lower Hudson Valley, commuter bus ridership 
exceeds MNR ridership to Manhattan. Express bus has also grown on Staten Island, fed by Park 
and Ride locations along the SIE. Potential ridership increases for these commuter bus services, 
resulting from the TCMP, may be constrained by the following capacity and policy issues: 


e Bus Capacity — The estimate of additional bus capacity requirements assume that trip 
diversions on Long Island and in New York City can be accommodated through 
commuter rail and subway services and the addition of 58 commuter/express buses 
provided pursuant to the UPA. Generally, municipally sponsored commuter carriers such 
as Hudson Transit, Rockland Coaches, and Adirondack Trailways and intercity bus 
carriers such as Greyhound are running at or close to vehicle capacity during peak 
commuter periods. The Department would anticipate working with the MTA to support 
provision of adequate express bus service from those suburban areas not well served by 
the MTA Commuter Railroads. 


o Suburban Park and Ride - NYSDOT, working with local communities and 
public transportation carriers, has funded the development of a network of Park 
and Ride facilities for public transportation and rideshare. These sites now exist in 
the Hudson Valley as well as Long Island and Staten Island. Those facilities that 
are served by commuter bus, particularly West of Hudson in the Lower Hudson 
Valley and on Staten Island are at or approaching capacity. NYSDOT is actively 
pursuing additional parking capacity in these areas in response to trend growth in 
usage. The TCMP impacts on ridership demand will likely require an expansion 
of these investments. As noted above, additional capacity for commuter bus Park 
and Ride facilities is limited based on premium rental/purchase rates for real 
estate and community concerns. 


o PANYNJ Midtown Terminal Capacity - Within the CPZ a constraint on 
additional commuter bus service from suburban areas, including New Jersey, is 
the limited capacity of the PANYNJ Midtown Bus Terminal to handle additional 
buses in the peak periods. The primary structural constraint is ramp capacity 
entering and exiting the facility. The number of gates/bays and the terminal floor 
space are generally sufficient to handle additional buses. However the terminal 
ramps do not permit capacity for significant additional vehicle capacity. There is 
capacity that can be utilized at the George Washington Bridge Bus Terminal but 
this may have limited impact given the need to change modes well outside of the 
CPZ. 
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o On-Street Stop Restrictions - MTA bus stops are owned and managed by 
NYCDOT and are available only to MTA vehicles. Buses operated by systems 
other than the MTA may be ticketed/fined for unauthorized use if they pick up or 
drop off passengers at these stops. In response to the TCMP, a more permissive 
policy with regard to use of specific on-street stops at key locations within 
Manhattan might be considered to mitigate the need for major capital investments 
in expanding ramp capacity at the Midtown Bus Terminal. 


o Bus Staging in Manhattan - Another constraint on the region’s capacity to 
increase commuter services into CPZ is the shortage of space at existing bus 
staging areas. With real-estate in Manhattan at a premium, surface parking for bus 
staging in between scheduled runs in the AM and PM peak is very difficult to 
secure. This introduces increased expense and logistical difficulty associated with 
longer distance deadheading of vehicles. The lack of adequate bus staging also 
impacts the ability of commuter bus operators to clean, fuel and maintain fleets. 


o Lower Manhattan Bus Terminal - There is an absence of adequate commuter 
bus passenger terminal facilities in lower Manhattan. (There are no indoor 
terminals akin to the PANYNJ Bus Terminals. There are common staging areas.) 
The options for addressing this may be limited given the premium on real estate in 
the area. 


Availability BRT Program Components/Transit Priority Infrastructure to Systems 
other than the MTA - The street infrastructure envisioned to support Bus Rapid Transit 
service, as an element of the TCMP, will be needed by all commuter bus operators 
serving the CPZ. The effectiveness of regional commuter bus in serving the objectives of 
the TCMP would be greatly enhanced if non-MTA buses were provided access to bus 
lane and other priority strategies such as signal priority, queue jumps and access to some 
key BRT stations. 


Cordon Fees for Public transportation Vehicles, Rideshare and Vanpool: A policy 
exempting all buses, including commuter and charter, from incurring the CPZ cordon 
charge could further the objective of reducing single occupant auto travel to the 
Manhattan CBD. Similarly, policies and options for exempting or differentially pricing 
vanpools and carpools may enhance the effectiveness of an integrated element of the 
TCMP. 


Regional Fare Policies and Media: The objectives of congestion pricing would be 
enhanced and supported by implementation of a universal Regional fare media. The kind 
of long distance trips that are destined for the CPZ are often multi-agency and intermodal 
in character, involving payments at parking facilities, feeder buses, commuter bus and 
rail, ferry, subway and BRT. A single fare media can simplify these transactions 
dramatically for the customer. In addition fare policies supported by a more robust fare 
media can support strategies to create incentives consistent with congestion pricing 
objectives such as time of day differential pricing. 
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Estimated Public Transportation Actions to Implement the TCMP 


The estimated costs related to non-MTA bus services as a result of ridership increases associated 
with congestion pricing are as follows. 


e The UPA provides for the procurement of an additional 58 commuter/express buses for 
suburban service. Assuming that a portion of these vehicles are made available by the 
MTA to expand systems other than the MTA, no additional suburban coaches would be 
required to support trip diversions; 

e Purchase/lease additional suburban commuter/express bus Park and Ride facilities - 
$20M; 

e Passenger shelters/amenities - $10M 

e [TS/integrated fare media/traveler information/other transit related technology - $25M 


Data Collection and Sharing Needs 


Data Collection Plan for Congestion Pricing Monitoring 


The proposed Data Collection Plan will provide the necessary field information to all agencies to 
evaluate the impacts of congestion pricing by collecting field information before and after 
congestion pricing is implemented. It is envisioned to be a systematic, well coordinated initiative 
among regional transportation system operating agencies. The Data Collection Plan will focus 
only on the collection of ‘gap’ information (data not readily available from current ongoing data 
collection efforts) so as to minimize costs to all agencies and expedite the collection and analysis 
process. It is envisioned that any data collected will not only be directly applicable to the 
evaluation of congestion pricing but will also be useful for overall programming and planning by 
local agencies. 


Data Collection Approach 


The following approach would accomplish the objectives stated above: 


e Identify CPZ impact areas: The development of baseline information should be 
facilitated by using a variety of sources such as Census 2000 Journey-to-work, the 
NYBPM Model, and the National Household Travel Survey (NHTS). Emphasis will be 
on the development of baseline traffic and transit flows. Data collection will be most 
intensive near the CPZ boundary (south of 86" street) and proportionately less 
comprehensive as the ‘ring of impact’ moves further from the City’s core. 

e Identify CPZ impact corridors and facilities: The data collection plan should identify 
arterial corridors, tunnels, bridges, and public transportation facilities that may be 
impacted by CP. Input from various agencies as well as output from the NYBPM will be 
used to identify those facilities that may be most impacted and to provide ‘first cut’ 
guidance as to where data needs are most critical. 
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e Identify effectiveness measures and methodology to evaluate before/after impacts: 


Figure 5 — Measures of Transportation Impacts and Monitoring 


Measure Methodology Possible Source(s) 
Traffic Volumes |e Cordon counts prior to and after implementation |« NYSDOT 
e Use congestion pricing system technology to e NYCDOT 
measure after implementation e PANYNIJ 
e ITS Operators 
Auto Occupancy |e Cordon counts prior to and after implementation |e NYSDOT 
e Spot checks at major entry points e PANYNJ 
e NYCDOT 
Speeds/Delays |e “Floating” car runs e NYSDOT 
e Use of TRANSMIT system e NYMTC 
e Automated tracking technologies e NYCDOT 
e TRANSCOM 
Parking e Manual parking utilization surveys e NYCDCP 
Utilization e Possible use of mobile autoscope or other e NYCDOT 


automated remote monitoring technology 


Transit Usage 


Passenger counts on NJ TRANSIT, PATH, and 
Staten Island Ferry, and private bus and ferry 
routes 


MTA, NJ Transit 
PATH 
PANYNJ, Ferry 


Operators 
e NYMTC 
e NYCDOT 
Bicycle/Pedestri |e Bicycle/pedestrian counts e NYCDOT 
an Usage e Possible modification of and/or addition to 
NYMTC annual cordon count, which now uses 
60" Street as northern boundary 
Truck e Congestion Pricing (CP) Data e NYCDOT 
movements to e Shipper surveys 
and through the 
CPZ 
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Environmental |e Air quality changes based on VMT and vehicular |« NYBPM Model 
impacts within volumes e Air Quality 
and adjacent to | Noise reduction Monitors — 
the CPZ NYSDEC 
e Air quality 
monitors- 
NYCDOH 
e NYCDOT CP data 
Socioeconomic |e Changes in sales tax receipts e NYCDCP 
Impacts e Changes in employment e NYC Dept. of 
e Business opening/closing data Finance 
e Additional surveys of commuters and visitors 


Identify locations, type, and frequency of data needs: The plan should identify specific 
locations, data types, format, and frequency to support the measures listed in the Figure 5. 
Inventory existing data collecting efforts and sources: Transportation operating 
agencies such as NYSDOT, NYCDOT, the New York State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), MTA, PANYNJ, TRANSCOM, ITS Operators, 
Ferry Operators, New Jersey Department of Transportation, New Jersey Transit, PATH, 
and others collect a range of data to monitor their system performance. These existing 
datasets can be used to estimate impact and to monitor congestion pricing. 

Identify gaps in data: Based on identified needs and available data, gaps in essential 
data need to be identified and the data collected in a timely fashion. Also, existing 
sources that can expand their data collection program to incorporate some of the 
remaining data sets should be identified and contacted. 

Develop data standards, formats, and metadata to ensure the effectiveness and 
efficiency of information sharing: Data collection and reduction activities are complex 
operations especially when they are spread across various agencies. A quality control and 
assurance element can eliminate errors which could lead to false conclusions. 

Develop cost estimate and implementation plan: Cost estimates for the collection of 
the remaining data sets should be developed. The implementation plan should address 
technical and institutional issues associated with the sharing of existing and new data 
sets. Issues such as access, data management, ownership, liability, standards, etc. can 
affect the implementation plan. 

Develop an information gateway: Develop an information gateway to serve as the data 
repository for all of the data assembled or collected for congestion pricing monitoring 
and impact analysis. If paired with a user-friendly, GIS and browser-based interface, the 
information gateway will provide effective and efficient information sharing and data 
analysis for congestion pricing monitoring and impact analysis. 


Summary multi-agency (NYSDOT, NYCDOT, NYMTC) estimated data collection 
and sharing needs to implement congestion pricing 


e One-time capital start-up costs - $12.5M; 
e Annual operating expenses - $0.5M. 
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Capital Needs and Revenue Utilization 


Capital Needs 


NYSDOT has identified a number of technology, information, and operational initiatives that 
support the TCMP and help ensure that the regional transportation system operates efficiently, 
which were not funded by USDOT. Implementation of the TCMP will result in both changes in 
mode and travel patterns of travelers. To support these changing travel patterns and mitigate the 
impacts of congestion pricing, NYSDOT has identified multimodal capital and operating 
investments to effectively maintain and operate the regional transportation system and 
complement the TCMP. 


The Department anticipates the following capital projects not included in the current NYSDOT 
capital program: 


Data Collection: Data Collection and sharing will help both to respond to changes in the usage 
of the transportation system and to evaluate the effectiveness of the TCMP. NYC has indicated 
that it plans to undertake a data collection effort. However, there will be likely regional data 
collection needs beyond the NYC effort. It is envisioned that any data collected will be shared 
among regional transportation system operating agencies. That data will not only be directly 
applicable to the evaluation of the TCMP, but will also be useful for overall programming and 
planning by local agencies. That additional effort includes but is not limited to: refinement of 
NYBPM to enable it to better model congestion pricing and corridors; inclusion of collection 
points outside both the CPZ and NYC; and, better evaluation of transit impacts. The anticipated 
full cost to collect, share, and evaluate the data is approximately $12.5M. 

Cost - $12.5M 

Recurring Annual Costs - $0.5M 


Intelligent Transportation System investments: Intelligent Transportation System investments 
would include development of several means of sharing real-time system conditions with 
travelers, gathering, and analyzing of additional information about system usage, deployment of 
additional infrastructure, and integration of Transportation Management Centers. A $36.4M 
capital need for technology and traffic monitoring projects was submitted in the Urban 
Partnership Agreement application but was not funded. Total costs for ITS projects are $98.6M, 
of which $17.3M are recurring annual costs. 

One Time Costs - $81.3M 

Recurring Annual Costs - $17.3M 


Non-MTA Transit Service: Developing and supporting the capacity of the regional public 
transportation network to address demand will require additional capital investments as follows: 
$20M would provide for additional Park and Ride facilities; $10M for additional passenger 
shelters and amenities: and, $25M for improved traveler information, integrated fare and media 
and transit technology. 

One Time Costs - $55M 
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Revenue Utilization 


Revenue from implementation of the City’s TCMP is estimated by NYC to generate gross 
revenue of $624M annually and net $390M after funding the costs to operate the system. 


The UPA MOU with USDOT provided $354M to assist in implementation of the TCMP. Much 
of this federal aid was for additional/improved bus transit services. Little was provided by 
USDOT for the startup infrastructure and operations needed to implement congestion pricing. 


The cost to install and operate the infrastructure and technology necessary to implement the 
TCMP was estimated in at $233M by NYC and needs to be funded either through NYC funds or 
through revenue generated from congestion pricing. This startup cost may require greater use of 
congestion pricing resources in the early years, but should diminish over time to the annual cost 
to operate and maintain the congestion pricing system. 


Additional transit services to accommodate vehicular commuters diverted to transit will also 
require a substantial up front capital cost to purchase vehicles and other infrastructure as well as 
operate new services. Over time, the need for resources for transit service should diminish to 
annual operating and maintenance costs, but may fluctuate if diversion to transit increases and 
additional transit services are needed. MTA will be providing its own estimate of need for 
revenue to fund MTA transit capital and operating expenses beyond the resources provided by 
USDOT. Additional non-MTA transit projects are identified in this report. 


On the regional highway network, the implementation of the TCMP will require additional 
capital and operating investments for technology, intelligent transportation systems, and data 
collection and monitoring. There were no federal funds provided in the Urban Partnership 
agreement with USDOT to cover these projects. No resources have been identified to cover the 
capital and operating costs of these investments that help mitigate the impacts of congestion 
pricing and support the efficient operation of the regional transportation network. 


The Congestion Pricing legislation includes the submission of new NYSDOT and MTA capital 
programs by March 31, 2008. Although the implementation of Congestion Pricing may have an 
impact on NYSDOT and MTA operations, the excess revenues generated from any Congestion 
Pricing program above those needed for implementation should be devoted to a balanced 
program of infrastructure investments in all modes. 


Capital Initiatives/Opportunities Created by the TCMP 


During the past several years, NYSDOT has been developing and implementing various capital 
improvements with the goal of developing a comprehensive mobility system for the limited 
access highways in NYC. These mobility system improvements address congestion, delays, air 
quality, safety, and emergency routing. These initiatives also support the TCMP by providing 
mitigation for highway users as well as providing opportunities for highway users to carpool or 
choose other modes. 


The following mobility improvements have already been implemented: 
e Staten Island Expressway E/B & W/B concurrent flow bus lanes (Verrazano Bridge toll 
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Plaza - Slosson Ave), 

Gowanus Expressway inbound a.m. peak period contra-flow/concurrent-flow bus/HOV 
lane (Verrazano Bridge to Battery Tunnel), 

Prospect Expressway contra-flow bus/HOV lane, 

Queens Midtown viaduct contra-flow bus/HOV lane (Maurice Avenue to the Queens 
Midtown Tunnel), 

Park and Ride lot at the Korean War Veterans (KWV)/Arthur Kill Road interchange in 
Staten Island, and 

Park and Ride lot at the West shore Expressway/KWV Parkway interchange, Staten 
Island 


Additional improvements are currently in the study and/or design stages: 


West Shore Expressway/Arthur Kill Road Park and Ride and NYPD Highway Patrol 
Headquarters (expected implementation ~2012) 

KWV Parkway/Huguenot Ave. Park and Ride lot Upgrading, Amenities, and expansion 
(expected completion~ 2010) 

Expansion of KWV Parkway/Arthur Kill Rd. Park and Ride lot 

Extension of the Staten Island Expressway Bus Lanes to Richmond/Victory Blvd. 
Support for the City’s Bus Rapid Transit Program. The Department is in discussion with 
the City regarding possible enhancements to the LIE bus-HOV Lane 


The proposed TCMP program presents an opportunity to enhance NYSDOT’s partnership with 
NYCDOT, MTA, and other agencies to provide additional capital improvements on the State 
Arterial System that will facilitate the goals of the TCMP. Potential additional capital 
improvements to the State Highway mobility system include: 


Park and Ride lots: 


Construction of new Park and Ride lots in outer boroughs (individual sites would be 
evaluated), 

improvement/expansion at existing Park and Ride lots, and 

leasing of existing commercial parking lots to allow use for commuter parking — 
shopping center lots, church parking lots (the “Showplace” at West Shore 
Expressway/Victory Blvd. is an example of a candidate site for leasing). 


Managed Use Lanes 


NYSDOT has begun a new study to explore managed use lane (MUL) development 
opportunities on the entire State Arterial System (SAS) in NYC. This study is expected to take 
approximately 2 years and provide a ‘blueprint’ for operational enhancements into the next 
decade. The study is investigating the following MUL strategies: 


HOT Lanes, 

staggered hours of operation for freight and commuters, 

dynamically managed lanes - lanes adjusted in real time in response to changing 
conditions, 

queue bypass, 


px 


e improved intermodal connections, and 
e possible development of separate modal corridors. 


Intelligent Transportation Systems: 


NYSDOT will be completing the full instrumentation of the arterial system over the next 5 years. 
Completion of this system and its connection to the new Traffic Management Center (TMC) in 
Long Island City (due to come on line in 2008) will provide comprehensive highway condition 
information in real time and enhance the ability of the City and State (jointly managing the 
TMC) to respond to system operation problems. 


Freight Movement Issues 


The New York metropolitan area is one of the most truck dependent areas in the nation. The 
proposed congestion pricing fee in the TCMP will likely have an impact on truck movements. 
Truck trips that cannot change routings or time of day to access the CPZ may pass the congestion 
pricing fee on to consumers. Other trucks may change travel patterns to avoid the CPZ, which 
may impact other highway facilities. Collection of additional information on truck movements 
resulting from TCMP would assist the region’s transportation agencies in responding to new 
traffic patterns. 


Transportation Improvement Program (TIP)/Conformity 
Issues 


The congestion pricing plan impacts and is impacted by the Federal metropolitan planning 
requirements and related air quality conformity regulations. Projects related to the pricing 
program that are classified as “non-exempt” must appear in the fiscally-constrained element of 
the Regional Transportation Plan and a fiscally-constrained Transportation Improvement 
Program (TIP) in order for the projects to be eligible for Federal funding and be included in a 
regional emissions analysis for an air quality conformity determination. These projects resulting 
from the TCMP would need to be amended into both the TIP and the Regional Plan. 


In order for Federal funding to be obligated in 2009 for any of the elements of the TCMP, the 
characteristics of the proposal and the specific projects resulting from it must also be included in 
a regional emissions analysis which leads to an air quality conformity determination. This 
determination is a requirement in order to be placed on the TIP. 


The TCMP projects would need to be submitted for regional emissions analysis on either 
November 1, 2007 or May 1, 2008. Submission by November 1, 2007 would result in adopted 
TIP and Plan amendments by May 1, 2008. If submission can not be made by November 1, 
2007, the next opportunity for submission would be on May 1, 2008, which would result in 
adopted TIP and Plan amendments by November 1, 2008. Thus, either submission date would 
result in the ability for Federal money to be obligated in 2009, assuming that air quality 
conformity can in fact be demonstrated as part of the amendment process. 
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Monitoring/Future Considerations 


The New York State Legislature, in enacting the legislation to create the Commission, and 
requiring the mayor of the city of New York to develop a traffic congestion mitigation plan, 
found that action must be taken to address the problems caused by traffic congestion as soon as 
possible. NYSDOT supports the goal of reducing congestion and urges the Commission to take 
appropriate action to evaluate the TCMP proposed by NYC. The alternative to taking action is 
maintaining the status quo, an option which NYSDOT agrees is not appropriate. PlaNYC cites 
the costs of congestion for the region at more than $13 billion dollars every year. The cost of 
congestion and the limited options for addressing it are reasons to put a congestion mitigation 
plan in place, evaluate, and adjust it appropriately based on actual results. 


The TCMP is being implemented as a pilot program. To ensure the flexibility to adjust the 
components of the TCMP, NYSDOT suggests the establishment of mechanisms to allow for 
changes to the plan if traffic diversions are significantly different than anticipated. This may be 
particularly important during the first months of implementation, but minor adjustments should 
be allowed throughout the pilot period. 


The Urban Partnership Application submitted to USDOT by New York City, NYSDOT, and the 
MTA, and subsequently provided to the Commission by NYC, states that Congestion Pricing 
will be rolled out as a three-year pilot program with an interim evaluation after 18 months. 
NYSDOT recommends that whatever implementation plan is ultimately adopted by the 
Commission, the 18 month evaluation be retained. While the NYBPM can provide a reasonable 
basis on which to model overall congestion pricing impacts, it may not provide the detailed 
information on localized impacts. No model can substitute for actual experience. An 18 month 
interim evaluation will allow better data to be collected and analyzed. 


Equally important to monitoring changes to the congestion pricing structure, is having funding 
available to pay for changes. If all anticipated congestion pricing revenues are allocated at the 
beginning of the pilot program, it could be very difficult to make necessary adjustments and 
corrections to the congestion pricing system. While the initial implementation of congestion 
pricing results in a more capital intensive use of resources, over time the balance will shift to 
increased operating needs. To allow for maximum flexibility, a portion of anticipated revenues 
could be held in reserve to meet future needs. This would allow for changes that could benefit 
the entire transportation system, the transportation system users, and the region as a whole. 
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Report on the Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission Public Hearings 


The New York City Traffic Congestion Mitigation Commission (the “Commission”) 
was established pursuant to Chapter 384 of the Laws of 2007 to undertake a 
review and study of plans to reduce traffic congestion and other related health 
and safety issues within the City of New York. 


As part of its statutory mandate, and to provide the opportunity for the public to 
participate and comment, the Commission conducted a series of public hearings 
in each borough of the City of New York (Manhattan, Queens, the Bronx, 
Brooklyn, and Staten Island), on Long Island, and in Westchester County. 


The Commission heard testimony from numerous witnesses, including State and 
local elected officials; various transportation, environmental, and community- 
based organizations; and private citizens. Other individuals who did not present 
oral testimony at the hearings submitted written testimony. 


Written testimony received by the Commission will be available on the 
Commission website at: 


https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/congestion_mitigation_com 
mission 


The following pages provide a brief review of the seven hearings held between 
October 24™ and November 5", including the public’s suggestions for reducing 
congestion and pollution, and improving mass transit, health and safety. 


Summary of Public Hearings 
Long Island 
Hofstra University 
Wednesday, October 24, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 8 registered speakers. 
Westchester 
Westchester County Center 
Thursday, October 24, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 6 registered speakers. 
Manhattan 
Hunter College, City University of New York 
Thursday, October 25, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 82 registered speakers. 
Queens 
York College, City University of New York 
October 30, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 31 registered speakers. 
Bronx 
Hostos Community College, City University of New York 
October 31, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 26 registered speakers. 
Brooklyn 
New York City Tech, City University of New York 
November 1, 2007, 6:00 pm 
There were 39 registered speakers. 
Staten Island 
College of Staten Island, City University of New York 
November 5, 2007, 6:00 pm 


There were 28 registered speakers. 


There was a broad range of public comment provided at the Commission’s 
hearings on traffic congestion and mitigation in the City of New York. The seven 
hearings were well attended by the public, and the Commission heard 
approximately 25 hours of testimony. Witnesses provided their views on the 
current amount and type of congestion in the City and the region, and the impact 
of congestion and various mitigation options on the economy, the environment, 
quality of life, public health, and the transportation infrastructure. A number 
testified about a current lack of mass transit options, as well as concerns about 
the adequacy of existing mass transit systems and financing for addressing 
transit needs. Some raised equity, fairness, privacy, and/or feasibility issues with 
the concept of, and proposals for, charging for the use of public facilities, such as 
traffic, parking and health impacts on adjacent neighborhoods, burdens on those 
of lesser means, the disabled and the elderly, and the high cost of constructing 
and maintaining a pricing system. Others indicated their support of Mayor 
Bloomberg’s congestion pricing proposal for entering the Manhattan Central 
Business District, stating it would reduce congestion, finance public 
transportation improvements and improve public health and air quality in the 
region. 


A variety of witnesses spoke of the regional nature of transportation and their 
concerns about the impact that congestion mitigation proposals could have on 
commuters, residents, and the transportation infrastructure regionally. Many 
witnesses provided specific options to address congestion including mass transit 
and highway/bridge improvements, freight movement, modifications to pricing for 
the use of roadways, the use of technology, alternative transportation modes, 
traffic and parking enforcement, telecommuting, and more. Appendix A provides 
a list of suggestions that the Commission received through the hearing process. 


Appendix A: 
Suggestions Received through the Hearing Process 


Traffic Mitigation 


License plate rationing 

Congestion rationing techniques 

Alternate day charging based on license plates or place of residence 
Implement variable tolls on select existing tolled facilities 

Impose tolls on select free crossings 

Additional taxi stands; reduction in cruising for fares 

$1 surcharge for all taxi trips within or crossing the zone 

Institute one side of avenue hailing for taxis 

$2 charge for all livery car trips into the zone 

Reduce congestion from black cars and other for hire vehicles 
Regulate the number of livery cars 

Two-way tolls on the Verrazano Bridge 

Real-time traffic information for drivers 

More allocated curb space for loading and unloading in busiest 
commercial areas 

Technological (e.g., electronic / camera) enforcement of violations 
contributing to congestion 

Enable Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAs) to write “blocking the box” 
tickets 

Enforcement of parking and traffic laws and rules 

Regulation of the use of the streets for construction projects 
Modernizing traffic signals 

Expansion of Lower Manhattan traffic management program to Midtown 
Adequate space for off-street loading/unloading in new large commercial 
buildings in Manhattan Central Business District 

Relief of chokepoints in road system 

Extension of the Verrazano Narrows Bridge to Perth Amboy 

Open the Landfill Roads to two-way traffic 

Increase capacity of Staten Island and West Shore Expressways, build 
highways on Richmond and Willowbrook Parkway rights-of-way 
Implement 8 to 12 month pilot program consisting of gridlock cameras 
Integrate drive-thru loading docks in new building constructions 
Increase construction permit fee 

Surcharge for limousines 

Fund adequate training for Traffic Enforcement Agents (TEAs) 
Implement tolls at entry points of 59" Street, Williamsburg, Brooklyn, 
Manhattan, Queensboro, and 3rd Street Bridges 

Encourage small businesses to form a consortium to coordinate daily 
private garbage pickup 

Midtown access passes 


Implement a flex-car concept 

Increase tolls and parking meter rates during peak hours 

Extend goal of congestion reduction to 24 hours a day, 7 days a week 
Simplify Manhattan road pricing cordon to apply to all vehicles entering the 
Manhattan Central Business District 

Uniform toll charges for entering Manhattan ($8) payable on entering 
Manhattan from 6AM-6PM Mon-Fri, no cost to exit during this time, and $4 
to exit out of peak times 

Fewer street vendor vans that block roadways 

Replace toll plazas with High Speed E-ZPass 


Vehicle Reduction 


Carpooling incentives 

Telecommuting and incentives therefore 

Strictly-enforced 3-person HOV Zone below 60" Street 

Upgrade and expansion of bike lanes, dedicated bike paths and 
greenways — implementation of 1997 NYC Master Bike Plan 

Protected bike lanes throughout Manhattan 

Encouraging use of bicycle transportation 

Bicycle/pedestrian infrastructure 

Institute self-organizing jitney system 

Move City agencies outside of the CBD 

Provide tax incentives for commuters who switch to mass transit, for 
employers who subsidize mass transit, and for companies that switch 
deliveries to off-peak times 

Investigate best practices in other countries to help make biking safer 
Implement pedestrian safety improvements (light signal timing changes 
and sidewalk repair) 

Pedestrian only cross-town streets every 20 or so blocks, perhaps also 
with trolleys or streetcars for faster cross-town transit 

Creation of HOT lanes 


Public Transportation 


Defer the MTA fare hike 

Need for mass transit improvements 

Lower Manhattan bus depot 

Feasibility of double decker buses and trains 

MTA minivans for areas where full bus service is not viable 

Expand ferry service; fast ferry service 

Dedicate congestion pricing revenues to mass transportation 
improvements (“Lock Box”) 

Create dedicated fund to study mass transit problems and solutions for 
areas west of Hudson 


Light Rail 

Programs to encourage public employees to use mass transit 

Increase in monthly cap on transit subsidies that employers can provide 
as tax-free employee benefits 

Bus Rapid Transit (BRT) 

Increase the number of buses, bus routes, and system capacity (bus 
depots) 

Bus/congestion pricing lanes on Staten Island highways 

Increase express bus lanes and service 

North Shore Passenger Rail 

West Shore Rail 

Staten Island monorail 

Free public transportation 

Improve LIRR access to Queens 

Operate non-polluting fuel buses 

Restore closed LIRR and MTA stations 

Complete Third Branch of LIRR and building of the East River Tunnel to 
complete JFK-Lower Manhattan Rail Link 

Regional Payroll Tax to finance tunnels and mass transit improvements 
Restore service at the 69" Street Pier in Bay Ridge 

Dedicate funds to the ‘G’ train subway line 

Accelerate planned bus, subway, and commuter rail service and capacity 
improvements 

Maintain current and future MTA 5-Year Capital Plan funding 

Increase MTA service to absorb potential ridership increases 

Bring Downtown Brooklyn subway stations to a state of good repair 
Reform the MTA 

Grant MTA authority to select and prioritize projects to be funded with 
revenue 

Replace the Gowanus Express Viaduct with a tunnel encompassing a 
dedicated BRT lane 

Integrated enhanced service on the ‘F’, ‘V’, and ‘G’ subway lines 
Remake commuter rail lines in NY/NJ/CT metropolitan area into a 
Regional Rail system 

City should have a larger role in the MTA budgeting process 


Freight and Commercial Vehicles 


Incentives for nighttime or off-peak deliveries 

Increased water transport of freight 

Construct the Cross Harbor Rail Freight Tunnel, the Trans-Narrow Tunnel, 
and the Gowanus Expressway Tunnel 

Truck congestion charge based on vehicle weight and classification 
Facilitating rail freight movement, shift truck traffic to rail 


Reopen the Staten Island freight line 

Free truck zones 

Limit trucks to certain times of day 

Conduct a study of loading dock management 

Restricted delivery zone in Midtown during rush hour 

Incentives for deliveries during non-business hours 

Create more loading zones and off-street loading docks 

Eliminate tolls for commercial motor vehicles between 9 pm and 6 am 
Two-way tolls for trucks on all crossings out of New York City 
Organize and coordinate truck deliveries 

European-style Freight Villages 

Truck ferries — decongest bridges and tunnels 

Truck Only Lanes 

Rail Floats 

Utilize barges or small ships to transport freight between Florida and 
Maine 

Trucks charged on a sliding-scale tied to weight / no. of axles (like Port 
Authority & MTA tolls) 

Ticketing immunity for delivery vehicles between 10PM and 10AM every 
weekday 


Parking 


Increase cost of parking in Central Business District 

Value pricing for curbside parking in the Central Business District 
Reform the issuance, use and enforcement of parking placards 
Additional parking at commuter rail stations 

Fee-based residential parking permits 

Develop additional, and maintain/replace existing, park and ride facilities 
outside the Manhattan Central Business District 

Additional Muni-Meters 

Use parking fines for transportation-related expenses 

Increase garage tax 

Create multi-level parking garages 

Reduce alternate side of the street parking regulations 

Consider using existing sites (such as, Belmont Park and Aqueduct 
Raceway) as commuter park and ride facilities 

Zoning restrictions to discourage new commuter parking garages 
Parking pricing scheme 

More off-street bus parking for tourist and charter buses in Lower 
Manhattan 


Exemptions / No Exemptions 


Exempt hybrid, low-emission and clean-fueled vehicles 


Exemptions for medical hardship / hospital visits 
Exempt Senior Citizens 

Exempt commercial motor vehicles 

Exempt charter buses 

Exempt commuter buses 

Exemption for residents of the zone 

Exempt Manhattan residents 

Exempt disabled population 

Exempt emergency vehicles 

Subsidies and exemptions for low-income residents and non-profit agency 
vehicles 

No exemptions for taxis, surcharge on taxi fares 


Regional approach to congestion, transportation, and projects 

Consider spending funds in places it could make a difference in getting 
commuters out of their cars 

Change northern boundary (e.g., 60" Street) 

Eliminate intra-zonal charge 

Variable pricing based on time of day 

Extend congestion zone to other neighborhoods 

Conduct an Environmental Impact Statement 

50% year-end rebate of charges for families earning $46,000 or less 

An oversight board representing the Mayor, Governor, Assembly Speaker, 
Senate Majority Leader, City Council or Borough Presidents, to evaluate 
the pilot and decide on extension 

Create a multi-state planning agency 

$5 fee for City residents, $10 fee for non-residents, with credit for any tolls 
Address congestion and solutions on a city-wide basis 

Perform a comprehensive congestion study for all five boroughs 
Implement a pollution credit system 

Implement “Green Zones” 

Radio Frequency Transmitter technology to identify unlicensed drivers and 
uninsured / unregistered vehicles 

Midtown Development Plan 

Replace all City/State vehicles, buses, and taxis with hybrid or low- 
emission vehicles 

Reduce the number of cameras proposed 

Encourage use of hydrogen fuel cell vehicles 

Prepare an Environmental Assessment Statement (EAS) in lieu of an EIS 
Examine benefits/costs of combining cordon road pricing with 
reduced/free transit fares 

Mandate cleaner trucks and institute tougher emission standards 


Guarantee that the congestion charge will not rise beyond $8/$21 in the 
near future 

Discount for smaller cars 

Increase number of pedi-cabs in Manhattan 

No free thruways 

Raise cab fares and fee charged to cabs 

Changes to the toll rebate policy 

Better air quality monitoring 

Monitoring and benchmarks 
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Methodology for Analysis of Alternatives to City’s Congestion Pricing Plan 


Eliminate parking tax exemption for 


Manhattan residents 


Raise parking tax to 28.375% 
(applies to all drivers) 


Raise parking tax to 38.375% 
(applies to all drivers) 


Increase rates for on-street parking 


Overnight on-street parking fee ($2 


in CBD) 

Parking freeze 

Treat value of employer-provided 
parking as income, for city income 


tax purposes 


Parking cash-out 


Reduce free on-street parking for 
government employees currently 
commuting to Manhattan jobs 


Reduce by 5,000 placards 
Reduce by 10,000 placards 


Additional taxi stands 


Surcharge on taxi and livery 
fares 


$1 surcharge 


$2 surcharge 


Implement tolls on East River 
bridges 


License plate rationing 
1 in 10 days 


1 in 5 days 


Modeling methodology 


Spreadsheet analysis: Models the impact of off-street parking tax rate 
on parking behavior, based on the current and proposed tax rates 
and price elasticity of parking demand. 

BPM does not model on-street parking separately from off-street 
parking. 


Spreadsheet analysis: Models the impact of increased on-street 
parking cost and applies documented price elasticities to estimate the 
change in demand for curb parking from higher parking meter rates. 
BPM does not model on-street parking separately from off-street 
parking. 

Case study analysis: Parking freeze impacts would be expected 
several years in the future. 


Spreadsheet analysis: Models the interaction between parking cost, 
tax implications and employee benefits. 

BPM does not model impacts of tax incentives and employee 
benefits. 


BPM: Models the reduced number of commuters that were assigned 
free parking in the CBD. Affects work trips and any stops made 
during the workday. Modeling assumes that few non-work trips into 
the CBD are incentivized by having a placard. 


Case study analysis: Assess impacts of changes to taxi operations 
from taxi stand and no-hail requirements. 


Spreadsheet analysis: Models the impact of taxi surcharges on a 
fixed number of taxis and unregulated number of for-hire vehicles. 
Based on documented price elasticities for taxicab fares, historical 
relationship between overall growth in taxi/for-hire market and 
changes in taxi and for-hire trips and number of licensed vehicles. 
See white paper for additional details on methodology. 


BPM: Models the effect of per-trip tolls. 


BPM: Models the effects of rationing. Drivers were assigned a 
probability of being affected by rationing. This value based on 10% 
(for 1 day in 10 rationing) or 20% (for 1 day in 5 rationing), the 
number of vehicles available in the household and the probability that 
drivers could shift their day of travel. 


Required carpooling 


Creation of High-Occupancy Toll 
("HOT") lanes 


Night delivery incentives 


Per-axle charge and tax incentive 


Daytime delivery ban 


Telecommuting incentives 


Modeling methodology 


Case study analysis: Insufficient experience with carpooling to 
construct model. 


Case studies analysis: a defined network of HOT lanes will be 
developed in NYS DOT’s Managed Use Lanes (MUL) study. 


Spreadsheet analysis: Models impacts of tax incentives to firms or 
shippers. 

BPM does not model impact of tax incentives. 

Spreadsheet analysis: Models results of wholesale mode shift. 

BPM does not capture impacts of large-scale time-shifting. 
Spreadsheet analysis: Models impacts of tax incentives to firms and 
commuters. 

BPM does not model impact of tax incentives. 
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Executive Summary 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


Telecommuting is a congestion management strategy that has been embraced by 
states, MPOs, and local jurisdictions nationwide. Generally, telecommuting 
participants work from an alternative location instead of traveling to the 
workplace. Most employers are knowledgeable about telecommuting as an 
employee benefit and many public and private employers offer some level of 
telecommuting to their employees. 


A number of governments at the state, county, or regional level provide 
incentives such as free technical assistance for telecommuting program 
development and financial reimbursement of, or tax credits for, telecommuting 
costs to help boost telecommuting participation. New York City offers some 
financial and technical incentives for employers but the question remains: would 
the implementation of more powerful or better incentive programs increase 
telecommuting participation rates? Even if incentive programs can increase 
participation and decrease congestion, would it decrease congestion enough to 
make a difference? 


For such incentives to have an impact, there first must be latent demand for 
telecommuting. Available survey data show that there is indeed some latent 
demand for telecommuting. However, even if all of the potential latent demand 
was realized, only between 0.2 and 1.3 percent of New York City commute trips 
or 0.03 to 0.21 percent of all vehicle-miles of travel (VMT), or 1,500 to 10,000 daily 
VMT, would be reduced. 


Furthermore, there has been no conclusive evidence that implementing any sort 
of incentive program has made any measurable impact on telecommuting 
participation rates. Analysts and academics have inspected telecommuting 
participation rates around the country and found that telecommuting levels 
range from 5 to 15 percent of the workforce. However, they have not been able 
to connect differences in telecommuting levels to the presence or strength of an 
incentive program. Surveys have found that only a small percentage of 
employers and employees have taken advantage of such programs. Table ES.1 
summarizes the set of case studies reviewed for this study and reports the 
telecommuting participation levels, the frequency at which an employee 
telecommutes, the entity that administers the telecommuting incentive program, 
and the incentives that the entity offers. 
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Telecommuting participation has been rising with or without incentives in place. 
The force behind this rise has been left unexplained but it seems likely that 
market forces such as changes in work to an information society, better 
technology, and a younger generation of managers who are comfortable with the 
new way of thinking have been at its root. Telecommuting incentives, though, 
have had very little tangible impact on telecommuting levels. As a result, this 
study does not anticipate that offering additional incentives in New York City 
would measurably reduce work-trips or vehicle-miles of travel (VMT). 


Table ES.1 Summary Telecommuting Programs and Incentives Offered 


Telecommuting Telecommuting Program 
Geography Levels Frequency Administrator Incentives Offered 
Baseline 8% (2000) 0.9-1.8 days per week N/A NIA 
National 
Federal 6.6% 1.6 days per week Federal Telework Enhancement Act of 
Government 2007 including: 
e Dedicated telecommute 
manager; 
e Less stringent guidelines 
for eligibility; and 
e Increased training and 
education 
New York -— 10.5% 1.6¢ days per week —_Long Island Grant Program for 
Long Island Transportation Telecommuting program 
Management design and implementation. 
$1,000 per employee with 
$100,000 max payout 
New York — 10.5% 1.6¢ days perweek = Smart Commute Marketing and outreach 
Westchester including site visits and 
County recommending telecommuting 
as TDM measure 
New York-New 10.5% 1.6° days per week = Commuter Link Grant Program for TDM, 
York City including telecommuting, with 
graduated payment by size of 
employer and a $10,000 max 
payout 
New York -— 15.4%» 1.6° days per week — MetroPool Free Consulting 
Metro 
Connecticut and 
New York 
State of 8.9% 1.79 days perweek Telecommute Free Consulting 
Connecticut Connecticut! State Tax Credit of $250 per 


employee (only available when 
a county is in a severe 
nonattainment area) 
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Telecommuting Telecommuting Program 
Geography Levels Frequency Administrator Incentives Offered 
State of 7-8% 1.4-2.5 days per week Department of Commute Trip Reduction 
Washington Transportation Program mandates trip 
reduction 
Trip Reduction Performance 
Program buys annual reduced 
trips 
State Tax Credit of $60 per 
employee 
Denver Metro N/A 1.84 days per week = Denver Regional Marketing and outreach 
Area, Colorado Council of Free Consulting 
Governments 
Phoenix Metro 5-13% 1.9-2.1 days per week Valley Metro Free Consulting 
Area, Arizona Trip Reduction Program 
mandates trip reduction 
Atlanta Metro N/A 2.46 days per week = Clean Air Campaign Cash for Commuters pays 
Area, Georgia commuters for not driving 


alone 


Commuter Prize pays 
commuters who use 
alternative mode most often 


Telework Leadership Initiative 
provides free consulting 


State Tax Credit of $1,200 per 
employee and $20,000 per 
employer 


aBased on data from RT-HIS survey for entire city of New York. 
Based on data from RT-HIS survey for portion of Connecticut in the metro New York area. 


cBased on data from RT-HIS survey for entire New York City metro area. 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, New York 
City ranks second in the nation in terms of annual delay. The majority of the 
delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours of 
annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the City and its residents over $7 billion in 2005, 
costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 
A comprehensive and innovative set of strategies must be implemented to make 
a profound change in travel behavior. 


Telecommuting is a congestion management strategy that has been embraced by 
states, MPOs, and local jurisdictions nationwide. Generally, telecommuting 
participants work from an alternative location instead of traveling to the 
workplace. Most employers are knowledgeable about telecommuting as an 
employee benefit and many public and private employers offer some level of 
telecommuting to their employees. A number of governments at the state, 
county, or regional level provide incentives such as free technical assistance for 
telecommuting program development and financial reimbursement of, or tax 
credits for, telecommuting costs to help boost telecommuting participation. New 
York City offers some financial and technical incentives for employers but the 
question remains: would the implementation of more powerful or better 
incentive programs increase telecommuting participation rates? Even if 
incentive programs can increase participation and decrease congestion, would it 
decrease congestion enough to make a difference? 


The objective of this memorandum is to provide information about existing 
telecommuting programs and participation, identify existing and potential 
telecommuting incentives for New York City, and discuss potential 
telecommuting participation increases from the implementation of the incentives. 


The report begins with a general review of telecommuting (definitions, barriers, 
benefits, levels and frequency of telecommuting, and demographics of 
telecommuters) in Section 2.0; followed by a review of existing telecommuting 
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programs in New York City along with an expanded look at telecommuting 
programs in Federal executive offices, states, and metro regions in Section 3.0; a 
synthesizes of lessons learned as they apply to New York City in Section 4.0; and 
finally Section 5.0 provides conclusions and key findings. 
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2.0 Telecommuting 


2.1 DEFINING TELECOMMUTING 


Telecommuting is a term that can, very generally, mean working from home 
instead of at the workplace. It is a word, however, that tends to defy definition. 
Jack Nilles, the father of telecommuting, coined the phrase after attempting to 
explain his 1973 Telecommunications-Transportation Tradeoff Project. The 
project focused on the tradeoffs between telecommunications and 
transportation.! Nilles himself defines telecommuting as “moving the work to 
the workers instead of moving the workers to the work.”2 The term 
telecommuting is often used interchangeably with the term teleworking, which 
Nilles also coined. Teleworking is defined as “any form of substitution of 
information technologies (such as telecommunications and computers) for work- 
related travel.”> Teleworkers, by this definition, can have a webcast meeting in 
lieu of traveling to a client’s office. Telecommuters are a specific subset of these 
workers who work from any location (home, hotel, etc.) instead of traveling to 
the workplace. 


These definitions are general and open ended. This generality has led to 
different interpretations by academics, consultants, and researchers who work to 
understand telecommuting. This, in turn, has made it difficult to compare 
results across studies. _Mokhtarian, Salomon, and Choo (2005)* define 
telecommuting with a focus on transportation impacts of telecommuting as 
“...that subset of teleworking in which salaried employees of an organization 
replace or modify the commute by working at home or a location closer to home 
than the regular workplace, generally using ICT to support productivity and 
communication with the supervisor, co-workers, clients, and other colleagues,” 
where ICT is information and communications technologies. _Mokhtarian’s 
definition of telecommuting is appropriate for a study of potential transportation 
impacts from the implementation of incentive programs. 


People who work at home when there is no other workplace are not 
telecommuters because they do not substitute telecommunications for travel. 
These people are either home-based workers or workers who work in homes 


1 http:/ /www.networkworld.com/news/2007/051507-telecommuting-nilles- 
security. html?page=2. 


2 http:/ /www.jala.com/fag.php. 
3 Ibid. 


* Patricia L. Mokhtarian, Ilan Salomon, and Sangho Choo, Measuring the Measurable: Why 
can’t we Agree on the Number of Telecommuters in the U.S.?, Quality and Quantity. 
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such as plumbers or housekeepers. This is an important distinction to make. 
The home-based worker who does not reduce a trip should not be counted as a 
telecommuter for trip reduction studies. Some studies do count home-based 
employees and it is not always clear how many. 


Telecommuting, by Mokhtarian’s definition, describes the commute pattern of 
people who work at home anywhere from one day a year to five days a week 
instead of traveling into the workplace. In some cases, however, telecommuters 
are only counted if they telecommute more than one day per week, in others they 
are counted if they telecommute more than one day per month. 


Finally, surveys do not always include telecommuters who travel to telework 
centers as telecommuters. A telework center is a location closer to the 
employee’s home that provides connectivity and office equipment required for 
work style productivity. These workers should also be counted in the total for 
telecommuters. 


The definitional issues can lead to over counting of telecommuters (by counting 
home-based employees or employees who work in homes) or undercounting of 
telecommuters (by not counting those who work at telework centers or those 
who telecommute below the threshold). It is not clear in the literature how much 
impact these issues have on the telecommuting results. 


Telecommuting, as defined for this report, will include all telecommuters who 
travel to telework centers and those who telecommute from home instead of 
traveling to their workplace. These people will count as telecommuters with no 
minimum cut-off. 


2.2 BARRIERS TO TELECOMMUTING 


Barriers to telecommuting impact how many employers offer telecommuting and 
how many employees participate in telecommuting programs. 


Institutional Barriers 


Telecommuting is a feasible option for any employee who has information-based 
work tasks such as reading, writing, research, data entry, and talking on the 
phone. Telecommuting, on the other hand, is not a feasible option for those 
employees who require face-to-face contact or on-site labor. 


Employees who can telecommute because they work with information and have 
the required technology to perform these duties face barriers to telecommuting, 
some internal and some external. Internal barriers include lack of awareness of 
telecommuting and/or lack of drive to telecommute. External barriers to 
telecommuting include management reluctance and generational understanding. 
Finally, some employees who have none of these barriers simply just do not 
choose to telecommute. 
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Historically, management has been reluctant to allow telecommuting. Middle 
management support among organizations that allow, did allow, or will allow 
telecommuting in the Phoenix metro area in 2006 sits at 54 percent.5 Managers 
fear the loss of direct eyes-on supervision will negatively impact their 
employees’ productivity, reduce their control over employees, or precipitate the 
loss of company spirit. 


A manager’s lack of trust for his or her employees marks one of the largest 
barriers to telecommuting. A recent survey® found that the most significant 
institutional barrier to telecommuting was management resistance. Recent case 
studies of employers with significant telecommuting programs in New York City 
have shown that, contrary to the common belief of management, productivity 
increases by 10 to 40 percent when people telecommute.” Additionally, control is 
being regained by management as technology increases connectivity. 


Lack of management support could be caused by a generational rift - today’s 
veteran managers learned to manage in another mold. Telecommuting requires 
managers to relearn and rework their management styles to fit the new work 
techniques and to judge results over process. This has met some apparent 
resistance. As management learns to work within the new technology 
framework, and there is a generational succession, this problem should be 
alleviated. 


Employers and employees must also be aware of the telecommuting option to 
make use of it. A recent survey of Phoenix metro area employers shows that the 
great majority (91 percent) of employers are familiar with the term 
telecommuting.® 


Still, not all employees embrace telecommuting as an alternative to office work. 
Employees who have the drive to telecommute cite work, family, leisure or 
independence, commuting, and ideology (clean commute) for reasons why they 
telecommute. Other employees who lack this drive or whose drive is 
outweighed by personal constraints such as risk aversion, interpersonal 
interaction needs, or perceived benefit of the commute (physical and mental 
separation between home and work) will not telecommute.’ In fact, Mokhtarian 
estimates that about 50 percent of employees who can telecommute actually 


> WestGroup Research, Employer Telecommuting Study, For Valley Metro, June 2006. 
6 Tbid. 


7 Elham Shirazi, An Assessment of Telework in the New York Metropolitan Area, U.S. DOT, 
December 2001. 


8 Ibid. 


° Patricia Mokhtarian, A Synthetic Approach to Estimating The Impacts of Telecommuting on 
Travel, Urban Studies 35(2), 1998 pp. 215-241. 
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want to.!° Furthermore, Phoenix survey results show that in 2006 only 74 percent 
of employees who were allowed to telecommute actually did." 


These employees feel that lack of face time will leave their managers with the 
impression that they are not working hard or effectively which may, in turn, 
cause their managers to pass them over for promotions. Some people feel that 
being present at the place of work allows for better team dynamics, 
brainstorming, and relationship building. Many people do not like working at 
home due to lack of appropriate space and the distractions of family, errands, 
etc. 


As managers become more comfortable with telecommuting and learn to 
manage in this new way, employee fears regarding promotions and impressions 
should wane. However, interpersonal relationships and a lack of drive for 
telecommuting will remain as reasons why employees choose not to 
telecommute. Finally, it takes the combination of a willing manager, a willing 
employee, an employee’s disposition to work well alone, and an employer who 
is able to recognize the employee’s work from afar for an employee to actually 
telecommute. 


Technology Barriers 


The lack of technology or, more specifically, the lack of speedy technology 
hampers telecommuting. If, for example, a worker requires particular software 
that is only licensed at the office, he or she cannot telecommute. If workers 
cannot access files at the office, have slow connection speeds, have unreliable 
connectivity, cannot access e-mail, or have difficulty staying abreast of client and 
home office needs, it is likely that telecommuting will not provide a viable 
replacement for office work. In fact, a survey of AT&T employees found the 
most significant technology barrier to telecommuting was slow access to 
corporate systems, followed by difficulties with downloading large files and 
applications that do not run well at home.!? 


Security is another technology barrier. It can be especially difficult for small 
companies and branch offices without dedicated information technology staff to 
implement security features necessary to ensure the safety of potentially 
confidential data. 


Ibid. 


NWestGroup Research, for Valley Metro, Employer Telecommuting Study, June 2006 
Here we assume that if an employee was allowed to telecommute that they also wanted 
to telecommute based on the assumption that an agreement was likely made between 
the two parties before the decision to actually telecommute was made. 


12Brad Allenby and Joseph Roitz, Telework Technology and Policy, AT&T Telework White 
Paper, March 22, 2002 as cited in Ted Balaker, The Quiet Success: Telecommuting’s Impact 
on Transportation and Beyond, Reason Foundation, November 2005. 
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Technology barriers are fast disappearing as more Americans are gaining access 
to broadband and high-speed Internet access, remote desktop software and 
virtual private networks (VPN) are becoming more prevalent, and a mobile 
economy is forcing companies to secure their connections for reasons other than 
telecommuting. 


Zoning 


The zoning barrier could impact both the employee’s decision to telecommute 
and the employer’s decision to offer telecommuting. Zoning ordinances exist 
that prohibit working from the home. These ordinances include restricting any 
use of home business or limiting the number of packages that may be delivered 
to a home office. These ordinances were enacted long before the technology 
revolution and were meant to prohibit undesirable uses from being constructed 
near residential development. 


Minimum parking requirements also impact telecommuting participation. 
Often, the cost of a parking space is included in the cost of rent for an office 
building. If the lessee is paying for the parking space, they may not be as willing 
to offer work from home options that might cost more money. However, over 
time, employers should be able to adjust lease arrangements to better reflect 
changing work styles. 


OSHA 


The Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulates 
workplace safety and health standards. If injuries that occur at home while an 
employee is telecommuting, employers are concerned they would be considered 
at “the workplace.” OSHA does not require home inspections but employers 
have been proactive and have conducted home inspections or provided 
guidelines for home office setup. 


Taxes 


Some states have tax laws that can lead to the double taxation of telecommuters. 
Generally, an employee pays taxes to the state where work is performed and 
sometimes an employee’s home state also taxes the income. In this case, 
employees that live in New Jersey and work in New York are responsible for 
paying taxes to both states. 


This creates grey area for telecommuters since an employer’s home office is in 
one location but the actual work is done at another - creating a situation where 
an employee has two simultaneous workplaces. If an employee telecommutes to 
an office located in the State of New York, she does not physically perform her 
work in New York but is still taxed by New York for that income. This is 
allowed under the New York tax rule known as the “convenience of the 
employer” rule. This rule allows the state where the employer is located to tax 
the telecommuter for days when he or she is not physically at the workplace 
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unless the employee is telecommuting for “the convenience of the employer.” It 
is very difficult for telecommuters to prove that they are telecommuting for the 
convenience of the employer. As such, this tax rule allows both the employer’s 
state and the employee’s state to tax the telecommuter for the same income even 
when work is not physically performed in both. A telecommuter who lives in 
Connecticut and works in New York State will have to pay taxes for 100 percent 
of their income in New York on top of the taxes on the portion of his or salary 
earned while working in Connecticut. 


In May 2006, New York amended its application of the convenience rule. It now 
allows telecommuters to avoid the tax if they could prove that their work days 
were normal” and their home offices qualify as “bona fide employer” offices. 
These requirements are very difficult to meet, which leaves telecommuters open 
to double taxation.!8 


In March 2007, Representative Christopher Shays (R-CT) reintroduced the 
Telecommuter Tax Fairness Act (H.R. 1360). It has also been reintroduced in the 
Senate (S.785) by Senator Christopher Dodd (D-CT). The Telecommuter Tax 
Fairness Act of 2007 is designed to protect telecommuters against double 
taxation. 


2.3 BENEFITS OF TELECOMMUTING 


Fewer Cars on the Road 


One study conducted in 1996 reviewed the trip and VMT reductions of 
employees who participated in the State of California Telecommuting Pilot 
Project in the early 1990s. They found that telecommuters reduced their total 
number of trips by 27 percent and their VMT by 77 percent on days that they 
telecommuted.!4 Other studies found that the average number of trips taken on 
telecommuting days by telecommuters is lower by between 27 percent and 
51 percent, and that VMT is lower by between 53 percent and 77 percent.!5 
Overall, on any given day, 2percent of employees are telecommuting. 
Reductions in both trips and VMT lead to a direct reduction in emissions, 
improvement in safety, and energy conservation, all significant social benefits. 


The peak-hour commuter trips to dense work locations such as central and edge 
cities are replaced by shorter, more frequent trips in the vicinity of the 


Blegalnews.tv/commentary/taxing_telecommuters_what_should_congress_do. 

“Brett Koenig, Dennis Henderson, and Patricia Mokhtarian. The Travel and Emissions 
Impacts of Telecommuting for the State of California Telecommuting Pilot Project. 
Transportation Research C 4(1): 13-32. 


Margaret Walls and Elena Sofirova, A Review of the Literature on Telecommuting and Its 
Implications for Vehicle Travel and Emissions, Resources for the Future, December 2004. 
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employees’ home to purchase office supplies, send packages, and perform other 
household errands. In fact, a 77 percent reduction in VMT implies that an 
employee makes these shorter trips on days that he telecommutes. These trips, 
though, consist of only 23 percent of the distance that he would have driven had 
he commuted to work. 


The VMT reductions are representative of a population of telecommuters that 
lives further away from work than the nontelecommuting worker. The 
telecommuter in Connecticut lives 18 miles away from the workplace, 5 miles 
more than the nontelecommuting employee.1¢ 


The trip reduction estimates above account for the extra trips that telecommuters 
make during the days that they telecommute. Tempering these reductions, 
however, is the “induced demand” and increased urban sprawl. The basic 
theory of induced demand states that more people drive when additional 
capacity is created. This holds true for telecommuting as well, as more people 
are taken off of the road, especially during commute times, capacity is increased, 
travel time is decreased, and more people decide to drive. 


Sprawl is induced because telecommuting can free people from the restriction of 
location and makes it easier to live further away from the workplace. 
Researchers have estimated that the increase in travel from induced demand and 
from increased sprawl is more than offset by the decrease in travel, resulting in a 
net decrease (Figure 2.1).!” 


16Telecommute Connecticut!, 2007 Survey of Connecticut Telecommuters, March 2007, 
http:/ /www.telecommutect.com/employers/pr_3_26_07_p2.php. 


17Edward Weiner and Robert Stein, The Evolving Federal Role in Telecommuting, U.S. DOT, 
February 2005. 
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Figure 2.1 Telecommuting Net Benefits 


Benefits of Improved Countervailing Effects 
Traffic Flow of Latent Demand 
(Remaining traffic operates more 0.3 (Reduced congestion induces 
efficiently because of reduced additional vehicles to use 
congestion, further reducing fuel highways, causing increased 
consumption.) act fuel consumption.) 


Negative Effects 
of Increased Urban Sprawl 
(Telecommuting allows people 
0.5 to live and work farther apart, 
causing cities to become more 
spread out geographically, and 
thus increasing driving 
distances and fuel 
consumption.) 


Direct Benefits 2.9 
(Telecommuters drive fewer 
vehicle miles, resulting in 
reduced fuel consumption.) 


Net Benefits 
(On balance, telecommuting 
appears to provide significant 
reductions in fuel consumption.) 


Pre-telecommuting Baseline 


Source: U.S. Department of Energy, 1994 as cited in Edward Weiner and Robert Stein, The Evolving 
Federal Role in Telecommuting, U.S. DOT, February 2005. 


A study by the U.S. Department of Energy (DOE) found that the delay would be 
reduced most in areas where there is currently the most congestion. In other 
words, they found that the biggest time savings from telecommuting could come 
in the largest metropolitan areas. In 1994, when the study was published, the 
Metro New York area ranked second only to the Los Angeles area when 
estimating the potential delay reductions. Figure 2.2 depicts the curve of cities 
ranked by projected benefit. 
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Figure 2.2 Cities Ranked by Projected Reduction in Vehicle Miles Traveled 
200 
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Largest City Smallest City 
Cities Ranked by Projected DVMT 


Source: U.S. Department of Energy, 1994 as cited in Edward Weiner and Robert Stein, The Evolving 
Federal Role in Telecommuting, U.S. DOT, February 2005. 


Benefits for Workers 


Workers enjoy more benefits than relief from commuting congestion when they 
telecommute. The time an employee formerly spent commuting can now be 
spent more productively on work or leisure activities. New York City 
telecommuters would save 23 work days per year if they telecommuted three or 
more days per week based on a 76.6-minute roundtrip commute time.'® 
Telecommuting frees the commuter to use local services like grocery stores, post 
offices, etc., in the off-peak period, which also saves time. 


Telecommuters also save on spending. The average work trip length made by 
auto in the New York metro region as collected in 1998 is 10.9 miles!® and the 
average cost per mile based on national reimbursement is $0.485 per mile,2° then 


182003 American Community Survey as calculated in Ted Balaker, The Quiet Success: 
Telecommuting’s Impact on Transportation and Beyond, Reason Foundation, November 2005. 


19PB for New York City Metropolitan Transportation Council and North Jersey 
Transportation Planning Authority, RT-HIS Regional Travel - Household Interview 
Survey General Final Report, February 2000. 


0www.irs.gov/taxpres/article/0,,id=156624,00.html. 
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telecommuters save $5.29 per trip in gasoline, vehicle maintenance, and other 
operating costs. This example assumes that telecommuters make no other trips 
during the day, but it highlights the savings potential of telecommuting. 
Employees who are required to pay for parking at work would save even more 
by telecommuting from home. Telecommuting also provides opportunities for 
disabled workers. 


Benefits for Employers 


Employers can also benefit when they allow their employees to telecommute for 
the following reasons: 


e Telecommuters can be more productive than their office counterparts; 
e Prospective employees can come from a much larger commute shed; 
e Recruitment improves; 

e Turnover drops; 

e Office costs drop; 

e Absenteeism drops; and 

e Work can continue during emergencies. 


Shirazi compiled case studies from New York City employers with 
telecommuting programs in place and found that telecommuting employees 
enjoyed productivity gains between 10 and 40 percent.”! A recent telecommuting 
survey shows that at least half of participating employers experienced positive 
impacts in morale, productivity, retention, customer service, absenteeism, 
recruiting employees, and office space costs.”2 


2.4 TELECOMMUTING LEVELS AND FREQUENCY 


Telecommuting levels describe how many employees telecommute or, 
alternatively, how many employees participate in telecommuting activities. 
Telecommuting frequency, on the other hand, describes how often employees 
telecommute and is generally described in terms such as days per week, hours 
per month, or percent of total time. Finally, telecommuting is also commonly 
described in terms of the amount of telecommuting employees on any given day 
which is a synthesis of telecommuting levels and frequency. 


21Flham Shirazi, An Assessment of Telework in the New York Metropolitan Area, U.S. DOT, 
December 2001. 


22WestGroup Research, Employer Telecommuting Study, For Valley Metro, June 2006. 
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National Telecommuting Levels and Frequency 


National Levels - A Synthetic Approach 


An estimated 30 to 40 percent of all employees have jobs suitable for 
telecommuting yet telecommuting levels remain low. Researchers and program 
administrators have not been able to fully tap into this potential. Section 2.2 
outlines the forces that act against the adoption of telecommuting as a 
replacement or modification to a normal commute trip. 


Barriers to telecommuting inhibit the overall potential of telecommuting. Some 
of these barriers might change over time such as zoning, technology, and 
management barriers while others will likely remain like personal drive to 
telecommute. The combination of the impact of these barriers is defined by 
Mokhtarian.”3 She models the participation in telecommuting as the combination 
of three factors: 


e Ability to Telecommute - Those whose job is eligible for telecommuting, 
whose manager is willing to allow telecommuting, and whose external 
constraints do not inhibit telecommuting; 


e Wanting to Telecommute - Those who have the ability to telecommute that 
want to telecommute; and 


e Choosing to Telecommute - Those who both have the ability to telecommute 
and want to telecommute that actually do telecommute. 


Telecommuting is a feasible option for any employee who has information-based 
work tasks such as reading, writing, research, data entry, and talking on the 
phone. Telecommuting is not a feasible option for those employees who require 
face-to-face contact or on-site labor. The employees with telecommuting feasible, 
or eligible, jobs make up the telecommuting universe. 


It is difficult to describe the number of employees in the telecommuting universe 
because the employment data is aggregated by industry rather than by job type. 
As a proxy, researchers have defined the telecommuting universe in terms of 
industry, selecting all employees in information-related industries. Mokhtarian 
cites estimates that between 50 and 70 percent of all employees are information 
workers.24 A 1996 survey of information workers found that 56 percent of 
employees felt that their tasks were appropriate for telecommuting.> 


23Patricia Mokhtarian, A Synthetic Approach to Estimating The Impacts of Telecommuting on 
Travel, Urban Studies 35(2), 1998 pp. 215-241. 


24Patricia Mokhtarian, A Synthetic Approach to Estimating The Impacts of Telecommuting on 
Travel, Urban Studies 35(2), 1998 pp. 215-241. 


Ibid. 
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Combining the estimate of information workers with the number of information 
employees who feel that they have work tasks eligible for telecommuting implies 
that between 28 and 39 percent of all workers are eligible for telecommuting. 
The Federal government estimates that 70 percent of the Federal workforce in 
2005 was eligible for telecommuting. However, from 2001 through 2004, they 
estimated that between 30 and 41 percent of Federal employees were eligible for 
telecommuting.”6 


The dramatic shift in Federal telecommuting eligibility stems from a change in 
eligibility definition between survey year 2004 and 2005. In 2004, an employee 
was defined as eligible if “regularly or occasionally, some or all of duties could 
be performed away from the principal place of duty.”2” In 2005, on the other 
hand, an employee was defined as eligible if they did not handle secure 
materials, have on-site activity that cannot be handled remotely or at an alternate 
worksite, or was rated poorly for conduct or success in the previous year.?8 


In 2004, an employee was considered eligible if tasks seemed suitable and in 2005 
an employee was considered eligible if they or their tasks were not unsuitable. It 
is not clear why the change in definition changed eligibility levels so drastically, 
but since other estimates are in the range of 30 to 40 percent of all employees, it 
seems likely that the original definition resulted in a more accurate estimate. 
Table 2.1 provides a summary of employees eligible for telecommuting. An 
estimate of between 30 and 40 percent of all employees is reasonable based on 
the available data. 


Table 2.1 Summary of Telecommuting Eligible Employees 


Estimated by Year Eligible Employees 
Mokhtarian 1996 28-39% 
Federal Government 2001 30% 
Federal Government 2002 35% 
Federal Government 2003 42% 
Federal Government 2004 41% 
Federal Government 2005 70% 


26Status of Telework in the Federal Government 2006, United States Office of Personnel 
Management, June 2007. 


27Status of Telework in the Federal Government 2005, United States Office of Personnel 
Management, 2006. 


*8Status of Telework in the Federal Government 2006, United States Office of Personnel 
Management, June 2007. 
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The data described here and in Section 2.2 outline the reasons and background 
data for each of these three factors. Those with the ability to telecommute can do 
so because they have no barriers to telecommuting, this is a combination of 
manager willingness (managers are willing 56 percent of the time), job suitability 
(the job is suitable 30 to 40 percent of the time), and lack of other external 
constraints (9 percent of employers are unaware of telecommuting). It is possible 
for all three of these factors to overlap, for example, when the job is not suitable 
and the manager is not willing. Given the overlap, Mokhtarian found that 
approximately half of those employees that are suitable are actually able to 
telecommute. Based on the estimated 30 to 40 percent of suitable employees and 
Mokhtarian’s estimate that half of these employees would have the ability to 
telecommute based on a set of constraints the available data imply that between 
15 and 20 percent of all employees have the ability to telecommute. 


Furthermore, the data in Section 2.2 show that 50 percent of employees who have 
the ability to telecommute actually do not want to telecommute, mostly for 
interpersonal reasons or a lack of interest in telecommuting. Finally, of those 
employees that both have the ability and desire to telecommute, only 74 percent 
actually choose to telecommute. Table 2.2 summarizes the factors that impact 
telecommuting levels. The resulting level of expected telecommuting in the 
general population, between 5.5 and 7.4 percent, is estimated by multiplying 
these three factors. 


Table 2.2 Impact of Telecommuting Barriers 


Combined Percent | Total Percent of 
Factors Percent of Employees of Employees Employees (AXBXC) 
Ability (A) Suitability 30% - 40% 
Manager 
iF 54% 
Willingness 15%-20% 
Other External 5.5%-7.4% 
' 9% 
Constraints 
Wanting (B) 50% 50% 
Choosing (C) 15% 714% 


National Levels - Survey Evidence 


Sources of telecommuting data employ different definitions of telecommuting 
which complicates comparison over years. As a reminder, for the purposes of 
this report, telecommuting is basically defined as someone who works at home 
instead of commuting to a place of work. Furthermore, a telecommuter is 
counted as such when she telecommutes at any frequency - once a year to 4 
times per week. 
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The U.S. Census indicates that the percentage of workers who usually work at 
home has increased from 2.3 percent of total employees or 2.2 million employees 
in 1980 to 3.0 percent of total employees or 3.4 million employees in 1990 to 
3.3 percent or 4.2 million total employees in 2000. The American Community 
Survey by the U.S. Census Bureau estimates that in 2005 that 3.6 percent of all 
employees or 4.8 million worked from home and in 2006 3.9 percent of 
employees worked from home or 5.4 million. While this provides some 
indication of telecommuting levels, employees who have home-based businesses, 
including retirees and homemakers who are taking advantage of a full 
employment economy, do not replace trips to the office and so should not count 
by the definition employed in this report. On the other hand, the Census 
definition does not include people who telecommute only one or two days a 
week. As a result, the Census does not provide a reliable indicator of 
telecommuting levels. 


Market research documented that telecommuting has grown from 2.2 million 
employees in 1988 to 18.5 million employees in 2001.” Using the U.S. Census for 
total employment numbers, the market research indicates that 3.5 percent of 
employees were telecommuting in 1990 and that 8 percent of employees were 
telecommuting in 2000. This research defined telecommuters as company 
employees or contract workers who telecommute more than one day per month. 
This definition fits well with the definitions of this report. However, the results 
of these studies are based on much smaller sample sizes than the census and 
there has been concern that the data might include non commute reducing 
telecommuters so the results should be considered with caution.*° 


The results of the Census and the market research indicate that the sheer 
numbers of employees that telecommute are increasing over time and the 
telecommuting share has been increasing over time. Table 2.3 shows the 
telecommuting levels as described by these two sources over time. <A 
conservative estimate in the year 2000 suggested that approximately 8 percent of 
employees and contract workers nationwide telecommuted. Since 
telecommuting was trending upward, the current value is probably higher. 


29 Reported in Patricia Mokhtarian, Ilan Salomon, and Sangho Choo, Measuring the 
Measurable: Why can’t we Agree on the Number of Telecommuters in the U.S., 2005 (market 
research by Cyber Dialogue). 


30Tbid. 
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Table 2.3 National Telecommuting Levels 


Year Census Data Market Research 
1980 2.2 Million (2.3%) 

1988 2.2 Million 
1989 3.0 Million 
1990 3.4 Million (3.0 %) 4.0 Million (3.5%) 
1991 5.5 Million 
1992 6.6 Million 
1993 7.3 Million 
1994 9.1 Million 
1995 8.5 Million 
1996 9.7 Million 
1997 11.1 Million 
1998 15.7 Million 
1999 16.3 Million 
2000 4.2 Million (3.3%) 10.3 Million (8.0%)32 
2001 18.5 Million (14.4%) 
2005 4.8 Million (3.6%) 

2006 5.4 Million (3.9%) 


Potential Telecommuting Levels 


Experience from surveys in two different metropolitan areas can help to guide 
the establishment of an upper bound for levels of employers who offer 
telecommuting. Employer levels and employee levels have some synergy, if 
more employers allow employees to telecommute, more employees will likely 
telecommute. Finding the upper bound for one, however, does not necessarily 
mean finding the upper bound for another - the employer industry mix as well 
as each particular workplace employee mix will play a large role in determining 
how many of each embraces telecommuting. Still, by making the assumption 
that employees who work for employers who currently offer telecommuting and 
employees who work for employers who have potential to offer telecommuting 


31The lower levels in 2000 compared to adjacent years may be a result of different 
definitions used in the various surveys. In particular, the 2000 survey excluded self- 
employed workers. Since this exclusion is consistent with the definition we are 
employing in this paper, the figure of 8 percent is cited as an estimate of the number 
telecommuters nationwide at the time. 
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are essentially identically mixed - they have same propensity to telecommute - it 
follows that potential employer levels are transferable directly to potential 
employee levels. 


A 2006 telecommuting study? conducted in Phoenix, Arizona showed that 
among the employers who do not currently offer telecommuting to their 
employees (69 percent of all employers do not offer telecommuting to their 
employees), 63 percent claim that nothing can convince to do so. The remaining 
37 percent would consider implementing a telecommuting program in the 
future. 


This leaves 26percent of all employers who would potentially offer 
telecommuting of those who do not currently. Table 2.4 provides a summary of 
the employer willingness to offer telecommuting. 


Table 2.4 = Summary of Phoenix Area Employers who Might Consider 
Telecommuting Programs 


Percent Might Consider Percent Percent of All Employers 


Employer Type (A) Program? (B) (A XB) 
Offers Telecommuting 31% Yes 100% 31% 
Does Not Offer 69% Yes 37% 26% 
Telecommuting 

No 63% 43% 


Source: WestGroup Research, Employer Telecommuting Study, Valley Metro, June 2006. 


It is likely that a portion of employers would say that they would consider 
implementing a telecommuting program but would not act on_ that 
consideration. In fact, 25 percent of all employers who considered 
telecommuting decided not to offer a telecommuting program to their 
employees.*? There are likely to be some employers who claim that they would 
consider telecommuting but never act on the impulse. Here, we make an 
arbitrary estimate of employers who would not actually consider telecommuting 
of 25 percent. 


The remaining 50 percent of all employers who do not currently offer a 
telecommuting program but claim they would consider implementing a 
telecommuting program in the future would actually implement a 
telecommuting program or 13 percent of all employers. Table 2.5 describes this 
process. 


32WestGroup Research, Employer Telecommuting Study, Valley Metro, June 2006. 
33Tbid. 
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Table 2.5 = Summary of Phoenix Area Employers Who Would Actually 
Implement a Telecommuting Program 


Might Percent of All 

Percent Consider Percent Percent Employers 

Employer Type (A) Program? (B) Implement? (C) (AXBXC) 
Does Not Offer 69% Yes 37% No — Consider and 25% 6.5% 

Telecommuting decide against 
No — Not actually 25% 6.5% 
consider 

Yes 50% 13% 
No 63% No 100% 43% 


Source: WestGroup Research, Employer Telecommuting Study, Valley Metro, June 2006. 


Finally, comparing the number of employers that currently offer telecommuting 
to the number of employers that might actually implement a program reveals the 
total potential for telecommuting participation by employers. The survey shows 
that 31 percent of employers have already implemented programs and the 
estimates imply that an additional 13 percent of employers could implement 
programs. This would mean that 44 percent of all employers have implemented 
or would implement telecommuting programs. The increase from 31 percent of 
all employers to 44 percent of all employers represents an increase of 41 percent. 
In other words, 41 percent of all demand for telecommuting program 
implementation is latent. 


Another survey from Arlington, Virginia found that 55 percent of all employers 
offer telecommuting and 10 percent of the remaining employers would consider 
offering this as a benefit. Using the same logic from the first survey results 
would imply that half of the 10 percent would actually implement a 
telecommuting program. This would bring the total employers who offer 
telecommuting from 55 percent to 60 percent, an increase of about 9 percent. 


It is likely that current and potential telecommuting levels vary among 
metropolitan areas as a result of differences in the employment mix as well as 
other factors such as congestion levels. The results of the two surveys cited here 
are inconclusive, but do help to bound the range of potential impacts. One 
shows that, at a maximum, 44percent of all employers would offer 
telecommuting to their employees. The other shows that 55 percent of 
employers already offer telecommuting to their employees and that, at a 
maximum, 60 percent would offer this benefit. With the assumption that new 
telecommuters from these programs would act identically to current 


34Southeaster Institute of Research, Arlington County Virginia, Presentation. 
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telecommuters from existing programs, it is possible to extend the employer 
telecommuting levels to project employee telecommuting levels. 


The Arlington County survey also asked specifically about employers’ use of 
telecommuting assistance provided by the County and the State of Virginia. 
Only three to four percent of respondents reported that they are aware of, or 
have used, telework consulting services or incentives. 


Frequency 


There are multiple academic studies that seek to identify telecommuting 
frequencies, or how much people telecommute. One study finds that employees 
who telecommute do so between 0.9 days per week and 1.4 days per week.5 A 
second finds that employees telecommute 1.6 days per week, on average.* 
Another study shows that employees who telecommute do so 1.5 days per week, 
on average.3” The frequency has been declining over time with the most likely 
reason that early adopters telecommute more often and the newer telecommuters 
are bringing the frequency down.°8 Finally, market research indicates that 
employees telecommute between 1.6 and 1.8 days per week.*? The composite 
results of the studies indicate that a national average telecommuting frequency 
range of 0.9 to 1.8 days per week is reasonable. 


New York City Telecommuting Levels and Frequency 


Current Telecommuting Levels 


In the late 1990s, the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) 
and the New Jersey Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA) conducted the 
Regional Travel-Household Interview Survey (RT-HIS). The survey included 
travel diaries from February of 1997 through May of 1998. While the data is now 
10 years old, it is one of the larger datasets available nationally and presents 
results specific to New York City. The data represents 27,369 individuals in 
11,264 households and 90,764 trips. This database includes those workers who 
are home-based workers. This inclusion therefore inflates telecommuting levels 


35Patricia Mokhtarian, Ilan Salomon, and Sangho Choo, Measuring the Measurable: Why 
can’t we Agree on the Number of Telecommuters in the U.S., 2005. 


3¢Margaret Walls, Elena Safirova, and Yi Jiang, What Drives Telecommuting? The Relative 
Impact of Worker Demographics, Employer Characteristics, and Job Types, Resources for the 
Future, October 2006. 


37Gustavo Collantes and Patricia Mokhtarian, Telecommuting and Residential Location: 
Relationships with Commute Distance Traveled for State of California Workers, 2003. 


38Tbid. 


39Patricia Mokhtarian, Ilan Salomon, and Sangho Choo, Measuring the Measurable: Why 
can’t we Agree on the Number of Telecommuters in the U.S., 2005. 
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as defined in this report. In the greater New York Metro area, approximately 
11.9 percent of workers telecommute at least one day per week.*° 


Census data from the American Community Survey indicate that in 4 percent or 
142,000 of New York City employees worked at home most of the time in 2006 
while data from the Decennial Census indicate that 2.5 percent or 92,000 of New 
York City employees worked at home most of the time in 2000. 


Potential Levels 


It is possible to estimate the potential levels of telecommuting in New York City 
based on the analysis of potential levels described in the National Telecommuting 
Levels and Frequency above. Using both of the estimated upper bounds from 
this section will, at the very least, give an idea based on stated-preference 
surveys, what a reasonable range of potential telecommuting might look like. 


The first survey implies that telecommuting levels have the potential to increase 
by 41 percent over existing levels while the second implies a smaller 9 percent 
increase. Previously, New York City metro area telecommuting levels (percent 
of total employees who telecommute) were found to be 10.5 percent. 


If the level of telecommuter were to grow by 41 percent, telecommuting levels 
would increase from 10.5 percent to 14.8 percent. If the level were to grow by 
9 percent, on the other hand, telecommuting levels would grow from 10.5 percent 
to 11.4 percent. 


Frequency 


RT-HIS data indicate that telecommuters used this mode one day a week 
54 percent of the time, two days a week 14.5 percent of the time, three days a 
week 8.3 percent of the time, and four or more days a week 23.2 percent of the 
time.*! The data are presented in Table 2.6. The overall frequency as measured 
by this survey is 1.6 days per week. 


Table 2.6 RT-HIS Telecommuting Frequency 


Days Per Week Percent of Telecommuters 
One 54.0% 
Two 14.5% 
Three 8.3% 
Four or more 23.2% 


40Elham Shirazi, An Assessment of Telework in the New York Metropolitan Area, U.S. DOT, 
December 2001. 


41Yasasvi D. Popuri and Chandra R. Bhat, On Modeling the Choice and Frequency of Home- 
Based Telecommuting, TRB 2003 Annual Meeting. 
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2.9 


DEMOGRAPHICS OF TELECOMMUTERS 


There are very few large datasets available that have the socioeconomic data 
required to develop econometric models designed to estimate likelihood for 
telecommuting. These models are designed to give information on the specific 
impacts of each demographic variable. The models can estimate how much, all 
else being equal, demographic factors such as age, income, sex, race, etc., impact 
the likelihood of telecommuting. Two such models have been estimated using 
data in from the RT-HIS survey in New York City and data collected by the San 
Diego Association of Governments (GANDAG). The SANDAG data gives unique 
and valuable insights into the type of employee that is likely to telecommute. 


Popuri and Bhat (2003) estimated the impact of socioeconomic data on the 
RT-HIS dataset for New York City. They estimate the following with respect to 
likelihood to telecommute and the likelihood for frequency of telecommuting: 


e Women are less likely to telecommute if there are no children in the household; 
e If there are children, women and men are about equally likely to telecommute; 


e Age per se is not a determinant of propensity to telecommute, but older 
people are more likely to telecommute more frequently; 


e Married people are more likely to telecommute and to telecommute more 
frequently; 


e College educated people are more likely to telecommute; individuals in 
households with several vehicles, individuals who drive to work, and 
individuals with a driver’s license are less likely to telecommute: 


e Private sector employees are more likely to telecommute than their public 
sector counterparts; 


e Workers requiring face-to-face contact tend to be less likely to telecommute 
but this factor has no impact on telecommuting frequency; part-time 
employees are more likely to telecommute and telecommute more frequently; 


e Individuals who have to pay to park at the workplace are more likely to 
telecommute and are more likely to telecommute more frequently; and 


e Individuals in households with higher incomes are more likely to 
telecommute and telecommute more frequently. 


Walls, Sofirova, and Jiang (2006)42 estimated a similar model as Popuri and Bhat, 
but did so with SANDAG data collected in 2002. They estimate the following 
with regard to likeliness to telecommute: 


“Marearet Walls, Elena Safirova, and Yi Jiang, What Drives Telecommuting? The Relative 
Impact of Worker Demographics, Employer Characteristics, and Job Types, Resources for the 
Future, October 2006. 
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e The transportation and communication industry is 11.3 percent less likely to 
telecommute; 


e The retail trade industry is 10.3 percent less likely to telecommute; 
e The entertainment industry is 9.5 percent more likely to telecommute; 
e The consulting industry is 9.9 percent more likely to telecommute; 


e The construction, maintenance and repair, and production industries are 
7.3 percent less likely to telecommute; 


e The architecture, engineering, or other professionals are 10.4 percent more 
likely to telecommute; 


e The education and training industries are 11.2 percent more likely to 
telecommute; 


e The health services industry is 8.8 percent less likely to telecommute; 

e The sales industry is 14.3 percent more likely to telecommute; 

e Senior or middle management is 11 percent more likely to telecommute; 

e College makes one 17.8 percent more likely to telecommute; 

e Kids between 6 and 17 makes people 4.5 percent less likely to telecommute; 
e Age (older than 30) makes people 10.9 percent less likely to telecommute; 


e Age (older than 30) makes people 35.1 percent less likely to telecommute 
frequently; 


e College makes people 37.9 percent more likely to telecommute frequently; 
e Full-time workers are 68.4 percent less likely to telecommute frequently; 
e Office workers are 39 percent more likely to telecommute frequently; 


e Formal telecommute programs make people 66.3 percent more likely to 
telecommute frequently; 


e Commute time makes people 0.3 percent more likely to telecommute 
frequently; 


e Days that people work make people 33.2 percent more likely to telecommute 
frequently; and 


e Having more than two jobs makes people 54.7 percent more likely to 
telecommute frequently. 
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3.0 Case Studies 


Telecommuting levels remain stubbornly low when compared to the estimates of 
employees who are eligible to telecommute or even those that have the potential 
to telecommute. To remedy that, and to realize the full potential benefits of 
telecommuting, it is important to remove the barriers described in section 2.2 of 
this report. To that end states, regional planning bodies, counties, and the 
Federal government are offering numerous incentives ranging from access to 
information to significant financial benefits and legal requirements. 


The following case studies outline a number of telecommuting incentive 
programs and focus primarily, due to availability of data, on how effective these 
programs are at increasing telecommuting participation levels specifically in the 
private sector. The case studies survey both national and international programs 
and their effectiveness. 


As just one example of an incentive or mandate not listed in the case studies, 
companies which do substantial government work may be required to institute 
formal telecommuting policies to meet the requirements of government auditors. 
For example, Cambridge Systematics was recently required by its Federal 
Highway Administration auditors to implement such policies, and to require 
both regular and occasional telecommuters to sign such policy statements. Such 
requirements impose additional administrative burdens on both employers and 
employees. 


3.1 UNITED STATES FEDERAL GOVERNMENT 


In October of 2000 the Federal Department of Transportation Appropriation Act 
was amended (Section 359 of Public Law 106-346) to require all eligible 
employees of the executive offices to telecommute at least once a month. It 
mandated that the executive offices develop criteria for telecommuting programs 
and to remove barriers to telecommuting. Even considering that public 
employees are less likely to telecommute than private sector employees, the 
results of the mandate were disappointing. While this program is not an 
incentive, it provides useful corollaries to incentive programs. Incentive 
programs and Federal mandates both aim to increase telecommuting through 
external forces. This case is used to highlight the challenges faced when 
attempting to break the barriers to telecommuting, even with strong incentives. 


In 1993 the GSA, in partnership with state and local officials in the Washington, 
D.C. area, funded and built several Federal telework centers close to large 
populations of Federal employees. Telecommuters could either work from home 
or travel to a telework center. 
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In July of 1994, President Clinton sent a memo to all Federal agencies directing 
that each agency establish a program to support alternative work arrangements 
and to reduce the barriers to such programs. In response, the U.S. Department of 
Transportation (DOT) and General Services Administration (GSA) developed 
education manuals to help agencies implement the programs. 


The National Telecommuting Initiative in 1996 set objectives to increase the 
number of Federal telecommuters to 60,000 by October 1998 and 160,000 by the 
end of 2002. The results of the program were disappointing. Participation 
languished at 25,000 in 1998, far below the goal. The result was that 1.6 percent 
of the entire Federal work force was telecommuting in 1998. 


In 2001, the Federal government required that each executive agency establish a 
policy that allowed employees to telecommute “to the maximum extent possible 
without diminished performance.” The policy included a_ graduated 
requirement that in four years time, 100 percent of the eligible Federal workforce 
would be telecommuting at least one day per week. The U.S. Office of Personnel 
Management (OPM) surveyed the results and found that telecommuting by 
Federal employees had increased from 45,300 in 2001 (4.2 percent of the Federal 
workforce) to 102,900 in 2003 (5.0 percent of the Federal work force). The most 
recent OPM survey (2005) indicates that 119,248 employees telecommute at 
least one day a month or 9.5 percent of total eligible Federal employees and 
6.6 percent of all Federal employees. Table3.1 summarizes this data. 
Additionally, in 2005, Federal employees telecommuted 1.74 days per week. 


Table 3.1 Telecommuting in the Federal Workforce 


Year Levels 

1998 25,000 (1.6%) 
2001 45,300 (4.2%) 
2003 102,900 (5.0%) 
2005 119,248 (6.6%) 


Source: Edward Weiner and Robert Stein, The Evolving Federal Role in Telecommuting, U.S. DOT, February 
2005; U.S. OPM, Status of Telework in the Federal Government — Report to Congress, June 2007. 


Federal telecommuting levels have reached 6.6 percent and frequency of 1.74 
days per week. These numbers are comparable to the National data described in 
Section 2.4. In that section, telecommuting levels were between 5 and 8 percent 
and frequency was between 1 and 1.8 days per week. Federal employees have 


“Edward Weiner and Robert Stein, The Evolving Federal Role in Telecommuting, U.S. DOT, 
February 2005. 


4U.S. OPM, Status of Telework in the Federal Government — Report to Congress, June 2007. 
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enjoyed growth in their telecommuting levels over time but that the growth has 
not exceeded national averages implies that Federal mandates have not been able 
to coax their employees to telecommute. 


The Telework Enhancement Act of 2007 (S-1000) is intended to increase the 
number of Federal employees who telecommute through less stringent 
guidelines on eligibility, the introduction of a full-time telecommuting program 
manager, and an increased emphasis on training and education. It is not clear 
whether this will indeed increase the telecommuting levels in the Federal 
government or if they will remain steady with national rates as a whole. 


3.2. INTERNATIONAL (STOCKHOLM, SWEDEN AND 
WELLINGTON, NEW ZEALAND) 


The City of Stockholm, Sweden implemented a trial congestion pricing scheme. 
Detailed records of changes in travel patterns were maintained, including 
changes in mode shift throughout the trial. Based on interviews of two large 
employers (one inside and one outside the cordon both before and during the 
pricing trial) the implementation of a cordon fee congestion pricing scheme in 
downtown Stockholm resulted in no increase in telecommuting. The researchers 
conceded that the trial was perhaps too short to observe any change in certain 
behaviors. Furthermore, it is not clear whether the chosen employers had a 
formal telework program or what a priori telecommuting levels were. 


In Wellington, New Zealand, the Greater Wellington Regional Council launched 
a telecommuting marketing campaign including billboards, press releases, a web 
site, a series of workshops, a leaflet delivery to all 18,228 households, and 
technical and marketing support. The program, called Close2: Kapiti, was 
deemed a failure and funding was stopped five months into the 12-month trial 
period. However, a survey of 400 random commuters showed that 6 percent of 
commuters began telecommuting as a direct result of the Close2: Kapiti 
marketing campaign.** In the end the program developed 40 new teleworkers 
and 3 peak-period trips per week. 


3.3 NEW YORK CITY 


There are several organizations in the New York City metro region which 
provide various incentives to increase telecommuting. Among them are 
Commuter Link in New York City, Smart Commute in Westchester County, 


Joe Hewitt, Report 03.264 to the Regional Land Transport Committee, Greater 
Wellington Regional Council. 


46Travel Behaviour Change Evaluation Procedures and Guidelines: Literature Review, 
December 2004. 
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Long Island Transportation Management, and MetroPool in certain counties in 
Connecticut and New York. Each is described below. 


Commuter Link?” 


Commuter Link is a transportation demand management (TDM) agency that is 
funded by the New York State Department of Transportation and is supported 
by the New York City Department of Transportation. It covers employers in 
New York City. It has a grant program that provides funds to companies which 
implement transportation demand measures (TDMs). It is a graduated program 
that gives more funding to larger companies (up to a maximum of $10,000). The 
money can be used for telecommuting equipment or training.8 


Commuter Link’s grant program has given no money for telecommuting 
programs to date with anecdotal evidence that the funds offered in the grant 
program are not significant enough to make an impact on employers. Overall, in 
the two-year availability of the grant program, six companies have used or been 
processed through the grant program. 


Commuter link had a telecommuting program on the table in 2002 that would 
have provided free consulting services to implement telecommuting programs 
for local employers but was canceled due to lack of support from New York City. 


Smart Commute”? 


Smart Commute is a TDM agency that covers Westchester County, New York 
and is sponsored by the New York State Department of Transportation. It 
markets TDM techniques including telecommuting, and provides free services to 
help set up such TDM programs for local employers. Their services include 
surveying employees and tailoring TDM programs based on the results. Smart 
Commute always includes telecommuting as a recommendation for travel 
demand management. Smart Commute does not collect data on the effectiveness 
of these programs, however, over the past five years, 14 worksites have worked 
with Smart Commute to implement travel reduction programs”. 


Long Island Transportation Management*! 


The Long Island Transportation Management (LITM) on Long Island, New York 
provides free services to help employers implement telecommuting programs 


47www.commuterlink.com. 

48Interview with John Galgano of Commuter Link New York, September 14, 2007. 
“www.westchestergov.com/smartcommute. 

50 Interview with Tony-Pascal Offurum of Smart Commute, September 14, 2007 


‘lwww.litm.org. 
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under the Commuter Choice program. They offer the Long Island Region 
Improving Commuting (LIRIC) Grant Program, which provides funding for 
TDM program development of $1,000 per employee, up to $10,000 total. The 
program requires that employers have 30 employees or more, that they are part 
of LITM’s Commuter Choice program, and that LITM completed a survey that 
indicates specific TDM schemes. The development or expansion of 
telecommuting programs are eligible under this grant program but the purchase 
of capital equipment is not. 


The LIRIC grant program offers telecommuting programs as an eligible expense. 
They do not, however, keep data on how many trips are reduced from this 
program. Data indicating how many employers apply for or receive these grants 
are not readily available. 


MetroPool52 


MetroPool provides services to commuters traveling to destinations in Fairfield 
County in Connecticut and Westchester, Rockland, Orange, and Putman 
Counties in New York. They offer free consulting services to employers that are 
designed to identify, implement, and support mobility options for each worksite. 
MetroPool includes telecommuting as an available commute option. MetroPool 
currently supports alternative mobility programs for close to 300 employers. 
Data indicating how many trips are reduced from this program are not available. 


3.4 CONNECTICUT 


The State of Connecticut instituted the Telecommute Connecticut! program 10 
years ago. Telecommute Connecticut! is a commuter service provided by the 
Connecticut Department of Transportation for employees in the State of 
Connecticut. The program offers free assistance to develop and implement 
telecommuting programs to employers in the State. 


Telecommute Connecticut! has provided information or provided consulting 
services to approximately 200 existing employers to date. A 2000 survey found 
that between the years of 1997 and 2000:54 


2http://www.metropool.com/aboutus/about_overview. html. 
3www.telecommutect.com. 


*4Elham Shirazi, An Assessment of Telework in the New York Metropolitan Area, U.S. 
DOT, December 2001. 
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e The number of employers offering telecommuting remained at 8 percent; 


e There was a 74 percent increase in the number of telecommuters per 
worksite; and 


e There was a 91 percent increase in telecommuting days per week. 


A recent survey, performed in August of 20065 found that: 


e More than 158,000 employees telecommute in Connecticut in 2006, up from 
85,260 in 2001; 


e 53 percent of telecommuters work at home less than five days a month, 
spending on average 17 percent of their work hours at home; 


e 47 percent of telecommuters work at home at least five days a month, 
spending on average 57 percent of their work hours at home; 


e An estimated 60,000 vehicles are removed from the road on an average day; 
and 


e 23 percent of telecommuters started in the past six months. 


The Telecommute Connecticut! survey defines telecommuters as_ those 
employees who work at home one or more days per month during normal 
business hours and exclude home-based businesses and employees who take 
work home after hours. This definition is in line with the definition employed in 
this report. 


It is possible to calculate the telecommuting frequency and levels using the data 
in the Connecticut survey results and U.S. Census results. To calculate 
telecommuting frequency, convert the percent of the work hours at home to days 
of the week (17 percent of work hours at home is 0.85 days per week) and take a 
weighted average of the results. Table3.2 provides a summary of the 
calculations. The telecommuting frequency in Connecticut in 2006 was 1.79 days 
per week. 


Table 3.2 Telecommuting Frequency in Connecticut 


Percent of Work Converted to Days of the Percent of Total Weighted Average 
Hours at Home Week (Hours X 5 Days) Employees 

17% 0.85 days per week 53% 1.79 days per week 
57% 2.85 days per week 47% 


Source: www.telecommutect.com/employers/pr_3_26 07_p2.php. 


Swww.telecommutect.com/employers/pr_3_26_07_p2.php. 
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It is possible to calculate the percent of employees telecommuting in Connecticut 
by using the total employment values for the State of Connecticut from the U.S. 
Census American Community Survey in conjunction with the Connecticut 
survey results. Table 3.3 shows the calculations and results. In 2006 8.9 percent 
of Connecticut employees telecommuted compared to 5.1 percent of employees 
in 2001. 


Table 3.3 Telecommuting Levels in Connecticut 


Census Connecticut Percent 
Year Employment Telecommuters Telecommuting 
2001 1,672,798 85,260 5.1% 
2006 1,764,288 158,000 8.9% 


Source: www.telecommutect.com/employers/pr_3_ 26 07_p2.php and U.S. Census. 


It is not clear what impact Telecommute Connecticut! has had on the overall 
increase in telecommuting in Connecticut. It has given information to 
approximately 200 employers over the 10 year life of the program. It has no way 
of knowing whether these employers would have implemented telecommuting 
programs without the use of the available incentives. Further, Telecommute 
Connecticut! has no information regarding the total number of trips reduced due 
to the incentive program. However, it has documented substantial increases in 
telecommuting at the participating companies. 


In addition to the telecommuting program, Connecticut offers a Traffic 
Reduction Tax Credit to employees with more than 100 employees. The credit 
program, implemented in 1997, was designed to encourage employees to use 
alternative modes. To be eligible, the employer must be located in Fairfield 
County, a severe air quality nonattainment area. The Traffic Reduction Tax 
Credit gives employers 50 percent of “direct costs of traffic reduction programs 
and related services,”5® up to $250 per employee. The credit is limited to $1.5 
million per year.5” The credit, though, is currently inactive due to the downgrade 
of most towns in Fairfield County from severe to moderate nonattainment areas. 
No information is available about the impacts of the tax credit program on 
alternative mode use in general, or on telecommuting in particular. 


s6http://www.ct.gov/ecd/lib/ecd/drs/ct_tax_credit_guide_2006.pdf. 
www .cega.ct.gov/2005/pub/chap208.htm#sec12-217s.htm. 
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WASHINGTON STATE?® 


Washington State does not have any specific telecommuting programs but offers 
incentives and mandates that may involve telecommuting through its trip 
reduction program. 


Washington State has a Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) program that requires 
employers in the 10 largest counties in the state with over 100 employees to 
implement TDM programs. Telecommuting is specifically recommended as one 
of the TDM strategies. The CTR program includes 1,114 worksites and 560,000 
employees. While employers are required to develop and implement trip 
reduction plans, they are not penalized for failure to meet state-established trip 
reduction targets. 


The CTR program in King County, for example, reduced 1,583 trips in 1995 and 
12,075 in 2007 with between a 2 and 4percent of all trips reduced by 
telecommuting on an average day. In the entire state, as of 2005, the CTR 
program had achieved a reduction of 20,000 vehicle trips during each average 
morning commute. Telecommuting levels in 2001 were 7 percent and grew to 
8 percent by 2003.59 


We can calculate telecommuting frequency from telecommuting levels (7 to 
8 percent of employees) and the total trip reduction rates (2 to 4 percent of all 
trips). Table 3.4 summarizes the calculation. It is important to understand that 
percent of telecommuting trips is calculated by multiplying frequency by levels. 
Telecommuting frequency, then, is calculated by dividing total trips (2 to 
4 percent) by levels (7 to 8 percent). Telecommuting frequencies in Washington 
based on the available data are between 1.4 days per week and 2.5 days per 
week. 


Table 3.4 Washington Telecommuting Frequency 


Percent of Telecommute Telecommuting 
Telecommuting Telecommuting Frequency = Trips/Levels Frequency 
Low/High Levels Trips (as Percent of Total Time) (as Days per Week) 
Low 1% 2% 28% 1.4 days per week 
High 8% 4% 50% 2.5 days per week 


Source: _http://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NRirdonlyres/E12C9B40-FD81-4EA2-80E2-A01E645E8931/0/CTR_Report_03.pdf. 


8www.wsdot.wa.gov/tdm. 


Shttp://www.wsdot.wa.gov/NR/rdonlyres/E12C9B40-FD81-4EA2-80E2- 
A01E645E8931/0/CTR_Report_03.pdf. 
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In combination with this program, the State offers a CTR tax credit for employers 
who give subsidies to their employees to shift transportation mode (although 
this does not include telecommuting). The tax credit program provides a credit 
of 50 percent of the amount paid to or on behalf of each employee for 
ridesharing, carsharing, using public transportation, or using nonmotorized 
commuting. The credit is capped at $60 per employee and $200,000 per 
employer per year up to a maximum tax credit of $2.75 million. 


Washington also offers a Trip Reduction Performance Program (TRPP). The 
program allows the state to purchase annualized reduced trips at market value 
(if one person switched from full-time commuting to full-time telecommuting he 
or she would create one annualized reduced trip). 


The program is designed in a proposal format. The State of Washington releases 
a request for proposals (RFP) and any entity (private, schools, public agencies, 
TDM agencies, etc) can respond with a proposal to reduce annual trips for a 
price. For example, Seattle Central Community College proposed a 
telecommuting trip reduction program for $10,000 that would reduce a total of 25 
annualized trips (at a cost of $400 per trip) by having eligible staff telecommute 
at least one day a week. The state reviews and accepts the proposals into the 
program for funding. 


The program pays 50 percent of the proposed cost of implementing the trip 
reduction program up front ($5,000 to the Community College, for example‘) 
and pays the remainder pending proof of actual achieved trip reduction. If the 
Community College were to reduce 15 annual trips with this program instead of 
the proposed 25, they would receive a total of $6,000 (15 trips times $400 per 
trip). However, if they were to reduce 50 annualized trips, they would be paid 
$20,000 (50 trips X $400). The Community College proposal was set to begin in 
July 2007 and results should be available after a year-long trial. 


The CTR, TRPP, and tax programs provide the carrot and the stick for TDM. 
Washington provides financial incentives to employers through tax credits and 
funding programs while requiring by law that trips be reduced. Despite these 
measures, telecommuting levels remain consistent with those at the national 
level. 


6 dor.wa.gov/Docs/Pubs/Special Notices/2005/sn_05_CommuteTripProgChgs. pdf. 


“lwww.wsdot.wa.gov/TDM/default.htm for reports, data, and further background 
regarding CTR, TRPP, and tax programs available in Washington. 
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ATLANTA, GEORGIA®2 


The Clean Air Campaign is a nonprofit TDM agency that is funded through the 
Georgia Department of Transportation and is supported by the Georgia 
Environmental Protection Agency, The Atlanta Regional Commission (Atlanta’s 
Metropolitan Planning Organization), Georgia Regional transportation 
Authority, the Metro Atlanta Chamber of Commerce, and other private 
corporations. It offers a variety of incentive programs to both employers and 
employees in the Atlanta metro region. It offers assistance to employers to 
design and implement travel reduction programs, Cash for Commuters (CFC), 
Commuter Prizes, and the Telework Leadership Initiative. Each program is 
discussed below. 


The CFC program started in 2002 to target employees as a complement to the 
efforts that target employers specifically such as free consulting assistance for the 
design and implementation of TDM programs. Only commuters who currently 
drive alone and work in an air quality nonattainment area are eligible for the 
CFC program. The employee, therefore, must live in the Atlanta metro area. 
Participating employees must record their travel for a 90-day period after which 
they are paid $3 a day for each day they used an alternative commute mode, up 
to a maximum of $180. The commuter must use an alternative mode at least 
13 times during the 90-day period. Telecommuting counts as an eligible 
alternative mode of travel.® 


The CFC program reported a total of 8,600 participants through three 
implementation phases. On average, participants were paid $140. Only 
6 percent of all program participants chose telecommuting as the alternative 
mode of commuting.®¢ Also, participation in the program has declined 
somewhat over time, with less than two-thirds of original participants 
continuing in the program after one year. After the 90 days were over, the 
participation in all alternative modes diminished to between 71 and 74 percent of 
“in program” levels after 3 to 6 months and to 64 percent of “in program” levels 
after 9 to 12 months. Table 3.5 summarizes the estimation of telecommuting 
participation decline, assuming that telecommuting follows a similar progression 
to overall alternative mode participation. The percent of program participants 
who were still telecommuting after 3 to 6 months was between 4.3 and 
4.4 percent and was 3.8 percent after 9 to 12 months. It is not known whether 
this trend will continue downward or whether ex-participants would tend to 
stay with one alternative mode over another. It may be inferred, therefore, that 
the program permanently encouraged around 300 employees in the Atlanta 


©www.commuterrewards.com/commuter_prizes, www.cleanaircampaign.com. 
Ellen Macht, Cash for Commuters, a web presentation in November 2004. 


64Ellen Macht, Cash for Commuters, a web presentation in November 2004. 
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metro area to telecommute - just under 0.1 percent of all employment just in the 
City of Atlanta and 0.02 percent of regional employment. 


Table 3.5 —_ Participation in the Atlanta Cash for Commuters Program 


Using Mode Using Mode 3-6 Months Using Mode 9-12 Months 
Mode “in Program” “after Program” “after Program” 
All Modes 100% 71-74% 64% 
Telecommuting 6% 4.3%-4.4% 3.8% 8 


Source: Ellen Macht, Cash for Commuters, a web presentation in November 2004. 


a These values are estimated. 


The Commuter Prize program was introduced in 2005 to offer financial incentive 
to employees who work in the Atlanta metro area. Participants are entered into 
monthly drawings for $25 gift cards with each alternative commute earning one 
entry into the drawing. Additionally, participants who meet certain criteria such 
as the most number of reports or most days with an alternative commute mode 
are eligible to win a $100 gift card. Data are not available showing the 
effectiveness of the Commuter Prize program. 


The Telework Leadership Initiative (TLI) provides employers in the Atlanta 
metro area with free consulting services to start or expand telecommuting 
programs, up to $20,000 in value. The TLI initiative provided assistance to 13 
employers to develop or expand their telecommuting programs. Almost 1,800 
employees began telecommuting as a direct result of this program. 


In addition to the other ongoing incentive programs in Atlanta, the State of 
Georgia has implemented a telework tax credit. The program offers two types of 
tax incentives, both credits apply to the employer. The first credits employers up 
to $1,200 per employee for the cost of equipment, connectivity, software, etc. The 
credit is graduated depending on how often the employee telecommutes 
(25 percent based on 5 or more days per month, 75 percent based on 12 or more 
days per month, and 100 percent based on 12 or more days per month if the 
employer is in a nonattainment county.) The second credits employers up to 
$20,000 for expenses related to the design and implementation of telecommuting 
programs. 


3.7 PHOENIX, ARIZONA® 


Valley Metro is a regional transit authority that is funded by sales tax and local 
transportation assistance funds. The transit authority runs a program to help 


Swww.valleymetro.org. 
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implement TDM measures and offers employers in the Phoenix metro area 
incentives to telecommute. The agency surveys telecommuters every two years 
to learn about levels, awareness, perception, support, and why employers choose 
not to telecommute. Maricopa County also administers a Trip Reduction 
Program. 


Valley Metro offers employers free consulting services to design and implement 
telecommuting programs, but has canceled a program offering funding for 
telecommuting equipment due to lack of interest. Valley Metro received only 
one request in two years. The free consulting services have had very few takers 
for several years. 


Valley Metro data from regional surveys show that 13 percent of employees were 
telecommuters in 2007. The average telecommuting frequency from 2002 
through 2007 was between 2.1 days per week and 1.9 days per week.® Figure 3.1 
illustrates the trend of telecommuting frequency over time in Maricopa county. 
The participation rates in telecommuting are similar or better in Phoenix as 
compared to the nation as a whole, yet the incentive programs that Valley Metro 
provides are poorly used. 


In a separate program, Maricopa County requires employers or schools with 
more than 50 employees or students to participate in the Trip Reduction 
Program. The Trip Reduction Program requires participants to reduce single 
occupancy vehicle trips by 10 percent per year for the first 5 years and 5 percent 
per year thereafter until no more than 60 percent of trips are made by single 
occupancy vehicle.” While employers are required to conduct annual surveys to 
measure success, no enforcement actions are taken if trip reduction goals are not 
met. 


66 WestGroup Research, 2007 TDM Annual Survey, 2007. 


S’www.valleymetro.org/Rideshare/Employer_Services/Trip_Reduction_Program/ index 
-htm. 
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Figure 3.1 Average Telecommuting Frequency in Maricopa County 


3 


nN 


7 
uo 


Bb 


Telecommuting Frequency (days per week) 


0.5 


2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 
Year 


3.8 DENVER, COLORADO® 


Two telecommuting incentive programs are in effect in Denver, Colorado. One 
program at the regional level involves consulting support and information 
technology (IT) services, while the second is a tax break offered by the State of 
Colorado. 


The Denver Regional Council of Governments (DRCOG) offers free consulting to 
businesses to design and implement telecommuting programs. Telecommuting 
education is made available as well through monthly lunch meetings. 


DRCOG has helped 140 companies with its free consulting services and usually 
gains a few new employers at each monthly lunch event. They keep data for the 
140 employers in their program, but not for the entire Denver metro region. 
The average commuter in this program telecommutes 1.84 days per week, which 
is within the range of values observed in other areas. As of August 2007, 
DRCOG began offering an additional incentive - free IT support to companies 
that already have or are in the process of designing a telecommuting program. 
The free IT support program is enjoying early success as the program consultant 


Shttp://www.drcog.org/index.cfm?page=Telework. 


Interview with Donna Dailey, Denver Region Council of Governments, September 14, 2007. 
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has already been deployed to help three employers with their IT needs in the 
first month. 


Estimated VMT savings are reported by DRCOG to the Colorado Department of 
Transportation, however the information is not available. DRCOG is currently 
developing surveys that will better estimate the effectiveness of the programs. 


DRCOG experienced a great deal of marketing luck. A news team approached 
DRCOG for a story, goaded by rising gas prices. This led to additional 
newspaper stories and morning talk show appearances. These events generated 
most of the program’s participants. 


Colorado has tax incentives in place or in the planning stages. DRCOG is 
currently developing a proposal to the Governor’s Energy Office to offer tax 
incentives for telecommuting while the State of Colorado has placed a state tax 
moratorium on telecommunications taxation with the intent to provide 
incentives, in part, to telecommuters. 


3.9 THE TELECOMMUTING INCENTIVE TOOLBOX AND 
IMPACT 


Nationally, the range of strategies to promote telecommuting has included: 
e Marketing campaigns; 


e Free consulting services for the design and implementation of telecommuting 
programs; 


e Education and outreach; 

e Cash for choosing an alternative mode of travel; 

e Prizes for using an alternative mode the most; 

e Tax moratoriums on telecommunications fees; 

e Tax credits; 

e Markets for the purchase of annual trip reductions; and 

e Funding for the design and implementation of telecommuting programs. 


The effectiveness of these programs is rarely measured. While there is no formal 
measurement of the increase in telecommuting from any of these programs, a 
reasonable proxy might be the comparison of local and national telecommuting 
levels. This is a difficult comparison to make for a number of reasons. It 
assumes that all sources have identical definitions of telecommuting, that there 
are no regional effects of telecommuting, and that telecommuting levels and 
frequency are fairly stable over time. However, the comparison of these values 
can provide a first order approximation of the effectiveness of telecommuting 
incentive programs. Table 3.6 shows each case study, the local telecommuting 
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levels, the local telecommuting frequency, the program administrator, and the 
specific incentives offered in that locale. 


Table 3.6 Summary Telecommuting Programs and Incentives Offered 
Telecommuting Telecommuting Program 

Geography Levels Frequency Administrator Incentives Offered 

Baseline 8% (2000) 0.9-1.8 days per week N/A NIA 

National 

Federal 6.6% 1.6 days per week Federal Telework Enhancement Act of 

Government 2007 including: 
e Dedicated telecommute 
manager; 
e Less stringent guidelines 
for eligibility; and 
e Increased training and 
education 

New York -— 10.5% 1.6° days per week —_—_Long Island Grant Program for 

Long Island Transportation Telecommuting program 

Management design and implementation. 
$1,000 per employee with 
$100,000 max payout 

New York -— 10.5% 1.6° days per week = Smart Commute Marketing and outreach 

Westchester including site visits and 

County recommending telecommuting 
as TDM measure 

New York-New 10.5% 1.6° days per week = Commuter Link Grant Program for TDM, 

York City including telecommuting, with 
graduated payment by size of 
employer and a $10,000 max 
payout 

New York — 15.4% 1.6¢ days per week — MetroPool Free Consulting 

Metro 

Connecticut and 

New York 

State of 8.9% 1.79 days per week Telecommute Free Consulting 

Connecticut Connecticut! State Tax Credit of $250 per 
employee (only available when 
a county is in a severe 
nonattainment area) 

State of 7-8% 1.4-2.5 days per week Department of Commute Trip Reduction 

Washington Transportation Program mandates trip 


reduction 

Trip Reduction Performance 
Program buys annual reduced 
trips 

State Tax Credit of $60 per 
employee 
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Telecommuting Telecommuting Program 

Geography Levels Frequency Administrator Incentives Offered 

Denver Metro N/A 1.84 days per week — Denver Regional Marketing and outreach 

Area, Colorado Council of Free Consulting 

Governments 

Phoenix Metro 5-13% 1.9-2.1 days per week Valley Metro Free Consulting 

Area, Arizona Trip Reduction Program 
mandates trip reduction 

Atlanta Metro N/A 2.46 days per week = Clean Air Campaign Cash for Commuters pays 

Area, Georgia commuters for not driving 


alone 


Commuter Prize pays 
commuters who use 
alternative mode most often 


Telework Leadership Initiative 
provides free consulting 


State Tax Credit of $1,200 per 
employee and $20,000 per 
employer 


aBased on data from RT-HIS survey for entire city of New York. 
Based on data from RT-HIS survey for portion of Connecticut in the metro New York area. 


Based on data from RT-HIS survey for entire New York City metro area. 


The data suggest that New York City already has higher than average 
telecommuting levels and frequency. As discussed in Section 4.0, however, the 
New York City survey used a somewhat more liberal definition of 
telecommuting than most other surveys. It also is possible that higher 
telecommuting levels could be a direct consequence of congestion levels and 
having an unusually high proportion of longer-distance commuters, as well as 
other demographic and economic factors. 


The data also suggest, when compared with the existing toolbox of 
telecommuting incentives, that telecommuting incentives do not yet have a 
tangible demonstrable impact on telecommuting levels or frequency. This 
suggests that telecommuting is largely market driven and organic, meaning that 
employers and employees will decide to telecommute based on their own 
definitions of self-interest regardless of external incentives, assistance or 
mandates. Some programs have helped a small number of employers or 
employees adopt telecommuting, but the number of participants has not been 
large enough to make a measurable impact on work trips or VMT at the regional 
level. 
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4.0 Application to New York City 


As discussed in Section 3.0, the New York City metro area already has some 
incentive programs in place for employers and employees including grant 
programs, outreach, and marketing. Table 4.1 provides a summary of TDM 
programs in the New York City metro area and provides a description of 
incentives that they offer. 


Table 4.1 Summary of New York City Telecommuting Programs and 
Incentives Offered 


Telecommuting Telecommuting Program 
Geography Levels Frequency Administrator Incentives Offered 
Baseline National 5-8% 0.9-1.8 days per N/A NIA 
week 
New York — 10.5% 1.6° days per week Long Island Grant Program for 
Long Island Transportation Telecommuting program 
Management design and 

implementation. $1,000 
per employee with 
$100,000 max payout 

New York — 10.5% 1.6° days per week SmartCommute Marketing and outreach 

Westchester including site visits and 

County recommending 
telecommuting as TDM 
measure 

New York — 10.5% 1.6° days per week Commuter Link = Grant Program for TDM, 

New York City including telecommuting, 
with graduated payment 
by size of employer and a 
$10,000 max payout 

New York — 15.4% 1.6¢ days per week MetroPool Free Consulting 


Metro Connecticut 
and New York 


aBased on data from RT-HIS survey for entire city of New York. 
bBased on data from RT-HIS survey for portion of Connecticut in the metro New York area. 


cBased on data from RT-HIS survey for entire New York City metro area. 


Telecommuting levels in the New York metropolitan area are above the national 
range while the telecommuting frequency is within the national range. The 
RT-HIS data upon which the telecommuting levels and frequency are based 
include home-based workers, which are not included in the definition of 
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telecommuting employed in this study. As a result, the levels reported for the 
New York City metro area are likely to be closer to the national range. 


As a cross-reference of telecommuting levels, we can compare the Census “work 
at home” results. While the Census data both undercounts and over counts, to 
varying degrees, telecommuters (see Section 2.4 for a discussion of Census data) 
it provides a consistent definition with which to compare across geographic 
areas. Table 4.2 shows the comparison of New York Census levels of working at 
home to National levels of working at home. The results show that New York 
City and the nation have similar (4.0 percent compared to 3.9 percent) levels of 
working at home. This implies that data from the RT-HIS survey do, in fact, over 
estimate telecommuting levels in New York City compared to levels observed in 
other cities. 


Table 4.2 Comparison of Census Data 


Census Year National Levels New York City Levels 
2000 3.3% 2.5% 
2006 3.9% 4.0% 


Source: U.S. Census. 


The data show that levels of telecommuting are similar to those in the country as 
a whole. The national values represent those areas that offer telecommuting 
incentives as well as those that offer none. This result combined with the weak 
program participation in New York City Commuter Link telecommuting 
incentive program (Section 3.3) implies that these levels of telecommuting have 
not increased with incentive programs. Section 3.9 outlined other telecommuting 
incentive programs and their impact on telecommuting levels in other areas of 
the country. The results were similar. Areas that implement telecommuting 
incentive programs fail to have significantly higher than normal telecommuting 
levels, and no evidence is available to directly link telecommuting incentive 
programs to high rates of telecommuting. 


This result suggests that telecommuting is primarily a market driven and organic 
force that could potentially take huge incentives to overcome. It implies that sea 
changes in type of work, technology, socioeconomic makeup, generation, and 
culture have a much larger impact than education and incentives such as free 
consulting assistance or tax credits. 


4.1 ESTIMATED IMPACT ON VMT IN THE NEW YORK 
CITY CBD 


Section 2.4 estimated that the ultimate potential for telecommuting levels in New 
York City ranges from 11.4 percent to 14.8 percent of all employees compared to 
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the existing level of 10.5 percent. Combining these values with the existing 
telecommute frequency of 1.6 days per week in New York City, it is possible to 
define the transportation reductions on an average day, if this ultimate level of 
telecommuting could be achieved. 


If 11.4 percent of all employees were to telecommute 1.6 days a week then 
3.6 percent of all trips would be made by telecommuting on an average day 
[11.4 percent multiplied by (1.6 days per week divided by 5 days per week) 
equals 3.6 percent]. If 14.8 percent of all employees were to telecommute 1.6 
days per week, then 4.7 percent of all trips would be made by telecommuting on 
an average day. Currently, 3.4 percent of all trips are reduced by telecommuting. 
The results of the two surveys, then, imply that telecommuting in New York City 
can be expected to impact traffic, as a percent of total commute trips, between 0.2 
and 1.3 percent at best. Table 4.3 shows the potential reduction in VMT from 
additional telecommuting. Assuming that commute trips make up 27 percent of 
all VMT (per the 2001 National Household Travel Survey), this equates to a 
reduction of 1,500 to 10,000 daily VMT, or 0.03 to 0.21 percent of all VMT in the 
New York CBD. 


Table 4.3. Potential Reduction in New York City VMT from Additional 
Telecommuting 


Total Daily VMT in Reduction in Commute VMT 
Additional New York City CBD from Telecommuting 
Telecommuting Passenger Percent of All 
Potential Vehicle Total Percent Daily VMT = VMT Reduced 
Low 0.2% 1,547 0.03% 
2,864,000 4,749,000 
High 1.3% 10,053 0.21% 


Furthermore, experience from other areas suggests that public sector programs 
and incentives to encourage telecommuting have not had a significant impact on 
telecommuting levels. Most people and employers are aware of the possibility of 
telecommuting, but many have chosen not to implement it at this time for a 
variety of reasons. While levels of telecommuting are likely to increase in the 
future as technology improves and people become more comfortable with the 
concept, technical assistance and modest financial incentives have not been 
sufficient to overcome other barriers to telecommuting. Therefore, this study 
concludes that additional telecommuting programs offered by the City would 
not have a measurable impact on overall vehicle-trips or VMT within the New 
York CBD. 
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4.2 PROGRAM COSTS 


The costs of a telecommuting outreach and incentive program could vary greatly 
depending upon the specific approach taken and level of utilization of incentives. 
Outreach and/or technical assistance activities to promote telecommuting and 
assist businesses with setting up programs could probably be done with one or 
two new program staff persons or equivalent consultant assistance on technical 
matters. 


The public sector cost of tax or other fiscal incentives would depend on the 
amount of incentive provided, level of utilization, and also the extent to which 
existing telecommuters might be able to take advantage of the incentive (as 
opposed to only incremental new telecommuters). A program such as a tax 
credit for telecommuting could potentially be utilized by many people or 
employers, with no guarantee that people would be “new” telecommuters. 
Greater outreach to publicize the incentive would increase the likelihood that 
additional people would choose to telecommute to take advantage of the 
incentive, but also would increase costs associated with existing telecommuters 
using the incentive. An incentive specifically targeted towards encouraging new 
telecommuters - such as Atlanta’s Cash for Commuters program - would have 
much more limited costs, and these costs would increase in direct proportion to 
the program’s effectiveness. 
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5.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


Telecommuting is a promising congestion management strategy that has many 
benefits, but faces many significant barriers to acceptance. Telecommuting levels 
and frequencies throughout the country are remarkably similar regardless of 
whether or not an incentive program is in place. 


Transportation demand management staff has long attempted to overcome the 
barriers to telecommuting participation by implementing various telecommuting 
incentive programs from simple education and marketing to prizes and tax 
incentives. The data suggest, however, that these incentive programs have not 
been successful. It seems as though telecommuting is driven more by underlying 
market forces, generational understanding, technology, the changing nature of 
work, and socioeconomic makeup than by the relatively marginal incentives 
offered to employers. Interestingly, even as technology expands to allow more 
telecommuting, it creates a world in which travel for meetings becomes more 
prevalent. 


Even if telecommuting levels were to reach their upper bound, it does not seem 
likely that it would make a significant impact on congestion in New York City. 
Nevertheless, it may contribute to congestion management as one of a larger set 
of transportation demand management strategies. 
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Executive Summary 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


A possible approach to reduce congestion in New York is to target truck traffic. 
This document reviews previous experiences in utilizing incentives and 
regulations that aim to reduce truck traffic or shift deliveries to off-peak periods 
including costs, benefits, and lessons learned for New York City. The research 
also incorporates negative impacts for consideration, such as economic impacts 
on businesses and trucking companies. The case studies include the 2001 Value 
Pricing Initiative carried out by the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, 
the 1997 commercial vehicle variable pricing initiative at the Tappan Zee Bridge, 
London’s Congestion Pricing Program, the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games, the 
Port of Los Angeles/Long Beach’s PierPass Off-Peak program, and results from 
empirical research conducted in New York City. 


Theses case studies suggest that commercial vehicles are not prone to shift their 
time of operations as a result of toll increases during the peak hours of the day. 
The main reason for this is that the receivers tend to dictate the time of delivery, 
and for the most part are open only during regular business hours. Accepting 
off-peak deliveries would require establishments to incur additional costs in 
terms of personnel, security, and utilities necessary to keep the business open. 
Hence, the success of any off-peak delivery program hinges on the receivers’ 
willingness to accept it, which would require that they obtain economic benefits 
higher than the marginal costs incurred. Research shows that financial 
incentives for receivers such as tax deductions for employees working the off- 
peak shifts or reductions in shipping costs have a greater impact on the market 
for off-peak deliveries than just tolls. Programs targeting both carriers and 
receivers, such as the PierPass Off-Peak program, seem to have a better success 
rate than those targeting a single entity. 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, New York 
City ranks second in the nation in terms of annual delay. The majority of the 
delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours of 
annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the City and its residents over $7 billion in 2005, 
costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 
A comprehensive and innovative set of strategies must be implemented to make 
a profound change in travel behavior. 


A possible approach to reducing congestion in New York is to target truck traffic, 
which has been increasing at a high rate over the last decade. New York City’s 
bridges and tunnels handled 35.5 million trucks in 2006, a 31 percent increase 
over 1997 volumes; these facilities have experienced an annual increase of 
2.7 percent, or 835,000 more trucks every year during that period.! This figure is 
expected to continue increasing at an even higher rate for the next 25 years.2, A 
major factor is that trucks handle nearly 70 percent of the freight going to and 
from the New York City-Newark-Bridgeport statistical area. This market share is 
projected to increase to 76 percent by 2035, presenting a significant challenge 
given the available infrastructure.* Due to limited connections to the national rail 
network, New York City is unusually truck dependent as documented in 
NYMTC’s Regional Freight Plan (June 2004) and the Cross Harbor Tunnel Draft 


1 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (MTA and PANYNJ facilities only), 
http://www.nymtc.org/data_services/TTV html. 


? Federal Highway Administration, Freight Analysis Framework 2 (FAF2). http:// 
ops.fhwa.dot.gov/freight/freight_analysis/faf/index.htm. 


3 Ibid. 
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EIS (April 2004). In general, freight traffic is growing at higher rates than 
passenger vehicles, population, or general economic growth.4 


A large portion of truck traffic in the City occurs during the peak hours of the 
day, exacerbating the City’s congestion problems.5 Hence, a potential source of 
relief could be to encourage truckers to shift their operations to off-peak hours 
(either nighttime or very early morning) through tolling. However this idea 
presents several challenges: Do truckers have the flexibility to shift the time of 
their operations? What level of toll rates would be required for carriers to 
consider this? Are businesses willing to accept deliveries and have their 
shipments picked up during off-hours? Are other incentives, in addition to or in 
lieu of tolls, required in order for both carriers and receivers to change their 
logistics patterns? What impacts will night-time truck traffic have on the city’s 
residents? This document addresses these questions through the evaluation of 
similar cases in the United States and around the world, and studies other 
alternatives for addressing these issues. 


This document consists of five sections: 
e Section 1.0 presents a definition of the problem at hand; 


e Section 2.0 provides an overview of case studies in the United States and 
around the world; 


e Section 3.0 discusses how these case studies might translate to New York 
City; and 


e Section 4.0 presents a summary of the key findings; and 
e Section 5.0 presents references and sources of additional information. 


The document studies the idea of congestion pricing for trucks in addition to 
other alternatives implemented worldwide to understand the benefits and issues 
associated with each. Congestion pricing is the practice of charging motorists 
more to use a roadway, bridge, or tunnel during periods of the heaviest use. Its 
purpose is to reduce automobile use during periods of peak congestion, thereby 
easing traffic and encouraging commuters to walk, bike or take mass transit as an 
alternative. This is a powerful policy tool that has the potential to: reduce 
congestion and improve travel times; generate revenues that can be dedicated to 
improving the City’s transportation infrastructure (roadways and _ transit 
facilities); and stem the amount of pollution spewed from tailpipes on City 
streets, helping the City reduce greenhouse gas emissions and achieving cleaner 
air. 


4 New York City Keeps Trucking - A Lot: A Study of Truck Traffic in NYC 1998-2007. Office 
of Congressman Anthony D. Weiner. (http://www.house.gov/weiner/report38.htm). 


5 Ibid. 
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Most studies and implementations of congestion pricing thus far relate primarily 
to passenger traffic, which has proven to be more responsive to changes in tolls 
rates than commercial vehicles. Commercial vehicles present different 
challenges. Truck delivery and pickup logistics are much more complicated and 
require more planning and punctuality than passenger travel. Many truckers 
travel from all over the Northeast, East Coast, and points west to make deliveries 
into New York City, thus making it harder to change the entire logistics chain for 
a potential toll saving (generally not higher than $30 for large trucks). 
Nonetheless, there exists a potential pool of carriers who might be willing to alter 
their operations given the right circumstances. 


The primary challenge is that truckers are not always in control of their schedule; 
they generally have to cater to the convenience of their customers, who for the 
most part operate during the peak hours of the day. Hence, a congestion pricing 
program would not be very effective for deterring a trucker from delivering 
supplies to an office that closes at 6:00 p.m. every day. However, it does have the 
potential of swaying local carriers who deliver goods to a 24-hour supermarket 
to do so during the nighttime or the early morning (before 6:00 a.m.). Further 
complicating the problem is the fact that there are many different types of 
trucking companies ranging from independent local owner/operators to large 
national carriers, to fleets owned and operated by single shippers. Decision- 
making within these organizations varies widely. 


This document reviews other jurisdictions’ experiences in utilizing incentives 
and regulations that aim to shift truck deliveries to off-peak periods including 
costs, benefits, and lessons learned for New York City. The research also 
incorporates negative impacts for consideration, such as economic impacts on 
businesses and trucking companies. The case studies include past experiences 
from New York’s bridges and tunnels, London’s Congestion Pricing Program, 
the 1996 Atlanta Olympic Games, private Port programs, and empirical research 
from New York City. 
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2.0 Case Studies 


The following case studies cover previous experiences of programs and 
mandates implemented in the United States and around the world to reduce 
truck traffic or promote off-peak operations. The last two studies, the PANYNJ’s 
2001 Value Pricing Initiative in New York City and the Tappan Zee Bridge 1997 
Variable Pricing Initiative for Commercial Vehicles, cover previous experiences 
with truck tolling in or around New York City and can shed light on the impacts 
that a similar program might have in New York City’s central business district. 


2.1 ATLANTA - 1996 OLYMPICS GAMES CASE STUDY 


The challenge of transporting thousands of visitors while maintaining acceptable 
air quality led Atlanta city officials to aggressively implement a suite of 
transportation control measures during the 1996 Olympic Games. 


Measures included increases in the quantity and frequency of transit services; 
outreach efforts to encourage voluntary shifts in normal business hours and 
increased telecommuting; and closure of the downtown to private automobile 
travel.6 In addition, an outreach campaign was conducted to encourage 
commercial vehicles to voluntarily consolidate their deliveries and, as much as 
possible, shift them out of peak hours. This required the cooperation of private 
businesses (groceries, retailers, distribution centers, etc.), which had to adjust 
their hours of operation to receive off-peak deliveries.’ 


Traffic counts were collected at four locations through the metropolitan area to 
gauge the impact of the transportation control measures on traffic volumes. 
Weekday morning peak traffic counts decreased 22.5 percent from normal levels, 
while 24-hour traffic counts showed little change from pre-Game levels. Much of 
the reduction in peak-hour traffic can be attributed to heightened transit 
ridership, which increased 217 percent during the Games.® 


In addition, surveys of employers in metropolitan Atlanta indicated that there 
was a widespread effort to adjust schedules around the Games, including 


6 Cambridge Systematics, 2001. National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
Report 462: Quantifying Air Quality and Other Benefits and Costs of Transportation Control 
Measures. Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C. 


7 Atlanta Regional Commission, 2007b. Personal communication, September 2007. 


8 Friedman, M., Powell, K., Hutwagner, L., Graham, L., Teague, G., 2001. Impact of 
Changes in Transportation and Commuting Behaviors During the 1996 Summer Olympic 
Games in Atlanta on Air Quality and Childhood Asthma. Journal of the American Medical 
Association, 285: 897-905. 
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shifting of work hours; compression of the work week, and increased vacations.? 
There were no empirical studies of the impact specifically of truck delivery shifts 
on peak-hour traffic, given that this was just one of many changes in place 
during the Games. 


However, anecdotal evidence from the freight industry indicates that shifts did 
occur. Most freight stakeholders appreciated having the opportunity to deliver 
during off-peak hours since it allowed them to improve their bottom line by 
reducing the costs associated with traveling during congested periods. Outside 
of the Olympics, they are forced to travel during congested periods to meet the 
delivery requirements of their customers.1° 


Off-peak deliveries are so attractive to the freight industry that they raised the 
issue during recent discussions surrounding Atlanta’s Freight Mobility Plan, 
which is currently under development. The delivery industry, particularly Coca- 
Cola, which is headquartered in Atlanta, suggested that an Olympics-style 
campaign be conducted to encourage local businesses to accept off-peak 
deliveries. The possibility of piloting such a campaign in a limited section of the 
city is under discussion. It has been acknowledged that this type of pilot would 
require working with the diverse delivery needs of local businesses to make off- 
peak delivery possible. Some of these needs include just-in-time delivery 
(manufacturing sector); narrow delivery windows (grocery sector); and quick 
delivery of hot cement to construction sites within 3 hours of mixing 
(construction industry). More detailed needs are listed in Atlanta’s Freight 
Mobility Plan Needs Assessment.!! 


PORT OF LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH PIERPASS 
OFF-PEAK PROGRAM 


Background 


On July 29, 2005, the PierPass Off-Peak program was initiated. Under this 
program, all international container terminals in the Ports of Los Angeles and 


° Cambridge Systematics, 2001. National Cooperative Highway Research Program 
Report 462: Quantifying Air Quality and Other Benefits and Costs of Transportation Control 
Measures. Transportation Research Board, Washington, D.C. 


Friedman, M., Powell, K., Hutwagner, L., Graham, L., Teague, G., 2001. Impact of 
Changes in Transportation and Commuting Behaviors During the 1996 Summer Olympic 
Games in Atlanta on Air Quality and Childhood Asthma. Journal of the American Medical 
Association, 285: 897-905. 


Atlanta Regional Commission, 2007a. Atlanta Regional Freight Mobility Plan: Draft Needs 
Assessment Section 7: Freight Operating Systems Profile. http://www.atlantaregional.com/ 
FreightMobility /files/Operating_Systems_Profile.pdf. 
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Long Beach established four new evening shifts per week (Monday through 
Thursday 6:00 p.m. to 3:00 a.m.) and one new weekend shift (Saturday 8:00 a.m. 
to 6:00 p.m.). As an incentive for trucks to use the new shifts, a traffic mitigation 
fee is now assessed for loaded containers moving through the terminal gates 
during the peak daytime shift between 8:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. on Mondays 
through Fridays. The original fee for the program was $40 per 20-foot equivalent 
unit (TEU), or $80 for the typical 40-foot container, it has been recently raised to 
$50 and $100. There is no fee for empty containers, chassis (a container trailer 
with no cargo container attached), or bobtails (a tractor, truck cab, without a 
trailer attached) moving through the gates at the Port. There is also no fee for 
containers that utilize the Alameda Corridor (a 20-mile roadway connecting the 
Ports of LA and LB to downtown Los Angeles) and already pay the Alameda 
Corridor Transportation Authority (ACTA) fee. The traffic mitigation fee is 
collected for all containers, and then refunded to those using the off-peak hours. 
The beneficial cargo owners (shippers, consignees, or their agents) are 
responsible for payment of the fee. Neither the trucking community nor the 
water carriers is assessed a fee under this program. The fees collected are used to 
cover the estimated $160 million annual cost of keeping the terminals open at 
night. The initial goal of the program was to shift 25 to 30 percent of the daily 
volume to off-peak periods. 


PierPass is a special-purpose entity created by the marine terminal operators in 
the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. PierPass is a nonprofit organization 
that will collect the fees and disburse them to the marine terminal operators 
within the Port. PierPass intends to sunset the fee after 2 or 3 years when 
40 percent of the commerce through the Ports is expected to shift to nighttime 
operations. PierPass will be subject to an external audit, the results of which will 
be published for the trade community. 


PierPass was initiated in large part as a response to proposed state legislation 
(California General Assembly Bill 2041) that included a “peak-hour surcharge” to 
cover the costs of extended terminal hours and infrastructure costs on nearby 
highways. Unlike the PierPass Off-Peak program, the program proposed by this 
bill would not have been managed by the Port, the terminal operators, or the 
shipper community. 


Change in Port Gate Traffic 


The Off-Peak program has been widely adopted by the shipper community. On 
its first day of operations, more than 1,000 port users registered for the program 
and over 7,500 containers were shipped during nighttime rather than daytime 
operations. On a typical day, more than 10,000 trucks use the new Off-Peak 
shifts. On January 6, 2006, PierPass announced that more than 1 million truck 
trips had been diverted from peak daytime traffic since the start of the Off-Peak 
program. And by May 2007, it was announced that the Off-Peak program had 
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diverted more than 5 million truck trips from peak daytime traffic since the 
program’s start in July 2005.12 


The PierPass Off-Peak program has resulted in a substantial shift in port-related 
truck traffic. At the Port of Long Beach (according to traffic engineering staff at 
the Port), the percentage of port traffic that operated during daytime hours 
(8:00 a.m. to 6:00 p.m.) decreased from 90 percent before the Off-Peak program to 
66 percent after the Off-Peak program (Table 2.1). Most of the shift in truck 
traffic occurred in trucks using nighttime operations rather than shifting to 
weekend operations. The nighttime weekday percent of truck traffic increased 
from 2 percent to 24 percent, while the percent of truck traffic on the weekends 
increased only slightly (7 percent to 10 percent). This shift to nighttime 
operations at the Port has held fairly constant over the life of the program. 
During the first week after the program began, daytime traffic dropped to 
65 percent of total gate moves and held steady at between 63 percent and 
66 percent of total gate moves through the middle of September 2005. As shown 
in Table 2.1, this percentage has held steady throughout the first 6 months of the 
program. 


Table 2.1 Port of Long Beach Truck Traffic by Time Period 


Daytime Weekday Nighttime Weekday Weekend 
Time Period Truck Traffic Truck Traffic Truck Traffic Total 
1- January 1, 2005 to 90% 3% 7% 100% 
July 23, 2005 
2 — July 24, 2005 to 66% 24% 10% 100% 


December 31, 2005 


Source: Port of Long Beach Transportation Planning. 
Note: Excludes data for Matson/Pier A Port of Long Beach with service to Hawaii. 


The Off-Peak program is well ahead of its targets. When launched, PierPass set 
its goal to shift 15 percent to 20 percent of all cargo movement to Off-Peak shifts 
by the end of the first full year of operation, and 30 percent to 35 percent by the 
end of the second year. The Off-Peak program reported it reached its two-year 
goal in just two months. 


Change in I-710 Traffic 


Changes in truck traffic at the port gates impact truck activity on the I-710 
freeway. Data from a California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
classification count station on I-710 at the Pacific Coast Highway were used to 
estimate the change in truck activity resulting from the Off-Peak program. Data 


?PierPass Program Official Web Site. http://www.pierpass.org/press_room/releases/ 
2id=52. 
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were compared for the first two weeks in May 2005 with the first two full weeks 
in February 2006. Table 2.2 shows the distribution of truck trips by time period 
for each of these two months. Most notable in this data summary is the 
noticeable increase in the amount of truck traffic in the late night period 
(7:00 p.m. to 6:00a.m.). In the northbound direction, the percent trucks in 
nighttime traffic increased from 16.7 percent to 27 percent. In the southbound 
direction, the percent of trucks in nighttime increased from 17.4 percent to 
28 percent. Slight decreases in truck traffic are evident during both the morning 
commute peak period (6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m.) in the southbound direction, and in 
the evening commute peak period (3:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m.) in the northbound 
direction. Midday truck traffic has decreased substantially in both directions. 


Table 2.2 __|-710 Distribution of Class 9 to 14 Trucks by Time Period 


Northbound Southbound 

Time Period May 2005 February 2006 | Time Period May 2005 February 2006 
6am.-9 am. 15.2% 12.2% 6am.-9 a.m. 12.2% 12.0% 
9am.-3 p.m. 51.4% 44.8% 9am.-3p.m. 52.1% 44.2% 
3p.m.-7 p.m. 16.7% 16.0% 3 p.m. —7 p.m. 18.3% 15.8% 
7p.m.-6 a.m. 16.7% 27.0% 7 p.m. -6 a.m. 17.4% 28.0% 
Total 100.00% 100.00% | Total 100.00% 100.00% 
8a.m.-6 p.m. 72.9% 63.8% 8 a.m. -6 p.m. 72.1% 62.0% 
6p.m.-8 a.m. 27.1% 36.2% 6 p.m.-8 a.m. 27.9% 38.0% 
Total 100.00% 100.00% | Total 100.00% 100.00% 


Source: Caltrans. 


The data also indicate that there has been a slight increase in the amount of 
trucks during the weekend time periods. Table 2.3 shows that the number of 
trucks on Saturday and Sunday increased from 60,744 trucks to 63,142 trucks 
from May 2005 to February 2006 on I-710. This is a 3.8 percent increase 
compared to a 1.9 percent increase in the total volume of trucks Class 9 to 14 on 
the weekdays during the same time period. 


Table 2.3 ‘1-710 Weekend Trucks 


Month SB NB Total 
May 2005 29,579 31,165 60,744 
February 2006 32,961 30,181 63,142 


Source: Caltrans. 


Tables 2.4 and 2.5 show the hourly distribution of trucks within the full daytime 
period of 6:00 a.m. to 8:00 p.m., along with the change in the percentage of truck 
traffic by period. The third column in these tables reflects the effective 
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percentage change in truck traffic for that hour, adjusting for overall growth in 
truck traffic. Both of these tables show fairly significant reductions in hourly 
truck volumes for the morning commute peak, midday, and the early part of the 
evening commute peak. However, the tables also show that for some hours of 
the evening commute peak, particularly in the northbound direction, traffic has 
actually increased, suggesting a preference by shippers for extending their 
pickup and deliveries at the Port into the early part of the Off-Peak period. 
Potentially, appointment systems could be used to smooth this trend and realize 
even greater congestion reduction benefits from the Off-Peak program. Under 
this type of program truckers would have to set up a pick-up/ drop-off timeslot 
ahead of time (by Internet or by phone); this would allow the port to cap the 
number of transactions in a particular hour to avoid peak times in lieu of 
smoother operations throughout the off-peak hours. However, at this time no 
such appointment system is contemplated. 


Table 2.4 __|-710 Hourly Change in Class 9-14 Truck Traffic (Southbound) 


Hour May 2005 February 2006 Change 
6 a.m. 3.5% 2.6% -26.3% 
7a.m. 45% 3.5% -20.6% 
8am. 7.2% 6.1% -15.6% 
9 a.m. 10.3% 8.0% -22.0% 
10 a.m. 9.8% 8.1% -17.2% 
11am. 9.7% 8.5% -12.1% 
12 p.m. 7.0% 6.3% -10.0% 
1p.m. 6.5% 6.4% -1.3% 
2 p.m. 8.0% 7.3% -7.8% 
3 p.m. 6.2% 5.7% -7.9% 
4p.m. 5.1% 4.6% -9.9% 
5 p.m. 3.1% 2.7% -13.9% 
6 p.m. 2.4% 3.1% 28.1% 
7 p.m. 2.1% 42% 97.3% 
Total 85.4% 77.2% -8.2% 


Source: Caltrans. 
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Table 2.5 —_|-710 Hourly Change in Class 9-14 Truck Traffic (Northbound) 


Hour May 2005 February 2006 Change 
6 a.m. 3.4% 2.8% -17.1% 
7 a.m. 4.2% 3.8% -10.8% 
8am. 4.6% 5.4% 17.4% 
9 a.m. 7.2% 7.2% 0.1% 
10 a.m. 9.1% 8.1% -10.6% 
11am. 9.5% 8.0% -16.2% 
12 p.m. 9.4% 7.8% -16.5% 
1p.m. 8.8% 7.0% -20.3% 
2 p.m. 8.0% 6.0% -25.0% 
3 p.m. 6.6% 48% -27.6% 
4 p.m. 5.3% 3.8% -28.5% 
5 p.m. 3.5% 3.8% 8.6% 
6 p.m. 2.9% 3.4% 18.6% 
7 p.m. 2.4% 3.2% 33.6% 
Total 85.0% 75.2% -9.8% 


Source: Caltrans. 


Operational Impacts 


Information on the operational impacts of the Off-Peak program has come from 
numerous sources. The Off-Peak program has been credited with more 
smoothly flowing shipments through the Ports during the peak autumn shipping 
period. This allowed retailers to keep their shelves well-stocked during the 
critical holiday shopping season. Prior to the introduction of Off-Peak, a surge of 
imports created bottlenecks at the port complex just before Christmas in 2004. 
This led some importers to threaten to bypass the Ports and take their business 
elsewhere if the situation failed to improve. At the height of the 2005 season for 
containerized goods arriving from Asia, the Port of Long Beach was not 
experiencing any significant congestion, according to Don Snyder, Director of 
Trade and Maritime Services. 


Bruce Wargo, General Manager of PierPass, believes that the PierPass program is 
popular with low-margin exporters such as those that ship wastepaper, and with 
high-volume importers who own distribution centers that already stay open at 
night. 


In a PierPass survey in September 2005, 73 percent of truck drivers serving 
importers and exporters said they have experienced an improvement in traffic 
since the program’s launch and 58 percent reported being able to accommodate 
more cargo trips. However, according to the same survey, many drivers 
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reported that shorter waiting times at the port had not materialized. It is 
suspected that much of this has to do with staffing issues during the Off-Peak 
shifts. 


The costs of the Off-Peak program are slowly making their way through the 
cargo supply chain. According to the Fracht web site, a logistics company based 
in Australia, the extra costs of the PierPass Traffic Mitigation Fee have affected 
Less-than-Container-Load (LCL) rates from the United States to Australia in the 
form of a U.S. $3.00 PierPass Fee per shipment. Another company, TNT Freight 
Management, has set up a line of credit for the Off-Peak program by advancing 
charges for additional administration, plus the monitoring of clearance. The cost 
associated with performing these functions is $25.00 per Full Container Load 
(FCL). These charges are passed on to the account of the paying party. 


Community Reactions 


Before the beginning of the Off-Peak program, PierPass reached out to 
community stakeholders to explain the program and its expected changes to 
traffic patterns and air quality. The outreach team made presentations to Los 
Angeles and Long Beach City Council members, the I-710 Freeway Oversight 
Committee, the San Pedro Chamber of Commerce, the Harbor City/Harbor 
Gateway Chamber of Commerce, the Coolidge Triangle Neighborhood 
Association, the DeForest Park Neighborhood Association, and many others. 
Also, because PierPass is a first-of-its-kind program, it was widely advertised 
both before and during its implementation. Reactions to these presentations and 
publicity around the region have generally been positive. 


One neighborhood group has vocally opposed the shift to nighttime operations. 
In a letter to the Long Beach (LB) Harbor Commission, PierPass executives and 
locally elected officials, amplified by a press release and a newly launched web 
site (www.polb.org, “People of Long Beach”), North Long Beach’s Coolidge 
Triangle neighborhood insisted that the Ports of Long Beach and Los Angeles 
stop the PierPass Off-Peak program until an Environmental Impact Report is 
prepared and circulated to impacted communities and health and noise impacts 
are mitigated. The neighborhood group noted that while nighttime operations 
would reduce congestion, the forecasted increase in Port of Long Beach traffic 
would mean that the number of trucks during the daytime would still increase. 
Therefore, the residents of the neighborhood would still have to fight truck 
traffic during the day, and they would be exposed to significantly increased air 
pollution and noise during nighttime operations. 


Another issue, which although not currently being raised by neighborhood 
groups has been noted in public meetings, is the longer-term potential for 
nighttime traffic to increase to unacceptable levels as overall port traffic grows. 
Cambridge Systematics recently completed a study funded by the Ports of Long 
Beach and Los Angeles to look at various options for truck trip reductions at the 
ports. One of the investigated strategies involved an extended gate hour 
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program with a shift distribution similar to the current shift distribution under 
the Off-Peak program. 


There also are trucking interests that do not have favorable impressions of the 
Off-Peak program. The Teamsters are opposed to the fee based on their belief 
that it will further squeeze revenues available for paying truck drivers, thereby 
causing their real incomes to fall. They are concerned that the truckers will get 
even more hours of work and less pay for the extra hours. Another concern is 
that the truckers will have to be available at the whim of the steamship lines and 
trucking company dispatchers to work any and all hours of the night or day and 
weekends. Some in the trucking industry believe that unlike other unionized 
port workers, truckers (who generally are not unionized at the ports) will not 
receive shift premiums or overtime pay for extended and off-peak hours of work. 


2.3 LONDON CONGESTION PRICING 


Background 


Since February 17, 2003 motorists driving in central London on weekdays 
between 7:00 a.m. and 6:30 p.m. were required to pay £5 (approximately U.S. 
$10); this fee increased to £8 (U.S. $16) in July 2005. This fee is applied equally to 
passenger vehicles and trucks. There are some exemptions, including 
motorcycles, licensed taxis, vehicles used by disabled people, some alternative 
fuel vehicles, buses, and emergency vehicles. Area residents receive a 90 percent 
discount for their vehicles. The charging area is indicated by roadside signs and 
symbols painted on the roadway.!8 


Payments can be made at selected retail outlets, payment machines located in the 
area, by Internet and cellular telephone messaging, any time during that day. 
Motorists can purchase weekly, monthly, and annual passes with modest 
(15 percent) discounts. A network of video cameras records the license plate 
numbers of vehicles and matches it with the paid list. The owners of vehicles 
that have not paid as required are sent a $160 fine. This fine is reduced to $80 if 
paid within two weeks, and increases to $240 if not paid after a month - the same 
policy for parking penalties in the inner London area."4 


Impact on Traffic 


Just over a million people enter central London during a typical weekday 
morning peak (7:00 - 10:00 a.m.). Over 85 percent of these trips are by public 
transport. Prior to the congestion pricing program about 12 percent of peak- 


Victoria Transport Policy Institute, http://www.vtpi.org/london.pdf. 
M4]bid. 
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period trips were by private automobile.!5 During the program’s first year traffic 
entering the charge zone decreased by 14 percent, a reduction of approximately 
54,000 vehicles per day (including personal and commercial vehicles). 


A large portion of people who changed their travel patterns as a direct result of 
the new pricing scheme switched to public transportation to enter the City, 
particularly bus. Others changed their travel time or route in response to the 
charge, particularly those who drove through the City’s streets to get to their 
destination, while a minority shifted mode to taxis, motorcycles, bicycles, or to 
walking.16 


As a result traffic speeds in the charge zone have increased considerably. 
Average traffic speed during charging days (including time stopped at 
intersections) increased 37 percent, from 8 miles per hour prior to the charge up 
to 11 miles per hour after pricing was introduced. Peak period congestion delays 
declined about 30 percent, and bus congestion delays declined 50 percent. Bus 
ridership increased 14 percent and subway ridership about 1 percent.!” 


Impact on Truck Traffic 


While the primary focus of this program was to reduce passenger vehicle traffic 
entering and traversing the City’s streets, the program has also experienced 
success in deterring truckers from traveling to and within the charge zone. The 
impact was felt primarily during the program’s first two years (2003 and 2004); 
however truck traffic started to pick up in the subsequent two years (2005 and 
2006) due to natural economic growth. During the first year of operation truck 
traffic entering the charge zone decreased by 11 percent followed by a 5 percent 
decrease on the second year, a 4 percent decrease on the third, and an increase of 
6 percent from 2005 to 2006. Truck-miles traveled within the charge zone 
decreased the first two years by 8 percent and 7 percent, however miles 
increased in 2005 with an 8 percent increase followed by a 2 percent increase the 
following year. By 2006 the volume of trucks entering the region had decreased 
by 13 percent (roughly 2,000 trucks annually) since the program’s inception, and 
the number of truck-miles traveled has experienced a net decrease of 
approximately 7 percent (3,000 truck-miles annually). 


The recent increase in truck VMT is likely the result of economic growth, the 
natural growth in demand for freight goods, and/or an increase in productivity 
by the freight carriers. As Table 2.6 shows, trucks entering the region decreased 
by 13 percent while the miles covered by trucks decreased by half that amount, 


bid. 


16Transport for London. Fifth Annual Impacts Monitoring Results. — http:// 
www.tfl.gov.uk/assets/ downloads/ fifth-annual-impacts-monitoring-report-2007-07- 
07.pdf. 


VTbid. 
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7 percent. This suggests that fewer trucks are on the road and those trucks are 
making more stops along their routes into the City, indicating that the carriers 
have found a way to make their truck trips more efficient. In summary, the 
decrease in truck traffic is apparent at entry points and within the zone. 


Table 2.6 Impact of Congestion Pricing Program on Truck Traffic 


Concept 2002-2003 2003-2004 2004-2005 2005-2006 2002-2006 
Trucks Entering the Charge Zone -11% -5% -4% 6% -13% 


Truck-Miles within the Charge Zone -7% -8% 8% 2% -7% 


Source: Transport for London. 


This apparent increase in productivity coupled with the natural growth in freight 
demand (from increases in population and demand for goods purchased over 
the Internet) could potentially nullify the benefits reaped during the initial years 
of the project. More time and data is needed to analyze how truckers will adapt 
in the coming years and fully evaluate the impact of this program on the 
commercial sector. 


PANYNJ’S 2001 VALUE PRICING INITIATIVE IN 
NEW YORK CItTy?® 


In March 2001 the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) 
introduced a time of day pricing initiative throughout its six facilities which 
bring traffic into New York City (the George Washington Bridge, Lincoln Tunnel, 
Holland Tunnel, Bayonne Bridge, Goethals Bridge, and Outerbridge Crossing). 
These facilities are depicted in Figure2.1. The program was aimed to help 
finance the PANYNJ’s capital budget and to reduce inbound traffic during the 
peak hours of the day (6:00 - 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 - 7:00 p.m. on weekdays). 


The discounts were made available only to E-ZPass customers traveling during 
off-peak hours. As shown in Table 2.7, passenger car customers would save 
$1.00 for shifting to the off-peak hours, while truckers would save $1.00 per axle, 
and $2.50 if they moved to overnight hours. 


18Holguin-Veras, J.,Q. Wang, N. Xu, K. Ozbay, M. Cetin, J. Polimeni, 2005. The impacts of 
time of day pricing on the behavior of freight carriers in a congested urban area: Implications to 


road pricing. Transportation Research Part A, 40 (2006), pp. 744-766. 
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Figure 2.1 PANYNJ Toll Facilities 


PANYNJ Toll Facilities 


——s Bridges and Tunnels 


Source: Holguin-Veras, et al., 2005. 


Table 2.7 —_ Toll Rates before and after Value Pricing Initiative 


Vehicle Type Hour Before After 
Passenger Car Peak $3.60 $5.00 
Passenger Car Off-Peak $3.60 $4.00 
Truck Peak $3.60 per axle $6.00 per axle 
Truck Off-Peak $3.60 per axle $5.00 per axle 
Truck Overnight $3.60 per axle $3.50 per axle 


When the program was introduced, toll rates also were increased, which led to 
some confusion for the public. In fact, only 25 percent of surveyed commercial 
vehicle drivers understood the time-of-day discounts that were available to them 
through E-ZPass. The lack of understanding coupled with the small cost savings 
was not effective for changing users’ behaviors. Furthermore, over 60 percent of 
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the carriers said that they did not have the flexibility to change their schedule to 
the off-peak hours because the customer would not allow it. Fifteen percent 
mentioned that the cost from the tolls was passed on to the customers. 


Approximately 20 percent of respondents indicated that they changed their 
operations due to the toll increase/congestion pricing. Out of this group, a small 
portion (14 percent, representing 2.8 percent of the total sample) stopped using 
the facilities altogether given the increase in toll rates and other costs of doing 
business in New York City. Some of the specified operational changes included: 
switching to E-ZPass or increasing its use, increasing shipping charges to 
customers in order to offset the toll, and adjusting the delivery route. 
Approximately 6.2 percent of carriers decreased their usage of the facilities, and a 
very small portion (0.5 percent) switched to the off-peak hours. Finally, as was 
the case with the London example, a large portion of the users that decreased 
their use of the PANYNJ facilities reported making productivity adjustments to 
deal with the new price. These adjustments included longer travel times during 
a trip, more stops, and increased shipment size. 


In summary, most users did not just change one aspect of their operation to deal 
with pricing, but rather used a combination of modifications including 
productivity increases, change in facility usage, and cost transfers. It is 
important to note that none of the carriers that changed behavior did so by 
simply decreasing usage of the facility or shifting to off-peak hours. Instead this 
behavior was combined with productivity increases to offset the costs. The 
research suggests that 42.79 percent of the strategies affected only the carriers, 
32.66 percent of the strategies primarily impacted the receivers, while the 
remaining 24.55 percent of the strategies involved both parties. 


2.5 ‘TAPPAN ZEE BRIDGE 1997 VARIABLE PRICING 
INITIATIVE FOR COMMERCIAL VEHICLES 


The information for this case study is based on the findings of a financial audit 
conducted by State of New York’s Office of the State Comptroller, Division of 
Management Audit and State Financial Services. The study aimed to evaluate 
the economic and operational impact of the 1997 Congestion Relief Initiative. 1 


The Tappan Zee Corridor is the 15-mile section of the New York State Thruway 
between Suffern in Rockland County and Elmsford in Westchester County which 
includes the Tappan Zee Bridge (see Figure 2.2). The Corridor is the most 
heavily traveled section on the Thruway, carrying as many as 125,000 vehicles 
per day. One-way peak traffic on the Bridge can be more than 7,000 vehicles per 
hour during workday morning commuting hours. An extension in 1993 of 1-287, 


New Cork State Thruway Authority’s Tappan Zee Corridor Congestion Relief Initiative. 
Report 98-S-58. http://www.osc.state.ny.us/audits/audits/9899/98s58. pdf. 
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which now serves as a beltway around New York City for East Coast travelers, 
led to an increase in traffic - especially commercial traffic - and contributed to 
the overall traffic congestion in the Corridor. In fact, from 1993 to 1996 total 
commercial traffic at the Bridge Toll Plaza increased by 70 percent. 


Figure 2.2 Map of Tappan Zee Corridor and Tappan Zee Bridge 
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Patterson 


The Spring Valley Toll Barrier (Barrier) is located nine miles northwest of the 
Bridge. Rockland County residents had complained for years about paying 
Barrier tolls; area residents use the Thruway as a local highway because there are 
few alternative routes that allow quick access across the county. Prior to July 15, 
1997, Barrier tolls (collected from both northbound and southbound travelers) 
were 40 cents for passenger vehicles, and from 50 cents to $1.50, depending on 
vehicle class, for commercial vehicles. Residents also complained about 
increased traffic, which affects quality of life, air pollution, noise, and safety 
issues in the Corridor. In calendar year 1996, 27 million vehicles, including 24 
million passenger vehicles, crossed this facility. To address the congestion and 


2-14 Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 


SSS a 
Night Delivery Incentives 
Technical Memorandum 


other traffic-related issues, the Authority’s Board of Directors approved the 
Tappan Zee Corridor Congestion Relief Initiative (Initiative), which was 
implemented on July 15, 1997. The Initiative resulted in closing the Barrier as a 
toll station for all but northbound commercial traffic, and in raising Bridge and 
Barrier tolls for certain vehicles and for certain travel times. A major goal of the 
Initiative was to decrease Corridor congestion, particularly at the Barrier, and 
thus reduce noise, air pollution, and safety concerns. The Initiative was also 
intended to discourage commercial traffic on the Bridge, especially during peak 
periods. 


e Removal of the Southbound Barrier - All southbound traffic maintains 
travel at highway speed. Toll charges are eliminated for all passenger and 
commercial southbound traffic. 


e Conversion of the Northbound Barrier - Only northbound commercial 
vehicles are required to stop and pay a toll at the Barrier. Since there is no 
longer a southbound toll, the northbound toll is doubled so that commercial 
vehicles pay the equivalent of a round trip toll. Thus, during off-peak hours, 
E-ZPass customers pay $1.00 to $3.00 (double the prior commercial rate); cash 
and charge-card customers pay double the E-ZPass rate ($2.00 to $6.00) at all 
times. 


e Increase of Bridge Tolls - Tolls continue to be collected from southbound 
traffic only. As at the Barrier, the prior commercial Bridge toll ($3.75 to 
$10.00) is now the E-ZPass commercial rate; cash and charge-card commercial 
customers pay double the E-ZPass rate ($7.50 to $20.00) at all times. The 
noncommuting passenger vehicle toll increased from $2.50 to $3.00 per trip. 
The E-ZPass carpool and commuter rates (50 cents and $1.00, respectively) 
did not change. 


e Congestion/Incentive Pricing for Commercial Vehicles - During the busiest 
peak times at the Bridge (between 7:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m.) and the Barrier 
(between 4:00 p.m. and 6:00 p.m.), E-ZPass commercial customers pay double 
the standard E-ZPass rate. The higher rates decrease to standard E-ZPass 
rates during the hour before and the hour after the busiest peak times. 


To summarize, commercial vehicles using cash or charge cards pay twice the 
E-ZPass rate 24 hours a day, while those using E-ZPass pay higher rates only 
during rush hours. Congestion/Incentive pricing is intended to encourage 
truckers to convert to E-ZPass (Authority traffic data shows that E-ZPass traffic 
lanes move faster), and to discourage them from traveling during peak hours. 


As a result of the initiative, commercial traffic on the Bridge during this period 
decreased by 8.2 percent, dropping from 1.47 million recorded trips in the Pre- 
Initiative year to 1.35 million recorded trips in the Post-Initiative year (see 
Figure 2.3; note that these figures represent one-way traffic only since toll is only 
charge in one direction). These results were significant for the first year; 
however, as shown in Figure 2.3, traffic volumes quickly rebounded to pre- 
initiative volumes in 1999, and continued increasing for the next five years. 
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Furthermore, passenger car volumes increased from the pre to the post initiative 
period by over 200,000 (compared to the truck decrease of 120,000); whether or 
not these are related is not known, but the net impact of the initiative was nearly 
insignificant. 


Figure 2.3 Truck Traffic at the Tappan Zee Bridge before and after Variable 
Pricing Implementation 
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Source: NYMTC Truck Toll Volume Trends (1999-2006) and the New York State Thruway Authority 
(1995-1998). 


Note: Data for 1995-1998 was provided for one-way traffic only while the remaining data is for two-way 
traffic. In order to graph these together, the traffic volumes from 1995-1998 were multiplied by two. 
While this is not 100 percent accurate, the graph still shows the general trend with increasing truck 
traffic volumes after 1998, and a slight decrease after the implementation of the initiative in 1997. 


One of the main goals of the Initiative was to discourage commercial traffic in the 
Corridor during peak travel periods. However, data maintained by the Thruway 
Authority reveals that commercial traffic volume at the Bridge during the 
morning peak period actually increased after the implementation. The results 
are based on a comparison of a six-month period prior to the Initiative 
(January 1, 1997 through June 30, 1997) to that of the same period in the 
subsequent year (January 1, 1998 through June 30, 1998). 


It was found that, while overall commercial traffic did decrease, the percentage 
of commercial vehicles that cross the Bridge during peak hours actually 
increased slightly. In the period before the Initiative, 18 percent of the 773,000 
commercial vehicles that crossed the Bridge did so during the four-hour peak 
period (6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m.); in the period after, 20 percent of 712,000 
commercial vehicles crossed the Bridge during the peak hours. 
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To determine whether this pattern was continuing at the Bridge, the study by the 
Comptroller’s Office also compared peak-hour commercial traffic volume during 
the first three months of the Initiative (July 1, 1997 through September 30, 1997) 
to the same three-month period in 1998. It was found that commercial traffic had 
increased by 1 percent (3,000 trips) overall, but by 8 percent (5,000 vehicles) 
during the four-hour peak period. These statistics indicate that commercial 
peak-hour volume is not decreasing. 


The study indicated that among the reasons commercial traffic on the Bridge has 
not declined as expected are that commercial truckers may not have enough 
incentive, or enough schedule flexibility, to change their travel times to avoid 
peak hours, or to change their travel patterns to use other routes. In addition, 
truckers who continue to pay by cash, or who cross the Bridge during peak 
hours, may not know about congestion pricing. In fact, an Authority survey 
conducted in November 1997 and another survey done in the summer of 1998 
showed that many commercial truckers were still unaware of the congestion 
pricing policy. 


2.6 LESSONS LEARNED FROM CASE STUDIES 


The case studies presented here provide several important lessons for any future 
off-peak delivery program. In particular, it seems clear that tolls are not likely to 
have a significant impact on the time of operations for truckers. The reasons for 
this are that current programs may not provide enough incentive for truckers to 
shift, truckers do not have enough schedule flexibility to change their travel 
times to avoid peak hours (receivers tend to control delivery times), and in 
general truckers do not have the flexibility or incentive to change their travel 
patterns to use other routes. The following key points can be drawn from these 
cases: 


e Truck tolls of even $20 (Tappan Zee Bridge) or $6 per axle (PANYNJ) do not 
have a significant impact on truckers’ operations in New York. The main 
reaction from truckers to these initiatives was to switch to or increase the use 
of E-ZPass at the toll facilities. While the price increase did cause a 
significant decrease in traffic at the Tappan Zee Bridge in the first year, truck 
volumes quickly bounced back and continued increasing in the subsequent 
years. Similar results were experienced with the PANYN]’s Initiative. 


e The London Program did manage to reduce tuck traffic entering the region 
by 13 percent since its inception, however truck miles traveled within the 
region decreased by only half that amount (7 percent). These numbers agree 
with the findings from the PANYNJ survey, which indicated that some 
truckers deal with toll increases by increasing productivity (e.g., increasing 
payload and the number of stops on their trip). 


e Freight carriers seem to be interested in the idea of doing business during the 
off-peak hours; however they are constrained by the demands of their 
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customers, the receivers. The receivers, generally, are constrained from 
doing business during the off-peak because of the cost and inconvenience of 
having their business open to receive deliveries during that time. 


e Programs that provide incentives for carriers and receivers/shippers such as 
the PierPass Off-Peak program have the potential to achieve greater success 
than programs targeting just the shippers. This program provided financial 
incentives to shippers for doing business during the nighttime period ($40 
per TEU, $80 for the typical container) as well as the potential for time 
savings for the truckers (both on the highways and at the port). 


e Outreach is very important for these programs to be successful. Even though 
it is an extraordinary situation, the success in the reduction of peak-hour 
traffic during Atlanta’s Olympic Games is based almost solely on the 
outreach program conducted prior to the event. On the other hand, a large 
portion of truckers surveyed after the Tappan Zee and the PANYNJ 
initiatives were not aware that congestion pricing programs were in place, 
limiting the possible impacts. 
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3.0 Application to New York City 


The case studies covered in Section 2.0 talk about different situations in which 
off-peak delivery programs were implemented or researched in public and 
private environments. This section discusses how the findings from these case 
studies apply to New York City conditions today. A snapshot of the local 
trucking environment is provided along with findings from research 
investigating alternative nighttime delivery policies and incentives in New York 
City. Section 3.2 also covers several implications that need to be considered 
when discussing off-peak delivery programs for New York City. 


3.1 TRUCKING ENVIRONMENT AND REGULATIONS IN 
NEW YORK CITY 


New York City regulations define a truck as any vehicle or combination of 
vehicles designed for the transportation of property, which has either of the 
following characteristics: two axles with six tires, or three or more axles. The 
City has numerous regulations that restrict local and through trucks to 
designated truck routes, and limit the sections where they may enter, stop, stand, 
or park. 


Through trucks are limited to a handful of roadways, and may not use some of 
the main arteries such as 34th Street between the Queens Midtown Tunnel and 
Dyer Avenue during times of the day with heavy traffic (11:00 a.m. and 6:00 
p-m.). Local truckers must always carry a bill of lading, or similar document, 
showing the points of origin and destination of the trip and are required to stay 
within the designated truck routes. For deliveries outside the truck routes, 
operators must leave a designated truck route at the intersection that is nearest to 
his or her destination, proceed by the most direct route, and then return to the 
nearest designated truck route using the most direct route. 


Several zones within Manhattan have stricter restrictions on truck traffic. 
Chelsea, Chinatown, Greenwich Village, Little Italy, Lower East Village, and the 
Garment District have special considerations limiting the access of trucks with 
the purpose of making deliveries or pick-ups in those zones, and limits them to 
designated roads. The Financial District and the Midtown Core (from 7 Avenue 
and 424 Street to 34 Avenue and 59‘ Street) prohibit trucks longer than 33 feet. 
See Figure 3.1 below for the designated truck routes (in blue) and the limited 
truck zones. 


These regulations, coupled with the volume of traffic in Manhattan and many of 
the narrow streets in the central business district, limit the truck traffic in that 
region to primarily medium to small delivery trucks. 
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Figure 3.1 Designated Truck Routes in Manhattan 
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3.2 NIGHT-TIME DELIVERIES IMPLICATIONS FOR NEW 
YORK CITY 


Several implications need to be considered when discussing programs for off- 
peak deliveries in New York City. While such a program might be successful at 
shifting truck traffic to the off-peak, it could in turn generate negative impacts 
that might negate the benefits. These may include night-time traffic and noise, 
increase in goods prices in the City, and increased congestion during the 
beginning of the off-peak hours. This section briefly discusses these issues and 
how they might affect Manhattan. 


e Dowe really want deliveries during the night-time? 


The noise and truck traffic associated with night-time deliveries would likely 
be unwelcomed by Manhattan residents. Consider the case of perishables 
(such as fruits and vegetables) being transported from the Hunts Point Food 
Distribution Center in the Bronx to different sectors throughout Manhattan. 
Deliveries usually originate during the early morning (6 AM) and recur 
several times throughout the day. A complete shift to the off-peak would 
likely imply truck deliveries as early as 2 AM to supermarkets and other 
grocery retailers in Manhattan. Deliveries at this time would be required in 
order for trucks to make 5-6 stops and be out of Manhattan before the start of 
the peak hour (6 AM). The first delivery would take place at around 2 AM 
and the last somewhere around 5-6 in the morning. 


An environmental study would need to be conducted to get a clear idea of 
the noise levels that such traffic would generate, but given the volume of 
business being conducted out of this location (the Bronx Terminal Market 
generates over $1.5 billion in revenue annually, more than any other terminal 
market in the world)? it would stand to reason that it would be very 
significant. This is just one example of how such a policy/program would 
impact deliveries into Manhattan. 


e If total buy-in to an off-peak program is not achieved, the result might be 
more truck traffic than before. 


One key factor that needs to be considered is the level of buy-in from 
receivers for an off-peak delivery program. Consider for example the case of 
a truck delivering goods to five restaurants in Manhattan. Assume that given 
a number of financial incentives, three of these restaurants opt to start 
accepting deliveries during the night-time, but the other two decide against 
it. As a result that truck will likely go into Manhattan during the day-time to 
make two deliveries, and then come back at night to make the remaining 


20 New York City Terminal Produce Co-Operative Market. 
http:/ /www.terminalmarkets.com/huntspoint.htm 
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three, in the end creating more traffic and congestion than with no program 
at all. In the long-run the market may reorganize itself so that individual 
truckers only do deliveries during the daytime or night-time but there is no 
guarantee of this, and in the meantime the results might be the opposite of 
the program’s goal. 


e Economic impact would reverberate throughout the City. 


If a policy is implemented in Manhattan that would force carriers to make 
deliveries during the off-peak hours (6PM - 6AM), the Borough’s residents 
might stand to lose more with rising costs at their local store than they gain 
through decreased congestion. The cost of doing business during the night- 
time would likely be felt be the city’s residents when they go to the corner 
store, the supermarket, the pharmacy and other local stores throughout their 
neighborhood. 


Consider that a trucker doing business during the off-peak hours might 
charge extra higher rate per hour than during the daytime. This cost is likely 
to be passed on to the receiver(s), who likely will pass it on to the consumers. 
The extent of the increase is hard to measure, but the cost of living in 
Manhattan would increase at some level as a direct impact of this policy. 


e Trucks might line up outside of the City’s borders to wait for 6PM. 


An overnight delivery program (especially a ban on peak hour deliveries) has 
the potential to create a chokepoint at the toll booths during the change from 
peak to off-peak hours. Truckers waiting to make deliveries right after 6PM 
are likely to wait in an area close to the toll booths. Rest areas and truck 
stops are already over capacity and no designated waiting areas are 
available. This lack of space might translate into truckers waiting alongside 
the highway, exacerbating congestion problems at that time. This also would 
pose a serious safety issue. 


A similar situation takes place at the ports in New Jersey, on the New York 
harbor. Overnight trucks traveling to the ports have to wait until the gates 
open. Given the lack of rest area parking, the trucks tend to wait in roadways 
around the region. There are studies underway to address this issue by 
three metropolitan planning organizations (MPOs) in the region: the New 
York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC), the North Jersey 
Transportation Planning Authority (NJTPA), and the South Western Regional 
Planning Agency (SWRPA). 


e A program could be conceived to ban only the larger trucks from entering 
Manhattan during the daytime. 


Banning only large trucks during the daytime would likely mean that several 
carriers would shift to smaller trucks and still deliver during the day (given 
the receivers’ demands). This would result in increased congestion given the 
added number of vehicles, especially at the toll booths where more 
transactions would need to be processed. 
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These issues need to be taken into account when considering an off-peak 
delivery program for Manhattan. They highlight the complexity of truck delivery 
patterns and their supply chain. These factors are not included here to advocate 
against any such program, but rather as key information that should be used to 
elaborate any successful program or policy of this type. The following sub- 
sections discuss the findings of the case studies and how their lessons can apply 
to New York City conditions today. 


3.3 ATLANTA - 1996 OLYMPICS GAMES CASE STUDY 


This is an extraordinary case in which stakeholders were expecting the City to be 
suddenly and temporarily flooded with traffic from people attending the 
Olympic Games in addition to the freight traffic associated with running this 
event. As a result it is hard to extrapolate the results from a two-week outreach 
program to a full-time off-peak delivery initiative. Nonetheless, it is very 
interesting to note that carriers were very interested in the idea of doing business 
either in the early morning or in the evening, as avoiding traffic would allow 
them to be more productive and operate more efficiently. 


Off-peak deliveries are so attractive to the freight industry in the region that that 
the issue was raised during recent discussions surrounding Atlanta’s Freight 
Mobility Plan, which is currently under development. The City of Atlanta is 
considering the possibility of piloting such a campaign in a limited section of 
their jurisdiction. However, not enough information is available to understand 
how receivers and shippers feel about this type of program. This information 
would be key in assessing the feasibility and potential effectiveness of such a 
project. 


The principal lesson learned from this program is that outreach to stakeholders is 
very important to the success of this type of program. Receivers and carriers 
must be educated to ensure they understand how the program works, the overall 
benefits associated with doing business in the off-peak hours, and find ways to 
translate these benefits into monetary savings for both sides (such as lower 
shipping costs due to the reduction in travel time traversing the City’s bridges 
and tunnels). 


Clearly, it remains to be seen whether a measure implemented for a short period 
of time to respond to a high-profile event can be mainstreamed into normal 
operations. 


3.4 PORT OF LOS ANGELES-LONG BEACH PIERPASS 
OFF-PEAK PROGRAM 


The results from this successful program reinforce that there is interest from the 
freight industry in doing business during the off-peak hours. The benefits stem 
primarily from the amount of traffic that truckers face during the day to travel 
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to/from the Ports of Los Angeles and Long Beach. In this case in particular, the 
program has been successful due to the fact that truckers at either port would 
probably save a significant amount of time in going through security and 
picking-up or dropping off their container. As a result, not only would shippers 
be saving $40 for the typical 40-foot container, but also truckers would save time 
at the gates and on the highways, and hence boost their productivity. 


However, it should be noted that a significant portion of truck traffic at the port 
is likely long-haul traffic as opposed to local deliveries, giving it greater 
flexibility in terms of schedule. This would not be the case in New York City, as 
truckers go in to deliver 


Nonetheless, the program demonstrates that efforts to target both receivers and 
carriers through financial incentives (money and time) can be very successful in 
achieving shifts to the off-peak period. The program would likely not have been 
as successful if the fees were assessed to the truckers (as opposed to the 
shippers), or if the nighttime operations provided no additional benefit in terms 
of time savings for the truckers at the port and on the highways. 


3.5 LONDON CONGESTION PRICING 


As a result of the pricing initiative the volume of truck traffic entering the charge 
region decreased by 13 percent, however during the same period truck-miles 
traveled within the zone decreased by only 7 percent. These findings support 
those from the PANYNJ’s Value Pricing Initiative survey, where truckers 
address increases in tolls by a combination of a small decrease in facility usage 
combined with a small boost in productivity through higher payloads and more 
stops. 


While the large decrease in the number of trucks would result in lower 
congestion at the entry roads for the region, (in New York City this might be the 
bridges coming from New Jersey and Queens/Brooklyn), the increase in stops 
and miles covered per truck might negate some of the results inside the charging 
zone. Furthermore, truck regulations in Manhattan would only allow truckers to 
increase productivity (in terms of carrying more cargo per trip) to a certain 
degree. After this point is reached by most carriers, the volume of trucks 
entering the region will continue to increase. This is especially true in New York 
City were there is a very competitive market for trucking services, and the profit 
margins are very thin, meaning that truckers are likely already operating at or 
close to their maximum level of productivity. 


More time is needed to fully comprehend the effect of the toll on commercial 
traffic in Central London. The results from this project should be followed as 
more data becomes available, as it could provide insight to the reaction that a 
similar program would have in New York City in the long run. 
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3.6 PANYNJ’S VALUE PRICING INITIATIVE 


The impacts of the 2001 value pricing initiative are hard to quantify for several 
reasons. Firstly, the tragic events of September 11, 2001 occurred six months 
after the program went into effect, and completely changed traffic in and around 
New York City for a significant period of time. In fact, it took over three years 
for truck volumes at the PANYNJ facilities to bounce back to 2001 levels (about 
16.5 million trucks per year) and they have yet to reach 2000 volumes (over 17 
million). Secondly, toll rates were increased for both the peak and off-peak hours 
at the same time that the pricing program was introduced. Lastly, a significant 
number of truckers in the region did not know about the program. 


The survey of truckers using the facilities revealed that 20 percent of truckers 
changed their operation as a result of the program and the toll increase. The 
majority of these did so by switching to E-ZPass or increasing its use, increasing 
shipping charges to customers in order to offset the toll, and adjusting the 
delivery route. Approximately 6.2 percent of carriers decreased their usage of 
the facilities, 2.8 percent stopped using them altogether, and a very small portion 
(0.5 percent) switched to the off-peak hours. 


The results reveal that truckers were not very responsive to the variable pricing 
initiative. This is due to the fact that: 


e They would only be saving $1 per axle for driving during the off-peak period 
and $2.50 per axle for driving during the overnight hours (which would 
apply mainly to through traffic). 


e Only 25 percent of carriers surveyed indicated that they knew about and 
understood the congestion pricing initiative. 


e Nearly three quarters of the respondents indicated that they have to deliver 
during normal business hours or whenever the customer dictates (ie., 
schedule is out of their control). The study showed that the average carrier 
has to be at the customer location within 45 minutes (before or after) of the 
time stated by the receiver. 


3.7 TAPPAN ZEE BRIDGE VARIABLE PRICING 
INITIATIVE 


This program, as opposed to the London and the PANYNJ’s initiative, was 
targeted specifically at commercial vehicle traffic in traversing the Tappan Zee 
Corridor. The results show that even with significant differentials in tolls 
between the peak and the off-peak period ($3.75 to $10.00 during off-peak versus 
$7.50 to $20.00 in the peak depending on truck configuration) trucks are not 
likely to shift their schedule to off-peak hours. While truck traffic decreased by 
8 percent in the year after implementation, it quickly bounced back in the 
following year and continued increasing for the next five years at a high pace. 
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Furthermore, the results showed that even when the total truck volume 
decreased, the number of trucks traveling during the peak hours remained 
essentially the same (meaning that the decrease was mainly from trucks traveling 
during the off-peak). 


Finally, an important lesson from this program is that the reduction in truck 
traffic might lead to an increase in passenger car traffic given the added capacity 
available (which would result in better travel times). While truck traffic 
decreased by 120,000 trucks in the year after implementation, passenger car 
traffic increased by 200,000 vehicles. No data is available to tie these two 
together; nonetheless it shows that the potential exists for such a problem. To 
avoid this type of situation, parallel programs that target both commercial and 
passenger traffic must be implemented together. 


3.8 NEW YORK CITY NIGHTTIME DELIVERY POLICY 
INCENTIVES RESEARCH?! 22 


Recent work was completed by Dr. Holguin-Veras and colleagues from the 
Rensselaer Polytechnic Institute that attempts to measure the impact congestion 
pricing would have on trucks in the New York City region. This work focuses on 
understanding the nature of the relationship between carriers and receivers and 
testing a variety of scenarios combining tolls, tax breaks, and lower shipping 
costs that would encourage truckers and receivers to shift their hours of 
operation to off-peak times. The research included the abovementioned analysis 
of the 2001 Value Pricing Initiative performed under contract to the PANYNJ, 
and subsequent studies using data from that project and other survey 
instruments. 


Joint Receiver-Carrier Policies 


Stated-preference surveys were conducted to better understand the necessary 
conditions for carriers to shift their operations to the off-peak. The surveys did 
not target any particular group of crossings. 


*1Holguin-Veras, J., M. Silas, J. Polimeni, and B. Cruz, 2007. An Investigation on the 
Effectiveness of Joint Receiver-Carrier Policies to Increase Truck Traffic in the Off-peak Hours. 
Springer Science + Business Media, LLC 2007. 


22Holguin-Veras, J., 2007. Necessary Conditions for Off-Hour Deliveries and the Effectiveness 
of Urban Freight Road Pricing and Alternative Financial Policies in Competitive Markets. 
World Conference of Transport Research, Berkeley, California, 2007. 
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The research produced three main findings: 


1. Different industry segments exhibit different degrees of sensitivity to the 
various types of policies considered in the study (tax breaks, shipping charges, 
tolls); 


2. Receivers’ willingness to accept off-peak deliveries is crucial to the success of 
any such initiative; and 


3. The willingness of receivers to accept off-peak deliveries depends to a great 
extent on the marginal costs of accepting off-peak deliveries vis-a-vis the 
financial incentive provided by the program. 


Tables 3.1 and 3.2 highlight the second and third findings. They show the 
percent of carriers that hypothetically would be willing to partake in off-peak 
deliveries given a level of toll-savings (ranging from $0 to $7) for the carriers, and 
either tax deductions for receivers (Table 3.1), or reductions in shipping costs for 
receivers (Table 3.2). Looking only at the first column of either table shows that 
currently 11.71 percent of carriers participate in off-peak deliveries (with $0 toll 
savings and no incentive for carriers). Increasing toll rates in the peak hour by $7 
per axle (i.e., $21 for small three-axle trucks or $28 for larger four-axle trucks) 
would result in only a 3 percentage point shift to the off-peak hours. Among the 
reasons for this is the fact that shipping costs are much higher than this amount, 
hence adding $21 to $28 is not a big burden for truckers. Furthermore, carriers 
are generally able to distribute the cost to all of their receivers along their route 
(for example, a three-axle truck delivering to five customers could add a 
relatively insignificant surcharge of $4 to each receiver to offset the toll). Finally, 
receivers have a significant say in the time of delivery, and will not shift to off- 
peak hours unless they receive savings that are higher than the cost of operating 
during that time. These costs can include one or two employees, in addition to 
security, electricity, and any other resources needed during that time. 


Table 3.1 Expected Carriers’ Off-Peak Delivery Market Share as a Function 
of Toll Savings to Carriers and Tax Deductions to Receivers 


Toll Savings (Dollars 


per Axle)to Carriers $2,000 $4,000 + $6,000 = $8,000 = $10,000 
- | 171% © 13.25% 14.52% 15.92% 17.19% 18.11% 
$2.00 | 12.76% 14.40% 15.74% 9=— 17.21% += 18.56% = 19.52% 
$3.00 — 13.23% = 14.90% = 16.28% ~=—«17.77% §=— 19.15% © 20.12% 
$5.00 | 14.07% 15.82% 17.25% += 18.80% ~=— 20.19% += 21.19% 
$7.00 | 14.83% 16.65% 18.14% 19.74% = 21.12% 22.14% 


Source: Holguin-Veras, et al.22 
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Table 3.2 | Expected Carriers’ Off-Peak Delivery Market Share as a Function of 
Toll Savings to Carriers and Shipping Cost Discounts to Receivers 


Toll Savings (Dollars. — ~~ Sipping Costs Dirferendal/Given to Recevers,(Percent 


per Axle) to Carriers 0% 20% 40 % 60 % 80% 100% 
= | 11.71% 14.27% 17.19% 19.51% 20.84% 21.69% 
$2.00 | 12.76% 15.48% 18.54% 20.98% 22.36% 23.23% 
$3.00 | 13.23% 16.01% 19.14% 21.53% 23.01%  — 23.89% 
$5.00 | 14.07% 16.98% 20.21% + = 22.69% + 24.17% + ~—s--25.06% 
$7.00 | 14.83% 17.86% 21.20% 23.75% 25.20% 26.11% 


Source: Holguin-Veras, et al.23 


Receivers’ reactions were modeled to demonstrate the impacts of two policy 
incentives: tax savings for businesses accepting deliveries during off-peak 
periods and shipping costs discounts. The first row of Table 3.1 shows the 
impact of just the tax deduction on off-peak delivery market share. A $2,000 
annual deduction would increase market share by approximately 1.5 percentage 
points while a $4,000 deduction would essentially yield the same results as a $7 
per axle toll. A $10,000 deduction would increase the number of carriers 
delivering during the off-peak to 18 percent. The full range of the table goes 
from the current 11.71 percent of truckers conducting off-peak deliveries to a 
potential 22.14 percent if a $7 per axle toll was put in place in combination with a 
$10,000 tax deduction for receivers. The findings show that significant incentives 
for receivers can go much further to achieve the goal of off-peak deliveries than 
solely toll increases. A combination of both policies would yield maximum 
results. 


Table 3.2 presents shipping cost savings to receivers in percentages. As 
illustrated, a 20 percent reduction in shipping costs would have almost the same 
impact as the $7 per axle toll increase during the off-peak hours. This theoretical 
exercise also examines the possibility of eliminating shipping costs altogether for 
receivers, and projects that as a result over 21 percent of the carriers would shift 
their hours of operation to the off-peak. Finally, a combination of $7 per axle toll 
with no shipping costs for receivers would result in over one quarter of carriers 
(26.11 percent) shifting to the off-peak. 


While 100 percent shipping costs reductions and $10,000 tax breaks might seem 
absurd, the exercise shows the power receivers have in deciding the delivery 
times, and that even with these incentives (without considering toll savings) only 
6.4 percent to 9.98 percent of carriers would find it feasible to shift to the off- 
peak. These findings underscore how important it is for receivers to operate in 
their current timeslot (mainly while they are open) and to avoid the 
inconvenience and costs associated with off-peak deliveries. 


The study also investigated the feasibility of a truck making six stops in the City 
being able to shift operations entirely to the off-peak hours. If a truck starts a trip 
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to the City at the start of the off-peak hour, takes 10 minutes traveling between 
customers, 15 minutes unloading, and 30 minutes to get to the first customer, 
then the last customer would have to operate nearly 3 hours during the off-peak 
period (see Table 3.3). This timing would present significant costs for receivers 
along the tail-end of the trip. For example, an office building that closes at 
6:00 p.m. and is the last in one of these trips would have to remain open until 
10:00 p.m. (assuming off-peak period starts at 7:00 p.m.). 


Table 3.3. Delivery and Departure Time for Truckers in a Six-Stop Tour 
during the Off-Peak (Minutes after the Off-Peak Hour Starts) 


Customer Arrival Departure 
1 30 45 
2 55 70 
3 80 95 
4 105 120 
5 130 145 
6 155 170 


These findings indicate that truckers with more stops along their routes would 
be less sensitive to tolls than would those with just one or two stops (given that 
even a $50 toll would not be sufficient for the 4th, 5th, or 6 receiver to remain 
open for more than two hours). Figure 3.2 shows the minimum toll surcharge 
that would be required for a truck to shift the entire trip to the off-peak 
(assuming it passes on some of the savings to the receivers to remain open for 
business). As illustrated, while shifting a three-stop trip to the off-peak would 
require a $60 toll, shifting a trip of six stops would require a toll exceeding $200. 
These findings added to those stated previously suggest that incentives other 
than solely tolls would be required in order to achieve a meaningful shift in 
hours of operation. 
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Figure 3.2 Minimum Toll Surcharge to Switch an Entire Tour to the Off-Peak 
Hours 


Toll Surcharge (in Dollars) 
800 7- 


Number of Receivers in Tour 


Source: Holguin-Veras et al. 24 


Based on findings from the stated-preference surveys, the industry segments 
most likely to respond favorably to off-peak delivery policies are the group of 
businesses consuming and transporting wood/lumber, food and metal. These 
receivers were found to be particularly sensitive to tax deductions. The carriers 
are particularly sensitive to the receivers’ request for off-peak deliveries. This 
combination of circumstances increases the probability of implementing off-peak 
deliveries. 


The food establishments industry is discussed in more detail in the following 
subsection. Receivers of and carriers of wood/lumber and metal products are 
potential targets for off-peak deliveries, however, in the case of New York City 
the number of receivers and, consequently, the number of truck trips involved 
for these industry are likely not as high as those involved in the food 
establishment case. This suggests a smaller payoff in terms of truck trips 
switched to the off-peak hours. Nonetheless, these are industries that could be 
targeted in outreach programs. Shipments of these commodities may include 
wood and lumber to be used for construction or the manufacturing of furniture, 
metal products can also be used for manufacturing or construction work (this 
could include metal sheets, bars, rods, wires, and molten form to make castings 
and other basic metal products). 
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Restaurant Industry Study” 


A survey was conducted to analyze the potential for members of the food 
retailing business in the City (ie., the restaurant and drinking places sector) to 
shift deliveries, pick-ups, and service calls to off-peak hours. This industry was 
targeted because these establishments are usually open during the nighttime, 
and previous research suggested that both carriers and receivers of these goods 
would be interested in off-peak deliveries. Furthermore, it is estimated that the 
current restaurants and drinking places in Manhattan (over 6,500) receive 
somewhere between 36,000 and 42,000 deliveries per day, resulting in 18,000 to 
21,000 daily truck trips. This implies that even small changes in the delivery 
patterns for these establishments could yield significant improvements to the 
City’s congested roads. As a point of reference, New York City’s 22 toll river 
crossings facilities administered by the various transportation agencies handled 
over 43 million trucks in 2006. Assuming that these are distributed over a six- 
day week (excluding Sundays), this would equate to nearly 138,000 daily trucks, 
meaning that the restaurant and drinking places sector represents approximately 
13 percent to 15 percent of total truck traffic in Manhattan. 


The survey asked receivers whether they’d be willing to accept off-peak 
deliveries provided that they were rewarded financially through four different 
incentive programs: tax deductions for one worker, unspecified government 
subsidies, unspecified tax cuts, and a 20 percent surcharge in shipping costs 
during the peak hour. The results from these questions are shown in Table 3.4. 
As shown, more than half of the establishments surveyed stated that they would 
be willing to accept off-peak deliveries under the first two programs, nearly half 
(46 percent) said they would do so if tax cuts were provided, and one-third said 
that they would do so for a 20 percent reduction in shipping charges. 


2Holguin-Veras, J., N. Perez, B. Cruz, and J. Polimeni, 2006. Effectiveness of Financial 
Incentives for Off-Peak Deliveries to Restaurants in Manhattan, New York. Transportation 
Research Record: Journal of the Transportation Research Board, No. 1966, Transportation 
Research Board of the National Academies, Washington, D.C., 2006, pp. 51-59. 
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Table 3.4 Receivers’ Willingness to Accept Off-Peak Deliveries by Incentive 


Accept Off-Peak Deliveries? 


Incentive Yes No 

1. Tax Deduction Equal to Salary of One Worker Doing Off-Peak 55.40% 44.60% 
Deliveries 

2. Government Subsidy to Restaurants Receiving Off-Peak 57.80% 42.20% 
Deliveries (Amount Not Specified) 

3. Tax Cut for Companies Receiving Off-Peak Deliveries 46.30% 53.70% 
(Amount Not Specified) 

4. 20% Reduction in Shipping Charges during Off-Peak Hours 33.33% 66.67% 


These numbers suggest that the restaurant and drinking place sector has a strong 
potential to respond to this type of policy given the right amount of incentive. 
The logistics might not necessarily be as simple though, given that carriers do not 
always deliver exclusively to restaurants, but may also include bodegas and delis 
along their trips which are usually open during business hours and not during 
the evening. Nonetheless, establishments in this sector should be targeted in any 
outreach program promoting off-peak deliveries in Manhattan. 


3.9 ESTIMATED IMPACT ON VMT IN THE NEW YORK 
CITY CBD 


Over 1.5 million vehicle trips end in the area south of 86 Street in Manhattan 
every day. These vehicles travel over 4.7 million vehicle miles per day. Trucks 
and commercial vehicles account for 13% of the vehicle trips that end in the area 
and 7.4% of the miles traveled in the area.”4 Traffic data reveals that peak period 
VMT (vehicle-miles traveled) in this zone represents nearly 79% of the total daily 
VMT?. Truck and commercial traffic in turn accounts for 8% of peak period 
VMT. This section presents a brief summary of the impact that the initiatives 
presented in Section 3.8 would have in the mix of traffic in this section of 
Manhattan during the peak and off-peak periods of the day. 


Given time and resource limitations several assumptions had to be made in order 
to complete this exercise. These are as follows: 


24 New York City Department of Transportation. 


5 Peak period is defined as 6AM to 8PM. 
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1. It was assumed that total truck VMT would remain the same within the 
district. The Receiver Incentives option would only shift traffic from the 
peak to the off-peak period; it would not reduce or generate traffic. As a 
result, the current overall VMT in the zone of 4.75 million would remain 
the same after implementing any of the initiatives. This is reflected in the 
last column of Table 3.5 which shows a 0% change in daily overall VMT. 


2. The analysis also assumes that passenger vehicle VMT will remain 
constant. In reality, passenger vehicle VMT is likely to increase with 
fewer trucks given the improvement in travel times. 


3. The percentage change in market share covered in Tables 3.1 and 3.2 were 
used to estimate the additional truck VMT during the off-peak. Although 
the number of trips varies by receiver, the total number of receivers in the 
zone is proportional to the total number of trips ending in the zone. In 
keeping with the same ratio of receivers to trips, it is assumed that a 1% 
receiver participation level would therefore translate to a 1% shift in 
trucks and commercial vehicles to the off-peak period. Likewise, it is 
assumed that the ratio of trips to VMT would remain the same. Therefore 
a 1% shift in the total number of truck and commercial vehicle trips 
ending in the zone would translate to a 1% shift of total truck and 
commercial vehicle VMT in the zone. 


4. Some of the scenarios described are theoretical exercises that would not 
be feasible in reality, such as 100% shipping costs reduction for receivers, 
or $10,000 tax deductions. These are presented here merely for reference 
purposes and to provide the reader with a better understanding of the 
impact of the variables involved. 


Table 3.5 contains the impacts that the different scenarios would have on peak 
period truck and commercial vehicle traffic and also compares it against the total 
peak period traffic (including all non-commercial traffic). The scenarios include 
tolls (from $2 to $7 per axle), tax deductions ($2,000 to $10,000 per receiver), 
reductions in shipping costs (10% to 100%), and a complete ban of truck and 
commercial vehicle traffic during the peak period. The results of the initiatives 
range from a 1.42% to 100.00% reduction of peak period truck and commercial 
vehicle traffic translating to an overall reduction of 0.11% to 8.05% in peak period 
VMT. These numbers highlight the significant volume of passenger car traffic in 
relation to trucks and other commercial vehicles. 


Three scenarios will be analyzed in more detail: The $7/axle toll, the $2,000 tax 
deduction combined with the $7/axle toll, and the complete ban on truck and 
commercial vehicle traffic during the peak period. These examples are the more 
realistic options in terms of ease of implementation, and were chosen to help 
illustrate the impact of the various types of alternatives. 
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$7 Toll per Axle for Trucks and Commercial Vehicles 


As indicated, a $7/axle surcharge (this would be $21 for a typical 3-axle truck) 
during the peak period (6:00 AM to 8:00 PM using VMT from the NYMTC BPM 
model) would result in a decrease of 12,789 daily truck and commercial vehicle 
miles traveled during the peak period, representing a 4.21% decrease in truck 
and commercial vehicle VMT, and a 0.34% decrease in overall peak period VMT. 
While a 4-5% reduction in truck and commercial vehicle VMT might seem 
significant, the numbers show that in the general picture this initiative would 
have an insignificant impact on peak period VMT (which would decrease only 
from 3.78 to 3.76 million miles traveled per day). 


$7 Toll per Axle and $2,000 Tax Deduction 


Combining the previously discussed scenario, which affects carriers directly, 
with a $2,000 incentive for receivers would result in a 6.66% shift of truck and 
commercial vehicle VMT to the off-peak, equivalent to 20,249 VMT per day. This 
in turn would translate to 0.54% overall reduction in overall peak period VMT, 
which is still relatively insignificant, and would likely go unnoticed by most 
peak-hour drivers. 


Truck Ban During Peak Period 


Approximately 196,000 truck and commercial vehicle trips end in Manhattan 
south of 86th street on a daily basis. With an average truck and commercial 
vehicle trip length of 1.53 miles, this translates to roughly 300,000 daily VMT. A 
complete ban of truck traffic during the peak period would mean that all trucks 
would have to enter and do business in this section of Manhattan between the 
hours of 8PM and 6AM. If all of these trips are transferred to the off-peak it 
translates to an 8.05% shift in VMT from the peak to the off-peak period. 
However as mentioned earlier in this chapter, such a program would likely have 
significant economic and environmental impacts for Manhattan residents (in 
terms of higher product costs, increased noise, and more traffic congestion at 
night). 


The following figures show the composition of traffic in Manhattan’s Central 
Business District. Figure 3.3 shows the current situation, while the following 
three show the truck shift to the off-peak for each for the three scenarios 
discussed above. As shown the impact for the first two cases are negligible (less 
than 1%), while the ban on peak hour truck traffic results in a 6 percentage point 
shift to the off-peak. 
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Table 3.5 Shift in Peak Period VMT by Scenario 


6 a.m.-8 p.m. 
6 a.m.-8 p.m. 6am.-8p.m.  PeakPeriod 6a.m.-8 p.m. 
Peak Period Peak Period Truck and Peak Period 24-Hour 
Truck and 6 a.m.-8 p.m. Truck and Commercial Overall Overall 

Commercial Peak Period Commercial VMT Difference VMT Difference VMT Difference 
Scenario VMT Overall VMT VT Difference (%) (%) (%) 
Baseline 304,000 3,775,000 - - - - 
$2 Toll/Axle 299,696 3,770,696 (4,304) -1.42% -0.11% 0% 
$3 Toll/Axle 297,769 3,769,769 (6,231) -2.05% -0.17% 0% 
$5 Toll/Axle 294,326 3,765,326 (9,674) -3.18% -0.26% 0% 
$7 Toll/Axle 291,211 3,762,211 (12,789) -4.21% -0.34% 0% 
$2,000 Tax Deduction 297,687 3,768,687 (6,313) -2.08% -0.17% 0% 
$4,000 Tax Deduction 292,482 3,763,482 (11,518) -3.79% -0.31% 0% 
$6,000 Tax Deduction 286,743 3,757,743 (17,257) 5.68% -0.46% 0% 
$8,000 Tax Deduction 281,537 3,752,537 (22,463) -7.39% -0.60% 0% 
$10,000 Tax Deduction 277,766 3,748,766 (26,234) -8.63% -0.69% 0% 
$2,000 Tax Deduction 283,751 3,754,751 (20,249) -6.66% -0.54% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
$4,000 Tax Deduction 277,643 3,748,643 (26,357) -8.67% -0.70% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
$6,000 Tax Deduction 271,085 3,742,085 (32,915) -10.83% -0.87% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
$8,000 Tax Deduction 265,428 3,736,428 (38,572) -12.69% -1.02% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
$10,000 Tax Deduction 261,247 3,732,247 (42,753) -14.06% -1.13% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
20% Shipping Cost Reduction 293,506 3,764,506 (10,494) -3.45% -0.28% 0% 
40% Shipping Cost Reduction 281,537 3,752,537 (22,463) -7.39% -0.60% 0% 
60% Shipping Cost Reduction 272,027 3,743,027 (31,973) -10.52% -0.85% 0% 
80% Shipping Cost Reduction 266,576 3,737,576 (37,424) -12.31% -0.99% 0% 
100% Shipping Cost Reduction 263,091 3,734,091 (40,909) -13.46% -1.08% 0% 
20% Shipping Cost Reduction 278,791 3,749,791 (25,209) -8.29% -0.67% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
40% Shipping Cost Reduction 265,100 3,736,100 (38,900) -12.80% -1.03% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
60% Shipping Cost Reduction 254,647 3,725,647 (49,353) -16.23% -1.31% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
80% Shipping Cost Reduction 248,704 3,719,704 (55,296) -18.19% -1.46% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 
100% Shipping Cost Reduction 244,974 3,715,974 (59,026) -19.42% -1.56% 0% 
and $7/Axle Tol 


Truck ban during peak hours - 3,471,000 (304,000) -100.00% -8.05% 0% 
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Figure 3.3 Baseline VMT 
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Figure 3.5 $7/Axle Toll and $2,000 Incentive Scenario 
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4.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


This section highlights the key findings from the case studies and the research 
projects described in this document. 


The case studies summarized in this report reveal that freight carriers have 
interest in the idea of doing business during the off-peak hours; however 
they are constrained by the demands of their customers, the receivers. The 
receivers, generally, are constrained from doing business during the off-peak 
because of the cost and inconvenience of having their business open during 
that time. 


As illustrated in the Tappan Zee Variable Pricing Initiative, toll structure 
alone will not have a significant impact, even at $20 per truck. In fact $20 
might be an insignificant figure for most carriers given that they’d be able to 
pass along the cost of the tolls to the several receivers they may visit along 
their routes. If a truck makes 4 stops in the city, it would only need to add a 
relatively insignificant fee of $5 to each receiver in order to offset the toll. 


Receivers are only likely to shift operations to the off-peak hours if enough 
savings are provided to offset the cost and inconvenience of being open 
during that time. Research shows that for a truck making 6 stops along a 
route to the City to shift their entire operations to the off-peak, it would 
require the last three customers in the trip to be open for two to three hours 
after off-peak hours begin. As a result it would take tolls in the range of $150 
to $200 for carriers alone to switch (assuming that they’d pass along a portion 
of the tolls to the receivers). 


Increases in truck toll alone in the range of $7 per axle ($28 for a large 4-axle 
truck) might provide benefits of approximately 3 to 7 percentage points in 
terms of the number of trucks entering the region. However a portion of 
these are likely to be offset by increases in productivity, such as trucks 
making more stops inside the charge zone, which will keep truck traffic 
inside the region at similar levels. 


Research shows that incentives for receivers such as tax breaks, government 
subsidies, and reduction in shipping costs can be more effective tools to 
engage carriers in off-peak deliveries than solely tolls. A combination of both 
approaches (incentives and tolls) is likely to yield the most success. 
Accepting off-peak deliveries can be very costly for receivers in Manhattan, 
hence a potential program that would force truckers to deliver during the 
nighttime is likely to have significant economic impacts in the region. 


The restaurant and drinking establishment sector is a significant generator of 
freight traffic in New York, generating approximately 18,000 to 21,000 truck 
trips every day. A recent survey suggests that a significant portion of these 
establishments in Manhattan would consider taking deliveries during the off- 
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peak, which could have major impact in daily truck traffic. Part of the 
attraction is the fact that they are already open during that time of the day. 
However, not all establishments have the capabilities of accepting off-peak 
deliveries; many for example do not have a back cargo door. 


e Another potential industry sector is the daily morning deliveries in 
Manhattan to the food and perishable retail establishments such as bodegas 
and delis. Unlike restaurants, these establishments generally operate more 
along the hours of 6a.m.- 6 p.m. These trips would not only be affected by 
time of delivery but at the beginning of the trip as well. Most of the 
perishables come from one of the produce markets, fish markets or meat 
markets within the five Boroughs or from Long Island, Connecticut, or New 
Jersey. These trips usually start before the peak hour and arrive in the 
Manhattan at the start of the peak when the establishments open. The 
potential exists to entice these establishments to accept deliveries at a slightly 
earlier time. 


e [tis important to note that in order for a trucker making 6 stops for deliveries 
in Manhattan to switch the entire route to the off-peak (after 7:00 p.m.), the 
last three receivers would need to be open past 9:00 p.m., which might prove 
to be too costly for them. Assuming conservative times for unloading and 
travel between stops, the last shipment would be unloaded at approximately 
10:00 p.m. For early morning deliveries, this would translate into truckers 
entering the charge zone in the off-peak but doing most of the travel inside 
the zone during the peak hour, negating the desired results. 


e Outreach would be an important aspect of any type of program developed. 
Carriers, receivers, and the community need to understand the benefits 
associated with such a program, including congestion relief, reduction in 
pollution, and the generation of revenues to improve and maintain the City’s 
transportation systems. In fact, follow-up surveys for the Tappan Zee and 
the PANYNJ’s variable pricing initiative revealed that a significant portion of 
truckers were unaware that such a program was in place, limiting the 
potential impact that the program can have. 


e Complementary programs must be put in place to discourage automobile 
traffic from filling the void left by the lack of trucks during peak hours. 
Otherwise, the congestion and air pollution could be exacerbated, not 
decreased. 


e Even if New York City develops a program to entice carriers and receivers to 
shift to the off-peak, in time the natural growth in demand for freight goods 
dictates that congestion will still occur in the peak and off-peak hours. This 
is mainly because trucks are the primary (if not the only) mode used for 
transporting goods to and from Manhattan. As a result, alternatives that 
promote the use of other modes should be studied in conjunction with any 
program. 
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Executive Summary 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. Congestion pricing has been proposed to 
address these issues. 


The New York City Department of Transportation estimates that taxis account 
for 31% of total daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the area south of 86 
Street in Manhattan. This document examines potential measures to reduce 
VMT by targeting taxis and for-hire vehicles (car services, black cars and 
limousines). Two potential measures include: 1) the increased regulation of taxi 
cab operations within the borough, and 2) placing a congestion surcharge on taxi 
and for-hire fares during the peak periods. 


Operations management regulations could include the establishment of a much 
greater number of curbside taxi stands throughout the area of Manhattan south 
of 86t Street that will effectively eliminate the practice of hailing taxis in that 
area. Theoretically, the use of taxi stands would limit the amount of “cruising” 
taxi drivers do in search of passengers and therefore contribute to reducing 
VMT. Such a policy could also limit congestion and safety hazards caused by 
taxis stopping in active lanes to pick-up or discharge passengers. 


Two fare surcharge scenarios were analyzed: one in which taxi and for-hire 
drivers would pay an $8 daily fee to enter or travel within the area of Manhattan 
south of 86th Street, and one in which a $1 or $2 surcharge would be added to 
taxi and for-hire trips made within or through the area of Manhattan south of 
86th Street between the hours of 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM on weekdays. 


Current Taxi Operations and Management Practices 


Currently there are more than 13,000 medallion (yellow) taxi cabs operating in 
New York City. Additionally, 20,000 to 25,000 car service vehicles, 10,000 black 
cars and 5,000 luxury limousines - which together are regulated as “for-hire 
vehicles” - serve the travel needs of many residents and visitors to New York 
City. While for-hire vehicles are typically reserved in advance via telephone, 
passengers can hire a medallion cab on-the-spot by hailing one on the street or by 
visiting a taxi stand. An unofficial inventory of taxi stands in New York City 
reports that there are 83 taxi stands and taxi relief areas in the area of Manhattan 
south of 96th Street. 


Taxi stands in New York City are located in areas where there is concentrated 
demand for taxis. These areas include transit hubs, entertainment venues, and 
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hotels. Busy stands are often staffed with a dispatcher to ensure the stand 
operates in an efficient and orderly manner. 


Case Studies 


There are few, if any, cities that are directly comparable to New York with 
respect to taxicab operations and utilization. Most larger U.S. cities (e.g., San 
Francisco!, Chicago?) do not expressly prohibit taxicab cruising, but do require 
that all licensed taxicabs be equipped with a two-way radio and belong to a 
company or association with a centralized dispatching facility. Washington, 
DC; taxicab regulations explicitly permit cruising, and do not require taxicabs to 
be equipped with a two-way radio or belong to a radio dispatching service. 


Application to New York City 


Two types of management policies are considered as alternatives that could be 
applied in New York City. The first policy would include the establishment of 
“No Hailing Zones” wherein taxi customers would be prohibited from hailing 
taxis and directed to taxi stands to procure service. Because it is difficult to 
estimate the effect of a No Hailing Zone policy on taxi VMT, a pilot program that 
would affect a smaller area of Manhattan could be a desirable alternative. The 
pilot program would allow City officials, the public, and the taxi industry to 
observe how the No Hailing Zone operates with respect to passenger and driver 
compliance, changes to taxi VMT and passenger waiting time. If the data shows 
that the pilot program is meeting the City’s goals, No Hailing Zones could be 
expanded or introduced elsewhere in Manhattan. 


Taxi fare policies are the second set of alternatives considered in this analysis. 
The first scenario proposes that taxi and for-hire drivers would be responsible for 
paying a daily $8 fee to enter or travel within the area of Manhattan south of 86‘ 
Street, with pass through to the fare. Based on an average of 30 trips completed 
per shift, each fare would have a $0.27 surcharge added. The second scenario 
proposes a $1 or $2 surcharge added to every trip that has an end point or travels 


1Taxicab/Rampted Taxi Rules and Regulations,” San Francisco Taxicab Commission, 
available from _ http://www-sfgov.org/site/taxicommission_index.asp?id=37437 
(accessed November 9, 2007). 


“Rules and Regulations for Taxicab Medallion License Holders, City of Chicago, 
Department of Consumer Services, available from 
http:/ /egov.cityofchicago.org / webportal/ COCWebPortal/ COC_ATTACH/TaxicabM 
edallionLicenseHolder.4.14.06_2final[1].pdf (accessed November 9, 2007). 


3D.C. Municipal Regulations - Title 31, District of Columbia Taxicab Commission, 
available from _http://dctaxi.dc.gov/dctaxi/cwp/view,a,1187,q,487959, taxiNav, 
| 30625 | .asp (accessed November 9, 2007). 
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through the area of Manhattan south of 86 Street. These policies could affect 
taxi demand and hence taxi travel behavior. 


Conclusions 


While there are lessons to be learned from the case studies, there is a general lack 
of quantitative data that shows the effects on VMT, congestion, and safety 
attributable to taxi management policies including No Hail Zones or pricing. 
The most relevant data points came from within the New York City experience 
with these industries. 


Strategy 1, No Hail Zone and Taxi Stand Network 


For the operations management approaches, the implementation of a No Hailing 
Zone in the busiest districts of Manhattan offers the potential to limit taxi 
cruising, reduce taxi VMT, and improve congestion and public safety. The 
measure is unproven, however, as currently empirical evidence to support the 
claim is absent. The initiation of a pilot program in one small area could provide 
the City with an opportunity to observe how such a policy would operate in 
New York City and allow officials to determine whether or not such a policy is 
desirable for larger areas of Manhattan. 


With or without a No Hailing Zone, taxi stands provide an important service in 
many areas of the city, assisting passengers in securing a taxi ride, where hailing 
a cab could be unsafe or difficult due to competition. Taxi stands in the City 
should be developed in such a manner that they are easy to identify, provide 
amenities that heighten passengers’ sense of comfort and safety, and, where 
possible, offer the services of an on-site dispatcher to ensure that the taxi stand 
operates in an efficient and orderly manner. Key findings include: 


e There is no evidence that eliminating taxi hailing would reduce VMT. The 
degree to which VMT is reduced would depend upon how far taxis would 
travel back to a taxi stand after discharging a passenger. While the proposed 
scenario includes taxi stands that are located no more than a few blocks away 
from any given point within the specified area of Manhattan, a driver may 
have to travel past several taxi stands to find an available space in a stand 
queue. Furthermore, taxi drivers may opt to drive a longer distance to one of 
the more heavily utilized stands, or to stands that typically house customers 
traveling longer distances (resulting in higher fares). 


e Taxi stand implementation would be challenging with respect to traffic 
operations. Taxi stands operate most effectively when they have highly 
visible signage and other identifiers, have adequate space for queuing 
vehicles and waiting customers, offer passengers assurance that vehicles will 
be present and ready to receive passengers, are located in a safe and well-lit 
area with shelter from the elements, and have an attendant available to 
insure that the stand operates in an efficient and orderly manner. Securing 
adequate curb and sidewalk space for taxi and customer queues may reduce 
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curbside parking capacity and require the relocation of bus stops. Working 
around infrastructure such as fire hydrants also poses a challenge. At 
particularly busy locations, taxi queuing space would have to be long enough 
so that taxis waiting in queue would not block lanes, intersections or interfere 
with bus operations. 


e Taxi stand implementation would be challenging with respect to 
enforcement. Hailing taxis is a part of the longstanding culture in New York 
City. A significant outreach effort would be required to teach the drivers and 
the traveling public to change their behavior. Other costs such as stand 
attendants and police enforcement activities must be considered as well. 


Strategy 2, Fare Surcharge 


Another possible way to reduce taxi VMT is to increase the fares that passengers 
pay during peak travel periods. Two fare surcharge scenarios are presented. 
The first scenario proposes a scheme in which taxi and for-hire vehicle drivers 
would be responsible for paying the proposed $8 fee to enter the area of 
Manhattan south of 86th Street, with the fee being passed along to taxi customers 
in the form of a nominally higher fare. The second scenario proposes a $1 or $2 
surcharge added to taxi and for-hire trips made within or through the area of 
Manhattan south of 86th Street between the hours of 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM on 
weekdays. Using reasonable fare elasticities, the effect of the proposed fare 
increases on taxi and for-hire ridership, and hence, VMT, is discussed. 


An increase in taxi fares is likely to reduce customer demand for cab service, but 
is unlikely to reduce taxi VMT since the number of cabs is fixed by law. A 
reduction in taxi trips would increase the availability of cabs, however, and likely 
lead to some customers who currently take car services or black cars taking 
medallion cabs instead. Based on an analysis of historical trends, total VMT in 
the charging zone is expected to be reduced as follows by each fare surcharge 
option: 


e Reduction in total VMT of up to 0.1 percent from the application of the 
$8 daily fee to all taxis and for-hire vehicles. 


e Reduction in total VMT of 0.3 percent from the application of a $1 per 
trip surcharge to taxi and for-hire vehicle trips in the charging zone. 


e Reduction in total VMT of 0.6 percent from the application of a $2 per 
trip surcharge to taxi and for-hire vehicle trips in the charging zone. 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, buses, 
taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, cause 
emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the region’s 
air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, New York 
City ranks second in the nation in terms of annual delay. The majority of the 
delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours of 
annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the City and its residents over $7 billion in 2005, 
costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 
A comprehensive and innovative set of strategies must be implemented to make 
a profound change in travel behavior. 


The New York City Department of Transportation estimates that taxis account 
for 31% of total daily Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the area south of 86th 
Street in Manhattan. This document examines potential measures to reduce 
VMT by targeting taxis. Two potential measures include: 1) the increased 
regulation of taxi cab operations within the borough, and 2) placing a congestion 
surcharge on taxi fares during the peak periods. 


This document examines the implementation considerations and potential 
impacts of these two strategies. The analysis is organized into the following six 
sections: 


e Section 1.0 presents a definition of the problem at hand; 


e Section 2.0 examines the existing taxi and for-hire services available in 
Manhattan and their operating characteristics; 


e Section 3.0 examines how New York differs from other American cities in 
regard to taxi management,; 


e Section 4.0 discusses potential taxi management strategies that could be 
implemented in New York City. 


e Section 5.0 summarizes key findings from this study; and 


e Section 6.0 lists works cited in this study and identifies sources of additional 
relevant information. 
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2.0 Current Status of Taxi and 
Car Services in New York 


City 


Taxis and for-hire vehicles play an important role in the daily lives of residents, 
commuters, and visitors to New York City. There are four basic types of vehicles 
that are licensed by the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC): 
medallion taxicabs, car services, black cars, and luxury limousines. These are 
described below. The operational characteristics of each vehicle type are 
described in this section and followed by a discussion of practices that are 
currently in place to manage taxi and car service licensing and operations. 


2.1 TAXI AND CAR SERVICE VEHICLE AND SERVICE 
TYPES 


Medallion Taxicabs 


One of the signature sights in New York 
City is the “yellow cab” also known as 
medallion taxicabs. There are just over 
13,000 yellow medallion cabs circulating 
the streets of New York City - with trips 
concentrated within Manhattan below 
86th Street. (Outside of Manhattan, 
LaGuardia and JFK Airports - and to a 
lesser extent Downtown Brooklyn - are 
the only other major areas in New York 
City where yellow medallion taxis 
provide intensive service. Over 80 A woman observed hailing a taxi on 6" 
percent of taxi trip origins occur in 4?enue in Midtown. 

Manhattan below 86' Street. Yellow 

cabs are the only form of taxi in NYC permitted to cruise for or be hailed by 
potential customers. According to a 2005 estimate, medallion taxis carry about 
25% of all paying passengers traveling by taxi, for-hire vehicles, bus, and subway 
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within Manhattan.* It should be noted that the average taxi fare is low in 
comparison to the average transit fare, based on historical data. 


For-Hire Vehicles 


In addition to the familiar yellow cabs, New York City is home to other for-hire 
vehicle services, also licensed by the TLC. These include the following: 


e Car services- There are an estimated 20,000 - 25,000 licensed car service 
vehicles operating from one of several hundred car services in New York 
City.5 Most of these operate outside Manhattan or above 86 Street. Nearly 
all car service car passengers call in to the car service and are picked up at 
their origin by a vehicle that has been assigned to that person via radio 
contact from the home base. (Passengers can also be picked up at a particular 
car service’s base of operations, which is a rare occurrence except for those 
services whose bases are located near transit hubs.) These car service vehicles 
are prohibited from cruising for and picking up hailing passengers, though a 
substantial amount of this activity does occur, especially in busy areas 
outside of the Manhattan core (e.g., Downtown Flushing, Central Harlem, 
etc.) 


e Black cars - These vehicles serve a significant number of passengers who 
have an origin or destination within Manhattan below 86th Street. There are 
an estimated 10,000 black cars (operated by around 70 different services) and 
another 5,000 luxury limousines. Black car services began in the 1980s, when 
the TLC prohibited medallion taxicabs from conducting radio pick-up 


The Lincoln Town Car is the standard model used by “black car” 
limousine services. Photograph source: http://www.hyslivery.com 


service. Their numbers grew rapidly over that decade, but have remained 
relatively steady in the 10,000 - 11,000 vehicle range since the year 2000. 


e Luxury limousines - Luxury limousine services grew rapidly in the 1990s, 
experiencing slower but significant growth since the year 2000.) These cars 
are dispatched and the customer must call in advance to utilize these 
services. Many businesses in Manhattan contract with black car services to 


4Schaller Consulting, New York City Taxicab Fact Book, 2006; Samara Epstein, Director of 
Constituent Affairs, New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission. Interview by 
authors. Personal interview via telephone. New York, NY. 2 November 2007. . 


5 Samara Epstein. 
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transport employees and clients/customers. These vehicles are prohibited 
from cruising and picking up hailing passengers, but anecdotal evidence 
indicates that street hails occur in Manhattan below 86t Street, especially at 
times and locations when medallion taxis are hard to find. 6 


2.2 TAXI STANDS AND OTHER WAITING AREAS IN 
NEW YORK CITY 


In addition to cruising and hailing, 
yellow cabs can pick up fares at one 
of many designated taxi stands 
existing in New York City. There is 
no official estimate of the number of 
existing taxi stands in New York, 
though TLC is currently conducting 
an inventory. One unofficial count? 
indicates that there are 83 taxi 
stands and taxi relief areas located 
in Manhattan below 96¢ Street. 


There are two types of stands, as 
defined by the New York City Customers wait in queue at the taxi stand on 7! 
Department of Transportation Avenue outside Pennsylvania Station. 
(NYCDOT), which manages curb 

frontage in the city: 


e A taxi stand is a pickup point for passengers. Taxi drivers are required to 
remain with their vehicles and be available to pick up fares. 


e Taxi relief stands provide designated curb space for yellow taxicab drivers to 
park their vehicles for up to one hour. Despite uncertainty over the precise 
number of stands in existence today or in the past, it is believed that the 
number of taxi relief stands in Manhattan has been reduced significantly in 
recent years.® 


A few taxi stands are operated by a dispatcher (sometimes provided by one of 
the city’s Business Improvement Districts), and can be found at major 
transportation hubs such as Penn Station, Grand Central Terminal, and hotels. 


6 Samara Epstein. 


“NYC Taxi World,” available from http://www.phunreport.com/taxi/stands.htm 
(accessed November 9, 2007). 


8Nancy Wright, Coordinator of the Taxi Stand Reporting Program, New York City 
Department of Transportation, Interview by authors. Personal interview via telephone. 
New York, NY. 2 November 2007 
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Most, however, are unstaffed and are located at major office buildings, hotels, 
and hospitals. According to the unofficial website list identified above, more than 
half of Manhattan’s taxi stands are located between 34th and 59th Streets. The 
following paragraphs outline some examples where taxi stands are being used in 
Manhattan and provide insight into some of issues surrounding these taxi stands 
and waiting areas for other for-hire vehicles. 


Assessment of Taxi Stands 
The following are some observations about taxis stands in Manhattan.? 


e The most heavily utilized taxi stands are adjacent to major trip generators: 
transportation terminals, hotels, and on a more limited time of day basis, 
near major entertainment sites, such as theaters. 


e The presence of a dispatcher, especially a dispatcher who vigorously defends 
the curb space for taxis and maintains the integrity of the passenger waiting 
line, contributes to the efficient operation of a taxi stand. 


e Taxi stands are easy to find and use when they are well signed and have a 
noticeable dispatch stand (often provided and staffed by a Business 
Improvement District). 


e Even staffed taxi stands face enforcement problems, particularly when there 
is significant competition for use of the curb space (by delivery vehicles and 
even police vehicles). 


e Many non-staffed taxi stands are underutilized for a variety of reasons: little 
or no enforcement of curb space, poor signage, and absence of significant 
traffic generators. 


Times Square and the Theater District 


In an effort to help reduce congestion and improve safety, the NYC Department 
of City Planning, in conjunction with NYCDOT and TLC, conducted a study in 
2000 - 2001 which assessed the effectiveness of taxi stands in the Times Square 
and the Theater District area. This study identified 28 taxi stands in the area 
bounded by 6 and 8th Avenues from West 38* Street to West 53"4 Street. The 
study found that many of these taxi stands were located near office buildings, 
commercial businesses, hotels, and theaters. The study found that at some of the 
most active taxi stands, and at certain times of the day, the customers’ average 
waiting time was far shorter than the drivers’ average cruising times between 
fares. However, except for stands nearest hotels and a few others that are busy in 
the late evening hours, most of the these stands were found to serve fewer than 


°Taxi Stands in Times Square and the Theater District. New York City Department of 
Planning and New York City Department of Transportation, 2001; Nancy Wright.. 
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20 taxi movements per hour during each of three observed travel periods 
(morning peak, midday peak, and evening peak). 


The study made several recommendations to increase the visibility and 
utilization of taxi stands in the Times Square and Theater District area. One 
recommendation, which was implemented, reduced the number of taxi stands 
from 28 to 23. At some of the remaining stands, new signage and illuminated 
globes were installed. In addition, the study recommended converting three of 
the stands from non-staffed stands to staffed stands. 


Port Authority Bus Terminal 


The same study cited above examined the two dispatcher-staffed taxi stands at 
the Port Authority Bus Terminal (PABT) along 8t Avenue. One of its key 
findings applies to most staffed taxi stands in Manhattan. The most important 
element of their success is the dispatcher, who makes sure that only yellow 
medallion taxicabs are using the curb space and helps moves taxis through the 
stands. However, it was noted that there was little coordination between the 
dispatchers at the two stands, resulting in a periodic mismatch between 
passengers and vehicles. The study concluded that better communication was 
needed between the two stands, that adequate sidewalk space be maintained for 
queuing passengers, and that dispatchers were crucial to the continued success 
of these taxi stands. 


New York Passenger Ship Terminal 


In 2004, weekend service taxi stands were established at the New York Passenger 
Ship Terminal (NYPST). The goal of implementing the weekend service was to 
reduce the number of vehicles traveling into the terminal. Medallion taxicab 
drivers were actively encouraged to use these stands to drop off and pick up 
passengers traveling to and from the NYPST. Attendants were stationed at the 
stands, assisted by the New York City Police Department, to ensure that only 
licensed medallion taxicabs used these designated stands. Signs indicating the 
schedules and the locations of these areas were also installed. 


Penn Station 

Penn Station has taxi stands on both 7 and 8 Avenues, both of which are 
staffed with dispatchers for significant times of the day (provided by the 34th 
Street Business Improvement District). As at the PABT, the dispatchers are 
crucial to the success of these stands. They aggressively protect the curb space 
and at times patrol the passenger waiting lines to prevent out-of-turn hailing. At 
the 8 Avenue stand, maintaining a clear curb space is often difficult, as the lane 
is often used by non-taxi vehicles, including police vehicles. Another issue with 


Taxi Stands in Times Square and the Theater District. 
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both stands is that long passenger waiting lines sometimes induce riders to walk 
upstream several blocks to hail a taxi that hasn’t yet entered the taxi stand line. 
This reduces the supply of taxis, further exacerbates passenger waiting, and 
undermines the attractiveness of the stand. 


Current Process for Creating New Taxi Stands 


Stakeholder requests for new taxi stands are made to NYCDOT. Once a request 
is made there are numerous criteria and factors NYCDOT reviews, such as: curb 
utilization, traffic flow, current parking a eae } 
usage (commercial, residential, etc.), 
and bus lane impacts. Potential 
actions include installing a new taxi 
stand, moving the location of an 
existing stand, or removing the stand 
all together. The sources of requests 
include: individuals, block 
associations, community boards, and 
Business Improvement Districts. 


Black Car Waiting Areas 


Black cars add to traffic congestion in 
Manhattan, while in motion and while 
waiting for passengers. Designated 
waiting areas exist, but where these are 
inadequate to serve demand, black 
car/limousine drivers often double or 
triple park as they await their pick up 
at a hotel or office building, or circle 
blocks until their scheduled pick-up 
time. 


A sign designating a waiting area for taxis 
and other for-hire vehicles on East 31* Street. 


2.3 RELATION OF TAXI AND TRANSIT FARES 


Taxi fares are historically low in relation to transit fares. For example, from 1956 
to 1974, the ratio of an average taxi fare to an average transit fare was 6.9. The 
ratio declined in the 1970s and early 1980s, at the same time that the condition of 
the transit system deteriorated. In 2006 the ratio was 5.8, based on an average 
taxi base fare of $9.61 and the six-for-five bonus transit fare of $1.67. To match 
the previous average 6.9 ratio, taxi fares would have to increase by about $2. 
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3.0 Case Studies 


There are few cities that provide relevant examples of regulations on taxi 
operations, especially in the U.S. While the practice of hailing a taxi is not as 
common in other cities as in New York, it is permitted in cities such as 
Washington, DC; Philadelphia; Miami; Chicago; and San Francisco. Taxi stands 
at major demand generators and reservations by phone are other popular 
methods of finding a taxi in those cities. 


3.1 REVIEW OF TAXI MANAGEMENT POLICIES IN 
UNITED STATES CITIES 


There are few, if any, cities that are directly comparable to New York with 
respect to taxicab operations and utilization. Most larger U.S. cities (e.g., San 
Francisco", Chicago!?) do not expressly prohibit taxicab cruising, but do require 
that all licensed taxicabs be equipped with a two-way radio and belong to a 
company or association with a centralized dispatching facility. One exception is 
Washington, DC,’ whose taxicab regulations explicitly permit cruising, and do 
not require taxicabs to be equipped with a two-way radio or belong to a radio 
dispatching service. 


New York" is unique among larger U.S. cities in having two distinct classes of 
taxicabs - medallion taxis, whose primary business is via street hail and taxi 
stands; and car service or for-hire vehicles, who are prohibited from picking up 
street hail and taxi stand customers, and rely exclusively on telephone call-in and 
radio dispatch. 


N“Taxicab/Rampted Taxi Rules and Regulations,” San Francisco Taxicab Commission, 
available from http://www-sfgov.org/site/taxicommission_index.asp?id=37437 
(accessed November 9, 2007). 


Rules and Regulations for Taxicab Medallion License Holders, City of Chicago, 
Department of Consumer Services, available from 
http:/ /egov.cityofchicago.org / webportal/ COCWebPortal/ COC_ATTACH/TaxicabM 
edallionLicenseHolder.4.14.06_2final[1].pdf (accessed November 9, 2007). 


13D.C. Municipal Regulations - Title 31, District of Columbia Taxicab Commission, 
available from http://dctaxi.dc.gov/dctaxi/cwp/view,a,1187,q,487959, taxiNav, 
| 30625 | .asp (accessed November 9, 2007). 


“TLC Rules and Local Laws,” New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission, 
available from  http://www.nyc.gov/html/tlc/html/rules/rules.shtml (accessed 
November 9, 2007). 
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Application to New York City 


Strategies to better manage taxi operations within Manhattan south of 86‘ Street 
could result in congestion and vehicle miles traveled (VMT) reductions. 
According to global positioning system (GPS) tracking data retrieved from a 
sample population of taxis operating within this area of Manhattan, about 30 
percent of taxi VMT in Midtown Manhattan in the midday period is accumulated 
while the vehicle is out of revenue service, e.g., while the driver is cruising in 
search of passengers to pick up, or making other non-revenue movements such 
as stopping to eat or return to a fleet garage. 


Some strategies that could result in a reduction in taxi VMT include the 
introduction and widespread use of a greater number of taxi stands in 
combination with “No Hail Zones” and increasing fares through surcharges. 
Each strategy offers differing sets of benefits and implementation challenges. 
These strategies, though presented separately, could be implemented together as 
a package of regulations. 


STRATEGY 1, DEVELOPMENT OF “NO HAIL ZONE” 
AND TAXI STAND NETWORK 


One means of managing taxi operation is to restrict the practice of picking up 
passengers who hail taxis at random streetside locations, and requiring that 
passengers be picked up at designated taxi stands instead. A network of taxi 
stands would be installed at frequent intervals to ensure passenger convenience. 
Such a restriction would be crafted with the aim of limiting the amount of VMT 
attributable to taxi cruising and improve safety by limiting the number of in- 
street stops vehicles make to pick up and discharge passengers. 


This strategy is presented in two scenarios. The first scenario discusses the 
establishment of a “No Hail Zone” and supporting taxi stand network 
throughout the entire area of Manhattan south of 86t Street. The second scenario 
presents a pilot program concept that would act as the first part of a phase-in of 
No Hail Zones in Manhattan. 


Areawide Taxi Stand Mandate Scenario 


This areawide scenario involves the establishment of taxi stands at major trip 
generators such as transit hubs, large entertainment venues, and hotels at 
intervals of one for every 500 to 900 feet of street length. The distance of 900 feet 
is equivalent to one “long block” between avenues on the west side of Manhattan 
(including the street width of one avenue), while 500 feet is approximately the 
distance between shorter east-west blocks on the East Side (such as between Fifth 
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Avenue and Madison Avenue). This distance range is also equivalent to 
approximately two to four “short blocks” between streets in most of Manhattan. 
This spacing would result in a network of 1,000 to 1,200 taxi stands throughout 
the area of Manhattan south of 86 Street. 


In this scenario, taxi drivers would be required to make passenger pickups at 
designated taxi stands while operating in Manhattan south of 86 Street. The 
practice of hailing a taxi at random streetside locations in this area would be, at 
least by regulation, prohibited. 


The amenities at taxi stands in the area would vary based upon the level of 
demand at each location. The busiest taxi stands would require visible and 
recognizable, uniform signage, sufficient street space to accommodate the taxi 
queue, sidewalk space for the passengers queue, and a stand attendant who will 
ensure that the stand operates in an efficient and orderly manner. Additional 
amenities could include variable message signs that could inform passengers of 
expected wait times for boarding and covered waiting areas to protect waiting 
passengers from weather elements. Taxi stands in areas where there is less 
demand would require smaller street and sidewalk queuing spaces, and would 
not require the services of an attendant. All taxi stands should be in areas that 
are well-lit so that customers feel safe walking to and waiting at the stand. 


The implementation of taxi stands would likely reduce taxicab cruising if 
customers perceive a benefit to using taxi stands and comply with the regulation. 
Based on past experience, this is most likely to occur if the taxi stands are near 
major trip generators, if they are adequately staffed and easily recognizable, and 
if riders perceive that waiting in line is more beneficial than trying to hail a taxi. 
The benefits perceived by riders would largely be time savings, but could 
include such concerns as improved safety, passenger amenities, and a less 
stressful experience. Innovations that could increase the perception of benefits 
among riders, and which would likely increase taxi stand usage, might include 
such actions as: 


e Fare or surcharge discounts offered to riders who use taxi stands vs. hailing 
taxis. 


e Information about projected waiting times at taxi stands (e.g., variable 
message signs that indicate average waiting times). 


e Covered waiting areas for riders, offering some protection from the elements. 


The degree to which VMT is reduced would depend upon how far taxis would 
have to travel back to a taxi stand after discharging a passenger. While taxi 
stands would be located no more than a few blocks away from any given point 
within the specified area of Manhattan, a driver may have to travel past one, two, 
or several taxi stands to find an available space in a stand queue, especially 
during hours when taxi demand is lightest, such as the early morning hours on 
weekdays. Furthermore, taxi drivers may opt to drive a longer distance to one of 
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the more heavily utilized stands, or to stands that typically house customers 
traveling longer distances (resulting in higher fares). 


In order to ensure widespread compliance with the regulation, significant 
enforcement protocols would be needed for both the passenger and the driver. 
As such, significant costs would be borne for enforcement. Passenger behaviors 
would have to be monitored to ensure that prospective passengers do not hail or 
attempt to board a taxi that is stopped to discharge passengers. Driver behaviors 
would have to be monitored to ensure that drivers do not accept passengers who 
attempt to board at inappropriate locations, and to ensure that any fee or 
surcharge discount is not offered to customers who are not eligible. While law 
enforcement officials would take on the responsibility of enforcing taxi 
regulations, the vigorous enforcement in the immediate vicinity of taxi stands by 
vigilant stand attendants and dispatchers might be an acceptable choice as well. 


There are issues and concerns, in addition to the enforcement issues, that would 
have to be addressed. Among these are the potential effects the numerous taxi 
stands would have on traffic operations, parking, transit operations, and air 
quality. Because taxi stands require dedicated street space for passenger loading 
and taxi queuing, a portion of a street lane would have to be taken out of service 
at each taxi stand. The amount of space affected could range from several car- 
lengths (roughly 50 feet) to several hundred feet at the busiest taxi stand 
locations. The taxi stand on 8 Avenue at the Port Authority Bus Terminal, for 
example, requires the dedication of more than 450 feet of curb space for taxi 
queuing and passenger boarding. In many areas the affected lane currently 
accommodates on-street truck delivery zones and/or bus stops. Provisions 
would have to be made to accommodate truck deliveries and bus stops 
elsewhere if taxi stands remove these amenities. In areas where the affected lane 
is a live traffic lane, the loss of the lane may adversely affect traffic operations 
and result in congestion. 
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Despite the aforementioned 
concerns, there are potential 
congestion and_ safety _ benefits 
associated with taxi stands. The 
establishment of formal taxi stands 
would limit the practice of stopping 
in live traffic lanes to pick up 
passengers who are hailing taxis 
from the curb. With fewer vehicles 
stopping in live traffic lanes, 
roadway throughput is _ not 
compromised, and _ hasty _lane- 
changing by vehicles attempting to 
pass from behind a stopped taxi 
would decrease. Stops made in 
protected taxi stand areas allow Hopeful taxi passengers discuss their desired trip 


passengers to board in areas that with a taxi driver before boarding. The taxi is 
paces qhan Tee tatae nee occupying a live traffic lane on Madison Avenue. 


Taxi Stand/ “No Hail Zone” Pilot Program Scenario 


Because the challenges of implementing an areawide taxi stand requirement is 
logistically and financially difficult, a more appealing alternative might be to 
incrementally introduce the program by beginning with a pilot program in a 
small area of Manhattan. The pilot program would require that taxi pickups 
made within a specified area occur at taxi stands only. Hailing would be 
prohibited in this area. The pilot area should be small initially, consisting of only 
several blocks. The pilot area should be located in an area that experiences 
particularly heavy taxi demand, such as the area surrounding Penn Station or 
Grand Central Terminal. For Penn Station, the initial zone could include the area 
between 6th and 8th Avenues and 30t to 35th Streets. For Grand Central Terminal, 
the zone could include Madison Avenue to Lexington Avenue between 40 and 
45th Streets. The No Hail Zone restriction would be in effect during the midday 
hours, between 10:00 AM and 4:00 PM. The midday hours, though not the only 
busy time of day for taxis in Manhattan, is when taxi demand is most 
concentrated in the core of the Midtown business district. Though evening hours 
are also a period of high taxi demand, that demand is more scattered 
geographically among entertainment, dining and nightlife venues, and 
residential neighborhoods. 


The pilot program would allow City officials, the public, and the taxi industry to 
observe how the No Hail Zone operates with respect to passenger and driver 
compliance, changes to taxi VMT, and passenger waiting time. Data retrieved 
from taxi GPS units, and driver and passenger outreach initiatives such as 
surveys or open house information sessions are potential tools that could be used 


Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4-5 


—S a ae a ae ee a ae eee) 
Congestion Pricing Commission Technical Analysis 
Technical Memorandum 


to determine the degree of acceptability and effectiveness of the No Hail Zone 
program. If the analysis of the data and additional information is deemed 
beneficial, the No Hail Zone could be expanded to include larger areas of 
Manhattan. This incremental process would allow the public and taxi industry 
an opportunity to become accustomed to the policy, and allow for the costs (i.e., 
enforcement, developing and operating taxi stands, community outreach 
programs, etc.) to be distributed over a longer period of time. 


Estimated Impact on VMT in the New York City CBD 


There is no data to support a quantitative analysis of either scenario under 
Strategy 1. Qualitatively, the proposed alternatives could be expected to reduce 
taxi cruising VMT if taxi drivers make a good faith effort to return to a nearby 
taxi stand after discharging a passenger. If, however, the driver has to make a 
long trip to reach a taxi stand, or has to pass one, two, or more taxi stands before 
finding an available space in queue, the VMT reduction could be limited. 


4.2 STRATEGY 2, FARE SURCHARGES 


Another possible way to reduce taxi VMT is to increase the taxi fare that 
passengers pay during peak travel periods. Two fare surcharge scenarios are 
presented. The first scenario proposes a scheme in which taxi drivers would be 
responsible for paying the proposed $8 fee to enter the area of Manhattan south 
of 86th Street, with the fee being passed along to taxi customers in the form of a 
nominally higher fare. The second scenario proposes a $1 or $2 surcharge added 
to every taxi trip made within or through the area of Manhattan south of 86th 
Street between the hours of 6:00 AM to 6:00 PM on weekdays. Using reasonable 
fare elasticities, the effect of the proposed fare increases on taxi ridership and the 
for-hire vehicle sector, and hence, VMT, is discussed. 


The analyses of these scenarios require an understanding of taxi elasticity in New 
York City as it relates to cost. When prices for a commodity like taxi travel rise, 
the demand will decrease. Typically, with travel demand models, an elasticity of 
-0.1 to -0.3 is associated with changes in cost for travel. An elasticity in this range 
represents a hypothesis that a 10 percent increase in travel fare would result in a 
1 percent to 3 percent reduction in travel. Studies have found that in New York 
City, the taxi fare elasticity is -0.22.5 A 10 percent increase in the taxi fare in 
New York City is thus expected to reduce taxi trips by about 2.2 percent. 


Changes in the demand for taxi service in Manhattan may also affect the black 
car and car service industry segments. When customers find it marginally more 
difficult to hail a medallion cab, some may elect to use a black car or livery car 


4 Bruce Schaller, “Elasticities for taxicab fares and service availability,” Transportation, 26: 
283-297, 1999. 
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service instead. Indeed, the history of these industries is that they arose because 
of a lack of medallion cab service. 


In recent years, the number of car services in particular has fluctuated in 
response to demand for for-hire services in Manhattan. When customer demand 
has risen rapidly, as in the mid to late-1990s, the number of medallion cab trips 
increased as did the number of car service vehicles. Conversely, when customer 
demand dropped in the early 2000s, the number of livery vehicles declined along 
with the number of taxi trips. Table 4.1 shows these trends.16 


Notably, changes in the number of car service vehicles are several times the 
magnitude of changes in taxi trips. This effect is attributable to the fact that the 
number of cabs is regulated and has grown only slowly over this time period, 
while the number of car service cars is unregulated. The car services thus 
absorbs a disproportionate share of changes in overall customer demand, 
expanding more rapidly than taxi trips in times of economic expansion and 
contracting more rapidly in bad economic times. 


Table 4.1 Changes in taxi trips and livery car service vehicles in Manhattan 


1992-2000 2000-2002 2002-2004 
Change in taxi trips +21% -3% +1% 
Change in number of car service vehicles in 4850 16% 8% 


Manhattan 


Scenario A, Implementation of an $8 Daily Entry Fee 


The first proposed fare increase scenario calls for the application of a daily $8 
entry fee to taxis and for-hire vehicles (inclusive of car services, black cars and 
limousines) traveling into or within the area of Manhattan south of 86 Street. 
Drivers would not be charged additional fees for multiple trips into or within the 
area. 


In this scenario, the City would add a surcharge to medallion cab fares to cover 
the congestion fee. On average, taxi drivers complete 30 fare trips per shift.1” 
With the $8 fee divided among the 30 trips, each trip surcharge would increase 
by 27 cents. When added to the average taxi fare paid in New York City 


16 The decline in the number of livery car services from 2002 to 2004 was attributed to 
increased vehicle liability insurance costs rather than changes in customer demand. 


1” Schaller Consulting, New York City Taxicab Fact Book, 2006. 
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($9.94)18, the surcharge would represent a 2.7 percent increase in total fare paid 
by each passenger. Applying an elasticity of -0.22, it can be expected that the 
total number of daily taxi trips served would initially decline by 1,100 daily trips 
in response to the surcharge. This represents a 0.2 percent decline in daily taxi 
trips. 


A reduction in taxi trips would increase the availability of cabs and likely lead to 
some customers who currently take car services or black cars taking medallion 
cabs instead. Based on an analysis of trends shown in Table 4.1, it can be 
estimated that one-third of the reduction in taxi demand would be offset by 
customers switching from for-hires to taxis. Based on an average taxi trip length 
of about 2.5 miles in the charging area and car services having about 40 percent 
of their total mileage being paid miles (with passengers), the projected VMT 
reduction in the charging zone would be 2,300 miles per day. 


For-hire vehicle fares are unregulated and each operator would decide how to 
adjust its fares to cover the congestion fee. Based on a straight pass-through of 
the fee and estimated fare elasticities for each type of for-hire vehicle,!° the $8 fee 
would translate into a VMT reduction in the charging zone for for-hire vehicles 
of 3,900 miles per day. Combined with the 2,300 mile reduction in VMT from 
reduced taxi demand, application of the $8 fee to taxis and for-hire vehicles 
yields a 0.1 percent reduction in total VMT in the area below 86* Street. 


It is important to consider that the $8 fee will be paid only if it is not offset by 
bridge or tunnel tolls. A substantial proportion of taxis and for-hire vehicles pay 
$8 or more in tolls on any given day. If adjustments to the fare change were 
made to account for this, the effect on taxi trip volumes would be reduced 
commensurately. 


Scenario B, Implementation of a $1 or $2 Surcharge for All Trips 
Made in Manhattan South of 86 Street 


The second proposed scenario calls for the application of a $1 or $2 surcharge to 
taxi, black car, car service and limousine trips in the area of Manhattan south of 
86th Street. As with the $8 daily fee, a surcharge would be passed on to taxi 
riders through the regulated fare. For-hire operators could pass along the cost to 
their riders as well. 


It is anticipated that the surcharge would be applied based on GPS readings in 
the cabs for alls trips that begin, end or travel within the charging area. The 


18 Schaller Consulting, New York City Taxicab Fact Book, 2006. 


19 The elasticity for car services is assumed to be -0.22, the same as for taxis, and 
somewhat lower for black cars (-0.10) and limousines (-0.05). These assumptions 
produce a conservative result for total VMT reductions; if the elasticities were higher, 
VMT reductions would be larger. 
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revenues could be collected through a flat annual fee for medallion cabs and for 
for-hire vehicles that are based or do most of their business in the charging area. 
For-hire vehicles based outside the charging zone could pay a $1 or $2 per trip 
fee for entering or exiting the charging area if the fee is administered as part of a 
congestion pricing scheme. 


For medallion taxis, the surcharge represents a 10 percent or 20 percent increase 
in taxi fare above the $9.94 average fare paid in New York City,2° which includes 
existing surcharges. Applying a -0.22 elasticity, the number of taxi trips 
completed in the area can be expected to fall by 4,300 to 8,500 trips. This 
decrease represents a 0.9 to 1.8 percent decline in taxi trips served in the study 
area. Assuming that some for-hire customers switch to medallion cabs, the 
projected VMT reduction in the charging zone would be 8,800 miles for a $1 
surcharge and 17,600 miles for a $2 surcharge 


Assuming that for-hire operators pass through the surcharge to customers, a $1 
per trip surcharge would result in a VMT reduction among for-hire vehicles in 
the charging zone of 5,000 miles per day; for a $2 surcharge the VMT reduction 
would be 10,100 miles daily. Combining the direct effect of the surcharge on for- 
hire fares with the indirect impact of the taxi surcharge, a $1 fee is projected to 
reduce total VMT in the area below 86' Street by 0.3 percent while a $2 fee 
would reduce VMT by 0.6 percent. 


Estimated Impact on VMT 


Table 4.2 shows a comparison of the fare increase scenarios. A pass-through of 
an $8 per day congestion fee would, at most, reduce VMT by 0.1%. A $1 or $2 
surcharge on trips within the charging zone would reduce total VMT by 0.3 
percent and 0.6 percent respectively. 


Table 4.2 Estimated Impact on VMT in the New York City charging zone 


(below 86" Street) 
Scenario A Scenario B Scenario B 
($8 daily fee) ($1 surcharge) ($2 surcharge) 
Base daily taxi trips in the zone, 6 am-6 pm@ 192,700 192,700 192,700 
Base daily for-hire vehicle? trips 83,000 83,000 83,000 
Change in for-hire VMT due to: 
Change in customer demand for taxi trips 2,300 8,800 17,600 
Change in customer demand for for-hire trips 3,900 5,000 10,100 
Total 6,200 13,800 27,700 
Pct. change in total VMT 0.1% 0.3% 0.6% 


20 Schaller Consulting, New York City Taxicab Fact Book, 2006. 


Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 4-9 


SS ee eee ee) 
Congestion Pricing Commission Technical Analysis 
Technical Memorandum 


a Based on taxi GPS data. 


b Includes black car, car service and limousines 
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5.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


The most significant consideration in regulating taxi and for-hire vehicles is the 
management of the relationship between daily operations and the changes in 
demand, which are affected by fares as well as regional economic and population 
growth. 


Key conclusions are presented below. 


e A reduction in taxi trips is likely to reduce VMT by shifting some demand 
between the taxi and for-hire vehicle markets. A reduction in taxi trips 
would increase the availability of cabs and likely lead to some customers who 
currently take car services or black cars taking medallion cabs instead. 


e There is no evidence that eliminating taxi hailing would reduce VMT. The 
degree to which VMT is reduced would depend upon how far taxis would 
travel back to a taxi stand after discharging a passenger. While the proposed 
scenario includes taxi stands that are located no more than a few blocks away 
from any given point within the specified area of Manhattan, a driver may 
have to travel past several taxi stands to find an available space in a stand 
queue. Furthermore, taxi drivers may opt to drive a longer distance to one of 
the more heavily utilized stands, or to stands that typically house customers 
traveling longer distances (resulting in higher fares). 


e Taxi stand implementation would be challenging with respect to traffic 
operations. Taxi stands operate most effectively when they have highly 
visible signage and other identifiers, have adequate space for queuing 
vehicles and waiting customers, offer passengers assurance that vehicles will 
be present and ready to receive passengers, are located in a safe and well-lit 
area with shelter from the elements, and have an attendant available to 
insure that the stand operates in an efficient and orderly manner. Securing 
adequate curb and sidewalk space for taxi and customer queues may reduce 
curbside parking capacity and require the relocation of bus stops. Working 
around infrastructure such as fire hydrants also poses a challenge. At 
particularly busy locations, taxi queuing space would have to be long enough 
so that taxis waiting in queue would not block lanes, intersections or interfere 
with bus operations. 


e Taxi stand implementation would be challenging with respect to 
enforcement. Hailing taxis is a part of the longstanding culture in New York 
City. A significant outreach effort would be required to teach the drivers and 
the traveling public to change their behavior. Other costs such as stand 
attendants and police enforcement activities must be considered as well. 
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Executive Summary 


During a typical weekday in 2005, about 800,000 autos, taxis, trucks, and vans 
were estimated to have driven into Manhattan below 59 Street,! the area 
typically regarded as New York’s Central Business District (CBD). Census data 
from 2000, the most recent year available, indicates that more than 270,000 
people drive to work in New York’s CBD ona typical weekday that year.2 These 
drivers and their passengers make up about 16 percent of all commuters to the 
CBD, the lowest share of any U.S. city, but like drivers everywhere, they can 
choose to drive because they have access to parking at or near their places of 
work. 


A 2007 survey found that in the New York CBD, where the median, non- 
discounted price of an off-street, unreserved parking space is $42 per day in 
Midtown and $34 per day in Downtown,3 53 percent of motorists reported that 
they do not pay for their parking space. The 53 percent includes those who 
receive subsidized or free parking from their employers, those who are 
reimbursed for their parking fees by their employer or someone else, and those 
who park in unmetered spaces on residential streets in the CBD.4 


Of the remaining 47 percent, five percent of motorists reported parking on the 
street in a metered space. The remaining 42 percent reported parking off-street 
in a private or municipal garage or lot and presumably paid market rates for 
parking (not to mention the time they spent in congestion when entering and 
leaving the CBD, the wear and tear on their vehicles, and perhaps even the tolls 
they paid in each direction). 


Commuters are not the only category of motorists who drive into New York’s 
CBD. Whether these vehicles are traveling to the CBD on business (for example, 


1 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (2007). 


As cited by Schaller (2006a), page 45. At an average vehicle occupancy of 1.4 persons 
per vehicle, this translates to 194,000 vehicles. 


3 Colliers International’s 2007 Parking Survey. The median monthly parking rate was 
found to be $630 in Midtown and $500 Downtown. In surveys, the median daily price 
paid has been found to be as low as $24.42 because motorists take advantage of early- 
bird specials and weekly and monthly contracts where possible. 


4 Schaller (2007), page 1. A 1995 study of three areas of the CBD found that 45 percent of 
drivers were partly or fully reimbursed for the cost of parking (Falcocchio, 1995). A 
2004 telephone survey of Trans-Hudson drivers by found that 40 percent of New Jersey 
drivers paid for parking themselves, while employers paid parking costs for 15 percent 
of drivers, others paid the costs for 5 percent, and 33 percent of drivers reported that 
their parking was “free” (University Transportation Research Center, 2005). 
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to deliver or pick up goods from a CBD location), to shop, visit a tourist 
attraction, visit a friend or relative, conduct personal business, or return to their 
home in Manhattan, they need a place to park. All of these vehicles contribute to 
congestion in and around the CBD. 


This report provides an overview of various categories of motorists who park in 
the CBD, introduces a range of parking-related measures that New York City 
might implement to make the option of driving into the CBD less attractive, 
estimates the potential impact of several of these measures on congestion in the 
CBD, and discusses other potential impacts of each measure on various 
stakeholder groups such as CBD residents. 


Some of these strategies may be effective in diverting some auto trips to other 
modes. However, due to the extremely high demand for travel to and through 
the CBD, it is possible that the congestion reduction benefits of a particular 
parking strategy could be partially or completely offset by latent demand for 
through trips and other types of trips that use CBD streets (and the roadways 
leading to the CBD) but do not park. Estimates of VMT reduction cited in this 
report account for parking-related VMT only and do not consider latent demand. 


Among the key findings of the study are the following: 


e In terms of reduction in vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT), increasing rates for 
on-street metered parking could be among the most effective parking-related 
strategies analyzed in this paper. “Increasing rates” implies a rate structure 
that would encourage regular turnover of spaces such that at any given time, 
about 15 percent of spaces are free (approximately 3 spaces per crosstown 
block if all spaces on the block are metered, or fewer if there is a mix of 
metered and unmetered spaces). The vacancy rate cuts down on traffic 
circling the block in search of parking and encourages turnover of parking 
spaces so that they can be used by short-term visitors rather than all-day 
workers. Because it reduces parking search as well as overall trips into the 
CBD, this strategy has the double benefit of reducing VMT and traffic 
congestion. To be most effective, it could be implemented in conjunction 
with a residential parking permit system to prevent spillover from metered to 
unmetered streets. 


e Accounting for reduction in traffic circling the block and a reduction in trips 
entering and leaving the CBD, implementation of increased on-street parking 
rates could reduce VMT by about 14,000 miles per day, about one half 
percent reduction from current levels. 


e Other strategies to increase the price of parking in the CBD would have only 
a modest impact, and some may even increase VMT. Eliminating the 
discount for Manhattan residents on the off-street parking tax may reduce 
VMT; however, if parking garage operators simply absorb the tax increase 
and keep garage prices constant, there would be no effect on drivers and no 
change in VMT. The elimination of the parking tax discount may be the 
easiest strategy to implement, given that the infrastructure and regulatory 
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framework for a parking tax is already in place, but there is a possibility that 
the tax increase could simply reduce operator revenues with no reduction in 
VMT. 


e Anestimated 42 percent of motorists who park in the CBD pay the full cost of 
off-street parking out of their own pocket. Some of these motorists can 
deduct the cost of parking as a business expense, but still pay a substantial 
share of the cost out of pocket even when the tax break is considered. The 
elimination of the parking tax discount might not be equitable because 
Manhattan motorists who currently pay for parking would be forced to pay 
more (unless parking lot operators simply absorb the tax), while the “free” 
parkers would continue to be subsidized. An elimination of the parking tax 
discount may even persuade some drivers to joint the ranks of “free” parkers, 
increasing VMT as they cruise in search of an open unmetered space where 
they can park for the day. 


e An alternative may be to devise a method of influencing employers who 
provide free parking rather than taxing the individual consumers, but it is 
not clear if the VMT implications would be any different. About 34 percent 
of motorists receive free off-street parking from their employer, are 
reimbursed for the cost of parking by their employer or others, or have one of 
20 categories of government-issued placards or permits that enables them to 
park for free in designated off-street spaces throughout the CBD. Motorists 
who have a guaranteed, reserved parking space at no cost are the most 
difficult to dissuade from driving into the CBD. New York City could 
attempt to implement a variety of measures to accomplish this goal, 
including taxing company-owned parking spaces directly, taxing parking 
benefits as income (which would have little or no impact on VMT or mode 
choice), encouraging or requiring employers to give their employees the cash 
equivalent for their parking benefit (which would produce a VMT reduction 
of approximately 1,020 miles per day), or restricting distribution and use of 
off-street parking placards. 


e Initiatives that discourage parking in New York’s CBD would impact vehicle 
trips ending in the CBD. Through traffic would be unaffected, however. It is 
even possible that some of the excess capacity freed up by trips that formerly 
were destined for the CBD could be absorbed by new through traffic. Given 
that through auto traffic as a percentage of total auto traffic at Hudson River 
Tunnels and East River Crossings ranges from 30 to 60 percent,5 the City may 
wish to study potential impacts on through traffic before parking policies are 
implemented in New York. 


e Options for further restricting already scarce and expensive parking in 
Central London were considered insufficient to reduce congestion to targeted 


5 Schaller (2006a), pages 36 and 37. 
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levels given that through traffic was approximately 30 to 40 percent of all 
traffic in Central London before congestion pricing was implemented there.° 


6 Booz, Allen and Hamilton (2006), page 23. 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) hosts 
nearly two million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of 
tourists, and several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with 
cars, trucks, buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow 
bus service, cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and 
contribute to the region’s air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, the New 
York region ranks second in the nation in terms of annual delay. The majority of 
the delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours of 
annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the region and its residents over $7 billion in 
2005, costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 
During a typical weekday in 2005, about 800,000 autos, taxis, trucks, and vans 
were estimated to have driven into Manhattan below 59h Street,” the area 
typically regarded as New York’s CBD. Census data from 2000, the most recent 
year available, indicate that more than 274,000 people chose to drive to work in 
New York’s CBD on a typical weekday that year. These drivers make up about 
16 percent of all commuters to the CBD, the lowest share of any U.S. city, but like 
drivers everywhere, they can choose to drive because they have access to parking 
at or near their places of work. In many cases parking is provided at no cost to 
these commuters, or is subsidized by their employers or U.S. taxpayers. 
Research into the effect of parking availability on mode choice has made clear the 
connection between the cost of parking and the choice of auto for a commute.? 


A 2007 survey’? found that in New York’s CBD, where the median price of an 
off-street, unreserved parking space is $42 per day in Midtown and $34 per day 


7 New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (2007). 

8 As cited by Schaller (2006a), page 45. 

° See, for example, Hensher (1999), Hess (2001), and Jansson (2002). 
Schaller (2007), page 9. 
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in Downtown,1! 53 percent of motorists do not pay for their parking space, for 
the following reasons: 


e Their employers provide a space in an off-street garage or lot as a benefit, or 
they work on-site at a construction site with available parking (10 percent). 
About 26 percent of motorists who park off-street for free (or 2.6 percent of 
all motorists surveyed) reported having parking provided by a government 
agency; 


e They are reimbursed for the cost of parking by their employer or others (24 
percent); or 


e They park for free at an unmetered space on a Manhattan street (19 percent). 
Six percent of motorists who parked on-street in unmetered spaces (or just 
over one percent of all motorists surveyed) reported using a government- 
issued placard. However, due to the locations where surveys were 
conducted, the number and share of placards may have been 
underestimated. 


Five percent of motorists reported parking on the street ina metered space. Over 
the average duration of their stays, they paid about 14 times less than the fees 
paid by off-street parkers. It is assumed that most motorists who choose to park 
in a metered space do so for a limited amount of time and are not commuting to 
work in the CBD. 


The remaining 42 percent of motorists reported paying for their own off-street 
parking in a garage or lot and presumably paid market rates for parking. 
Included in this amount are motorists who are self-employed and can deduct 
business-related expenses, such as the cost of parking, on their income tax forms, 
thus reducing their net income and their associated tax burden. Self-employed 
motorists have partially subsidized parking costs, but the amount of the tax 
break is insignificant with respect to its impact on their mode choice decisions, as 
described later in this report. 


Commuters are not the only category of motorists who drive into New York’s 
CBD. Whether these vehicles are traveling to the CBD on business (for example, 
to deliver or pick up goods from a CBD location), or to shop, visit a tourist 
attraction, visit a friend or relative, conduct personal business, or return to their 
home in Manhattan, they need a place to park. All of these vehicles contribute to 
congestion in and around the CBD. 


Whether motorists pay for parking directly, indirectly, or not at all, the City has 
many parking-related policy options for discouraging them from driving into the 


Colliers International’s 2007 Parking Survey. The median monthly parking rate was 
found to be $630 in Midtown and $500 Downtown. In surveys, the median daily price 
paid has been found to be as low as $24.42 because motorists take advantage of early- 
bird specials and weekly and monthly contracts where possible. 
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CBD. A combination of strategies may be most effective at diverting a large 
percentage of auto trips to other modes. 


This report provides an overview of various categories of motorists who park in 
the CBD, introduces a range of parking-related measures that New York City 
might implement to make the option of driving into the CBD less attractive, 
estimates the potential impact of each of these measures on congestion in the 
CBD, and discusses other potential impacts of each measure on various 
stakeholder groups such as CBD residents. The remainder of the report is 
organized into the following sections: 


e Section 2.0, Analytical Framework, answers the question “Who Parks in the 
CBD, and Why?” The section summarizes the various categories of CBD- 
bound motorists in terms of their parking options and describes the existing 
regulatory and economic framework (city parking regulations, average 
parking fees in the CBD, access to placards, availability of free on-street 
parking, etc.) in which motorists make their parking and mode choice 
decisions; 


e Section 3.0, Case Studies, lays out the menu of parking-related measures 
available to New York City, based on the city’s own past experiences and the 
experiences of other cities around the world; 


e Section 4.0, Applications to New York City, explores the degree to which 
each of these measures could reduce congestion in and around the CBD and 
lays out issues that need to be addressed when implementing any or all of the 
proposed parking-reduction measures; 


e Section 5.0, Key Findings and Conclusions, summarizes key findings; and 


e Section 6.0, References and Sources of Additional Information, contains 
additional information and sources that may be useful for more detailed 
consideration of any of the recommendations or findings of this report. 
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2.0 Analytical Framework 


2.1 WHO PARKS IN THE CBD, AND WHy? 


This section will explore each of these categories of motorists outlined in the 
introduction in more detail. Table 2.1 contains a summary of the categories and 
establishes a nomenclature that will be used throughout the remainder of this 


report. 


Table 2.1 Categories of Motorists Who Park in the CBD 


Category 


Subsidized off-street 


Unmetered on-street 
Metered on-street 
Paid off-street 


Placard (on-street or 
off-street) 


Includes motorists who: 


Are provided parking for free or at a significantly reduced cost by their employers, 
or are self-employed, and thus are able to partially deduct the cost of parking from 
their income taxes as a business expense 


Search for and find parking at an unmetered space on a street in the CBD 
Search for and find parking at a metered space on a street in the CBD 
Park off-street in a lot or garage and pay market rates 


Have been issued one of 20 categories of parking permits or placards by a 
Federal, state, or local government agency, and park either off-street or in 
unmetered on-street spaces. Placard parkers are a subset of the “Subsidized off- 
street” and “Unmetered on-street” categories. 


Figure 2.1 shows the distribution of motorists who park in the CBD, according to 


a 2007 survey. 


12Schaller (2007). 
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Figure 2.1 Categories of Motorists Who Park in the CBD 


Paid off-street 
42% 


Subsidized off-street* 
34% 


Unmetered on-street* 
Metered on-street 19% 
5% 


*Note: Placard parkers are a subset of both the “Subsidized off-street” and “Unmetered on-street” groups. 


Trucks and commercial vehicles, taxis, and livery vehicles are not included in 
Table 2.1, nor are they included in the data in Figure 2.1. Commercial vehicles 
also generate a demand for on-street and off-street parking in the CBD. While on 
the clock, workers park commercial vehicles in the CBD to make deliveries or 
conduct business (and are reimbursed for the cost of parking by their employer). 
Thus, they will exhibit characteristics similar to the “subsidized off-street” group. 
The demand for parking generated by commercial vehicles should not be 
ignored, and the impacts of policy changes on these groups must be taken into 
consideration. The city has already studied and taken measures to address the 
need for commercial vehicle parking. These measures will be discussed 
throughout this report. 


Each of the categories of parkers in Table 2.1 is explored in more detail below. 


2.2 SUBSIDIZED OFF-STREET PARKING 


Some Manhattan businesses reimburse their employees for all or a substantial 
part of their daily parking expenses, whether they are commuting to their office 
or traveling for business. The parking reimbursement may be negotiated into an 
employee’s contract or may be provided as a fringe benefit as a matter of 
company policy. It is common practice for firms doing business in the city on a 
contractual basis to negotiate reimbursements for parking expenses and other 
business-related expenses into their contracts with their clients. Approximately 
24 percent of motorists driving into the CBD to park are reimbursed by their 
employers for the expense. 
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Some businesses own parking spaces in or near their buildings and reserve these 
spaces for their employees’ use. The spaces may be incorporated into the firm’s 
lease, in which case it is difficult to determine the true cost of the space. Large 
construction sites in the CBD have off-street parking spaces reserved for some or 
all construction workers’ private vehicles, in addition to spaces reserved for 
construction vehicles and equipment. Approximately 10 percent of motorists 
park in these reserved spaces. 


As will be discussed below, some motorists driving vehicles with government- 
issued placards are permitted to park off-street in reserved spaces. It is 
estimated that one-quarter or more of motorists that park off-street in the CBD 
for free, or six percent or more of all motorists, have a placard or permit. These 
motorists will exhibit characteristics similar to other subsidized off-street 
parkers. 


In any of these cases, the person doing the parking does not ultimately pay for all 
or some part of the parking. The subsidy artificially reduces the cost of parking, 
in some cases to zero, which makes the demand for parking among this group 
very inelastic. Virtually no city policy involving parking price increase will have 
an effect on this group’s decision to drive into the CBD. Therefore for parkers in 
this group, solutions involving other types of financial incentives (excluding 
price increases) will be explored in Sections 3 and 4. 


2.3 ON-STREET PARKING 


Nearly one in five motorists entering Manhattan’s CBD reported parking in one 
of 22,100 unmetered spaces on the street, meaning they paid nothing for parking. 
Unmetered spaces are used by all types of vehicles throughout the day and 
night, but many are occupied during business hours by commuters who: 


1. Drive into the city in the morning peak, thus contributing to congestion on 
routes used to access the CBD; 


2. Circle the blocks of unmetered residential streets in the CBD in search of an 
available space, thus contributing to congestion within the CBD; and 


3. Successfully find an available unmetered space. 


Parking spaces on residential streets are often occupied by vehicles belonging to 
CBD residents. A number of these residents commute to jobs outside the CBD 
and vacate their spaces during the day, opening them up for CBD-bound 
commuters. 


The five percent of motorists who do pay for on-street parking in one of 6,900 
metered spaces in the CBD pay an average of $1.73 for the duration of their stay, 
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about one-fourteenth what off-street parkers pay in the CBD. !3 Motorists who 
use metered space are much less likely to be commuters (since parking for eight 
hours is difficult if not impossible at most meters) and much more likely to be 
shopping, on personal business, or on other short trips. 


In his book The High Cost of Free Parking, Donald Shoup discusses the 
implications of underpricing on-street parking. In Shoup’s opinion: 


“Underpricing curb parking is no fairer than giving discounts on 
other public services merely on the basis of chance. Everyone 
would be outraged, for example, if cities allocated public housing 
on a first-come, first-served basis to anyone who wanted it, even 
to a rich miser. Allocating curb parking by cruising (circling the 
block searching for a free space) is not only unfair (in the sense 
that it randomly rewards a few lucky drivers), but it also wastes 
drivers’ time and increases traffic congestion. Curb parking is a 
valuable public asset, and underpricing it is fiscally, socially, and 
environmentally irresponsible.”'4 


Shoup argues that curb parking is not a public good, contrary to popular 
opinion, and advocates for cities to charge high enough prices for on-street 
parking that approximately one space in seven or eight remains vacant at all 
times (a vacancy rate of about 15 percent). He contends that “the cushion of 
vacant spaces eliminates the need to cruise,” or circle the block searching for a 
free space. Cruising for parking is a significant source of traffic in congested 
areas. In a 2006 survey of drivers on Prince Street in SoHo, 28 percent of drivers 
said they were searching for parking.!5 Another study completed in 2007 found 
that 45 percent of drivers on Seventh Avenue in Park Slope, Brooklyn, were 
searching for a parking space.!6 


Section 3 will present case studies of other cities around the world that have 
increased on-street parking rates and experimented with variable time-of-day 
pricing for on-street parking. Section 4 will discuss the potential impacts of these 
measures on parking and traffic congestion in New York City. 


2.4 PAID OFF-STREET PARKING 


According to a recent study, 38 percent of CBD parkers personally paid their 
parking fees at off-street garages and lots. An additional four percent of 
motorists parking in the CBD report that they can deduct the cost of parking as a 


13]bid. 

M4Shoup (2005), Page 313. 

Schaller (2006b). 

16Transportation Alternatives (2007). 
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business expense, but, as will be explained below, the cost savings realized 
through this deduction are probably not significant enough to alter mode choice 
decisions.’ The motorists who were surveyed reported that they paid an 
average of $24.42 per day to park in the CBD.18 


More than four out of five motorists parking in a garage in the CBD claimed to 
have paid the daily rate, as opposed to a weekly or monthly fee that would offer 
a discount, suggesting that they do not drive into the CBD every day.!9 There are 
many potential reasons for this behavior, including: 


e Telecommuting; 
e Splitting time between a suburban office and a CBD office; 
e Frequent business travel that requires days out of the office; or 


e Perhaps the most common reason, a business-related trip (such as a meeting 
away from the office) or a personal trip (such as a doctor’s appointment) that 
is chained with the commute trip at the beginning, middle, or end of the 
work day and therefore increases the attractiveness of driving over other 
modes on that particular day. 


Motorists who pay for their own parking may benefit from Federal tax breaks for 
commuter-related parking expenses. Under Section 132(f) of the Federal tax 
code, employees may elect to withhold up to $215 per month from their gross 
(pretax) salary to pay for commute-related parking expenses. Businesses benefit 
from the FICA-related”” savings associated with their employees’ pre-tax 
withholdings. The benefits of this program are somewhat modest, however, 
when one considers that even at the highest Federal tax bracket of 35 percent, 
this would result in savings of just over $900 per year in Federal taxes, in 
addition to smaller state and city tax savings, depending on place of residency. 
Assuming a monthly parking fee of $537 (the daily rate of $24.42 multiplied by 
22 business days per month), the annual tax savings would amount to about $645 
per year for a person with a moderate income, a little more than one month of 
free parking or 10 percent of the total annual parking costs of $6,447. Table 2.2 


17Schaller (2007). 
18Tbid. 


Ibid. The 82 percent of motorists who paid the daily rate as opposed to a discounted 
monthly or weekly rate includes those in the “market-rate off-street parking” group and 
those in the “subsidized off-street parking” group. 


20Federal Insurance Contributions Act, which governs Social Security and Medicare 
payroll taxes. Section 132(f) withholdings reduce an employee’s gross salary for 
purposes of calculating FICA-related taxes, which are then split evenly between 
employers and their employees. Thus, employers can realize modest financial benefits 
by encouraging their employees to use Section 132(f) withholdings. 
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contains examples of calculations for a lower-tax-bracket commuter (Person 
A) and a higher-tax bracket commuter (Person B). 


Table 2.2 Potential Tax Savings with Pre-Tax Withholding for Two Income 
Levels and Two Parking Locations 


Person A Person B 
Without Paycheck Withholding 
Annual salary $60,000 $240,000 
Monthly gross income $5,000 $20,000 
Federal income tax rate 25% 35% 
Monthly Federal income tax $1,250 $7,000 
Annual Federal income tax $15,000 $84,000 
With Paycheck Withholding: 
Annual salary $60,000 $240,000 
Monthly gross income $5,000 $20,000 
Monthly pre-tax paycheck withholding for parking $215 $215 
Adjusted gross income $4,785 $19,785 
Federal income tax rate 25% 35% 
Monthly Federal income tax $1,196.25 $6,924.75 
Annual Federal income tax $14,355 $83,097 
Annual Federal income tax savings $645 $903 
Monthly parking fee $537 $537 
Annual parking fee $6,447 $6,447 
Tax savings as percentage of parking cost 10% 14% 


Those who are self-employed may be eligible to deduct 100 percent of the cost of 
parking as a business expense when calculating their net income for income tax 
purposes but, similar to the calculation above, the actual savings as a percentage 
of total parking costs are, at most, equal to a person’s marginal income tax rate. 
Therefore, although their costs may vary slightly, for purposes of this discussion, 
self-employed parkers are treated like others who pay the full cost of off-street 
parking. 


Regardless of their reason for driving into the CBD, of all the categories of 
parkers analyzed in this report, those who pay out-of-pocket for off-street spaces 
are among the most susceptible to price increases (Motorists who park in 
metered and unmetered on-street spaces are also price-sensitive and will be 
discussed separately below). Various increases in the cost of parking may cause 
some share of this group to shift from auto commuting to another mode. 
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Section 3 discusses methods other cities have used to increase the price of off- 
street parking, and Section 4 contains a discussion of the price elasticity of 
demand for parking in New York’s CBD and potential ways for the city to take 
advantage of pricing strategies that discourage parking. 


2.5 PLACARD PARKING 


New York City government agencies, the State of New York, and the Federal 
government all issue parking permits to certain employees that enable them to 
park their personal vehicles for free in designated areas. Additionally, many 
agencies own their own vehicles for official use that are driven in and around the 
CBD during peak periods. In all, there are more than 20 categories of legal 
placards and permits, plus a variety of unofficial and illegal placards, such as 
those issued by unions. The categories of legal placards are summarized below: 


e Clergy; 

e Corrections-Union; 

e Court Officer; 

e Court Clerk; 

e Disability (SPI); 

e DoE Teacher’s Permit; 

e DOT Agency Business Parking Permit (three-hour limit); 
e FDNY (not UFA permits); 

e FDNY Union - UFA; 

e NYPD - Unrestricted; 

e NYPD - Restricted; 

e Official Business - City of New York; 
e Official Business - State of New York; 
e Police - Department Investigation; 

e Police - District Attorney; 

e Police - Federal Law Enforcement; 

e Police - State of New York (NYSPD); 
e Press; 

e USPS; and 

e Other. 
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Figure 2.2 shows an example of a New York Press license plate and a sign 
designating one side of a street for vehicles with placards. 


Figure 2.2 New York Press License Plate and Related Regulatory Signage 


No Standing 


Except Authorized 
Vehicles 


NY Press 
License Plates 


According to 2000 Census Journey to Work data, 33 percent of government 
workers in Manhattan’s CBD drive to work. Government workers are more than 
twice as likely to drive to work in the CBD as private sector finance, real estate, 
and professional service workers, a group whose median income is several times 
higher. The vehicles they drive may be official government vehicles or their 
personal vehicles. Some employees need their vehicles throughout the day to 
attend meetings or conduct field visits, explaining their need for a parking 
permit. Others with placards include members of the clergy who may need to 
visit a hospital; ambulances; court officers; and teachers who need a parking 
space near their school. 


There are no reliable data available on the number of government placards 
issued and to whom they were issued. Each government agency is responsible 
for setting its own criteria for issuing placards and tracking their distribution and 
use. Section 3 discusses an approach used by the Federal government to reduce 
demand for government worker parking in Washington, D.C. 
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3.0 Case Studies 


Section 2 laid out the types of motorists who park in New York City’s CBD and 
suggested reasons why each of these groups chooses to drive into the CBD to 
park instead of using other modes. This section introduces several examples of 
potential strategies that discourage parking in the CBD. The strategies are 
presented as a series of case studies from several cities around the globe that 
have addressed the problem and may provide lessons for New York City. 
Table 3.1 summarizes the case studies presented in this section. 


Table 3.1 Case Studies of Strategies to Discourage Parking in CBDs 


Area Strategy 


Boston, Massachusetts, USA Parking Freeze in downtown Boston and two other neighborhoods 
limits growth in supply of off-street parking. Resident Permit Parking 
Program restricts unmetered on-street parking to CBD residents. 


San Francisco, California, USA Imposed 25% ad valorem tax on all commercial, off-street, non- 
residential parking transactions. 

Redwood City, California, USA Meter prices increased to market rates to encourage turnover of 
spaces, increase space vacancy rate, and reduce demand for 
cruising for parking. 

Canada, Sweden and Australia Employer-provided parking treated as a taxable fringe benefit. 

(all cities nationwide) 

California cities in air quality non- Parking “cash out” program provides employees the option of 

attainment areas receiving either a free parking space or a cash payment equal to the 
value of that space. 

Washington, D.C., USA Government employees required to pay for parking that formerly 
was free. 


3.1 BOSTON PARKING FREEZE 


In 1976, the Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection and the U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) agreed on a new set of rules to limit the 
availability of commercial parking spaces in downtown Boston “to discourage 
automobile use in downtown Boston, to reduce vehicle miles traveled in the 
region, and to encourage and develop greater use of public transit.”2! The 
downtown “parking freeze” capped at 35,556 the number of public parking 


*1City of Boston Air Pollution Control Commission (1978), page 13. 
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spaces in commercial off-street facilities in Boston’s CBD (see Figure 3.1). In 
order for new commercial parking to be built, spaces must be eliminated 
elsewhere in an amount equal to the number of new spaces being created. The 
freeze only applies to commercial off-street parking that charges a fee to the 
general public. Residential parking spaces are exempt, as are spaces reserved for 
the use of a building’s employees, customers, and guests. This remains the 
longest-lasting parking freeze ever implemented by the U.S. EPA.” 


Each year, the Boston Air Pollution Control Commission (APCC) inventories 
parking spaces in the zone covered by the freeze. If the current number of spaces 
does not exceed the capped number of spaces allowed in Boston’s CBD, the 
excess spaces are added to a “parking freeze bank.” Property developers must 
apply to the APCC for a permit to add new parking spaces in the freeze zone. 
The permit will only be granted if spaces are available in the bank, unless the 
parking spaces qualify for an exemption as described above. 


Between 1977 and 1997, the total number of parking spaces in the freeze area 
increased by nine percent (primarily due to qualifying exemptions), while the 
number of employees downtown increased by 15 percent. After adjusting for 
inflation, long-term (daily) parking fees nearly doubled over this same period, as 
can be expected when demand exceeds supply.” Between 1970 and 1990, the 
percentage of commuters entering Boston’s CBD by non-auto modes increased 
from approximately 47 percent to 54 percent. Transit mode share increased from 
approximately 32 percent to 39 percent. These increases can be explained in part 
by the parking freeze, and also by the fact that Boston saw significant transit 
upgrades and extensions of existing lines with virtually no highway 
improvements. In more recent years, disruptions caused by the Central 
Artery/Tunnel project (the “Big Dig”) may have been responsible for continued 
maintenance of transit mode share in the region. 


To discourage auto commuters from attempting to find free parking on streets in 
residential areas near the CBD, the City of Boston instituted a residential parking 
permit (RPP) program in addition to the parking freeze. The RPP program 
originally was implemented in areas near the CBD facing high competition 
between residents and commuters for parking, a problem that predated the 
freeze. As the freeze accelerated the expansion of commuter demand for parking 
to neighborhoods outside the CBD, the RPP program was expanded to cover 16 


2New York City implemented a parking moratorium from 1973 to 1981 in response to a 
similar EPA mandate that the city improve its air quality to comply with the Clean Air 
Act. The parking moratorium lasted until 1981, when a new set of rules reducing the 
number of accessory parking spaces allowed in new buildings and conversions and 
restricting the size and location of freestanding parking structures and lots went into 
effect for Midtown and Downtown. Most new parking in Manhattan today requires 
approval of the City Planning Commission. 


3City of Boston (2001). 
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neighborhoods inside and outside the CBD, including transit station areas 
(where commuters began to park and take a short ride to the CBD) and the area 
surrounding Fenway Park. The RPP program is now viewed as an essential 
component of Boston’s overall parking supply management program. 


Figure 3.1 Map of Limits of Boston Parking Freeze 
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Source: Access Boston 2000-2010, Boston’s Citywide Transportation Plan (2001). “Parking in Boston,” 
page 18. 


A South Boston Waterfront parking freeze, covering parking lots within walking 
distance of the CBD in an area with a rapidly developing commercial office 
market, went into effect in 2004. A freeze in East Boston, covering commercial 
and employee parking at Logan Airport, as well as park-and-fly parking spaces 


Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 3-3 


a 
Increase Cost of Parking in the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Technical Memorandum 


and rental motor vehicle parking spaces at nearby businesses serving Logan 
Airport, was instituted in 1989. These zones are covered by regulations similar 
to those in the CBD zone, but are administered separately. The South Boston 
parking freeze covers all types of spaces, not just commercial public spaces as in 
the downtown. It is too early to tell the impact that this freeze will have on this 
rapidly evolving area. 


One negative impact of the Boston CBD parking freeze has been the limited 
availability of short-term parking for CBD visitors on non-commute trips, such as 
retail, recreation, and entertainment trips. Available spaces tend to be marketed 
primarily to longer-term commuter parkers due to the financial benefits of 
having a consistent and dependable stream of revenue via monthly parking 
contracts. Short-term parking rates, as a result, tend to be extremely expensive 
(well over $20 for one to two hours of parking). The Boston Convention and 
Visitor’s Bureau, which owns a large underground parking garage under Boston 
Common, recently has proposed increasing the size of the garage, and thus the 
number of spaces controlled by the parking freeze, to better accommodate 
visitors to the CBD. 


3.2. SAN FRANCISCO PARKING TAX 


In October 1970, San Francisco instituted a 25 percent tax on all public and 
private off-street parking in the city. Residential spaces were exempt, and rates 
were unchanged for metered spaces. The tax forced the largest citywide rate 
increase in San Francisco’s history and had a dramatic and measurable effect on 
travel patterns in the city. Two years later, in response to public outcry, the rate 
was reduced from 25 percent to 10 percent. In the meantime, the rate changes 
provided an ideal test bed for the effects of parking price increases. 


A 1974 study*4 estimated elasticities of demand for parking with respect to 
price at 13 municipal garages and 10 surface lots in San Francisco, using data 
from before and after the 25 percent parking price increase at all publicly- 
available parking in the city. Across all types of travelers, an average price 
elasticity of -0.3 was observed, indicating a 0.3 percent reduction in demand for 
parking for every 1 percent increase in parking price. CBD travel was estimated 
to drop by 2 percent, but the study author was not able to make a clear 
connection between the parking tax increase and a reported decrease in the 
growth of traffic crossing the Golden Gate Bridge. 


24Kulash, D. (1974), as summarized in Vaca et. al (2005). 


The elasticity of demand with respect to price describes the sensitivity of motorists to 
increases in the price of parking. For example, an elasticity of -1.0 indicates that a one 
percent increase in the price of parking causes a one percent reduction in the demand 
for parking. 
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At the peak of the parking tax, when the rate was set at 25 percent, the parking 
operators’ net revenues were estimated to have fallen 36 percent, compared to 
their projected revenues had the tax not been imposed. The estimated losses 
incurred by operators exceeded the revenue generated from the tax by San 
Francisco government, raising questions about the economic efficiency of the tax. 


3.3 CANADIAN, SWEDISH, AND AUSTRALIAN TAXES 
ON PARKING BENEFITS 


Section 2 described the many New York City CBD parkers who receive a free 
parking space as a fringe benefit from their employers. In Canada, Sweden, and 
Australia, these benefits would be taxed as income. In practice, the tax has 
proven difficult to enforce. Revenue Canada (the Canadian counterpart to the 
IRS) provides many exemptions that render the parking benefit tax moot, and 
Sweden and Australia find compliance rates are low and enforcement too 
expensive to be worthwhile. In fact, in Sweden, public opinion surveys found 
that one of the key objections to the congestion pricing program in Stockholm 
was a prediction that those with company cars would not have to pay the 
congestion fee, based on a history of lax enforcement of the parking levy.” 


In Canada, the value of parking benefits is assessed at the fair market value of 
parking in the area surrounding the employee’s parking space. Employees that 
require the use of their vehicle for daily job functions are not required to pay the 
tax. Exemptions also are granted in the case when employers find it difficult to 
determine the fair market value of the space (in which case the value is assumed 
to be zero), or when the space is in an open lot shared by multiple employees (as 
is the case with most parking lots), as opposed to being specifically assigned to 
the employee. 


In Sweden, any benefits in kind, including use of an employer-provided car, fuel 
used for that car, and any travel to and from work meetings that are reimbursed 
by an employer, including parking, must be reported as taxable income. 
Employers are required to provide the registration number of the employer- 
provided car for verification by the Swedish Tax Agency. The agency reports 
that compliance rates are low. 


The Australian Taxation Office requires assessment of a tax on car parking fringe 
benefits only when there is a parking lot within one mile of the employee lot that 
charges a rate above a monetary threshold that increases annually. If there is no 
pay parking lot within one kilometer, the space is assumed to have zero market 
value and no tax is assessed. The tax is assessed on the employer on a daily 
basis, prorated for the number of days the space is used each year. The car must 
be parked for more than four hours between 7 a.m. and 7 p.m., it must be under 


26Swedish National Road Administration (2003). 
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the control of or leased to the employee, it must be parked at the employee’s 
primary place of employment, and it must be used for at least one trip to or from 
the employee’s home that day. 


Studies published by the Swedish cities of Gdéteborg and Stockholm predicted 
that strictly enforcing the country’s existing parking benefits tax law could 
reduce car traffic by between five and 10 percent in Géteborg and 13 and 17 
percent in Stockholm. In the City of Stockholm, the potential for increased tax 
revenue is estimated at 60 million Swedish Kronor (approximately U.S. $9 
million) per year. Nationwide, potential revenues were estimated at 150 million 
Kronor (U.S. $23 million) annually.27 


3.4 CALIFORNIA PARKING “CASH-OUT” 


In 1992, after Congress passed the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments, California 
enacted legislation requiring many companies in air quality non-attainment areas 
to offer their employees a cash allowance in lieu of a subsidized parking space. 
The reasoning behind the law was that if offered cash, employees might consider 
other alternatives, such as biking, using transit, or carpooling, rather than driving 
alone to work. Firms whose parking was unbundled from their building lease 
found the initiative appealing because it allowed them to release unused spaces 
back to their landlord, saving money. Firms who owned their own parking in 
areas where parking supply was limited could generate revenue by leasing 
unused spaces to other firms or to the public. 


Parking cash-out does not increase the cost of parking. Instead, it increases the 
benefit of not parking. There are tax implications for both employers and their 
employees, however. Employees who choose to receive a parking cash-out 
payment in lieu of a parking space see an increase in their gross pay, which 
affects Social Security?® and Medicare taxes (which are split between the 
employee and the firm) as well as income taxes (which are paid by the 
employee). As an alternative, employees may continue to receive the free 
parking space with no change in their compensation, and no consequences to the 
firm or any other employees.” 


27Office of Urban Transportation, City of Géteborg (2005), and Office of Regional 
Planning and Urban Transportation, Stockholm County Council (2003). 


28Workers pay Social Security taxes only on the first $90,000 in income. An employee 
with a salary over $90,000 would not see any increase in Social Security taxes as a result 
of taking a parking cash-out payment, but would see an increase in Medicare taxes. 


Prior to 1998, the Internal Revenue Service ruled that if an employer offered parking 
cash-out to any employee, all parking benefits to all employees would be taxable. An 
act of Congress overturned that ruling, and since 1998 parking cash-out has had no tax 
consequences for employees who do not elect to receive the benefits. 


3-6 Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 


ea a 
Increase Cost of Parking in the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Technical Memorandum 


Today, parking cash-out is considered a success at those firms that implemented 
the initiative, but implementation has not been as widespread as some had 
initially hoped. A study of eight employers who implemented parking cash-out 
after 1992 found that the share of commuters driving alone to work fell from 76 
percent to 63 percent across all firms. One firm in Downtown Los Angeles with 
relatively high parking costs saw the share of solo drivers plunge from 75 
percent to 53 percent with parking cash-out, while firms in Santa Monica and 
West Hollywood, where parking was cheaper and thus the cash-out less 
attractive, saw more modest decreases in solo driving (from 72 percent to 70 
percent in the least favorable case). The share of commuters carpooling 
increased from 14 percent of all commuters to 22 percent across all firms. Transit 
use among employees of these firms increased from six to nine percent, while 
walking and biking shares increased about one percentage point and one tenth of 
a percentage point, respectively. Total vehicle miles traveled fell by five to 24 
percent for the eight firms studied, with the largest decreases in Downtown Los 
Angeles. It is estimated that parking cash-out resulted in a savings of 1.1 million 
vehicle miles traveled.%° 


3.5 MARKET RATE PARKING METERS IN REDWOOD 
CITY AND SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 


Redwood City, California, a suburb of San Francisco, has become a national 
example of best practices in parking management. San Francisco has conducted a 
pilot project involving market-rate meters in downtown. 


As part of a downtown revitalization strategy, Redwood City set its parking 
meters to charge rates that would ensure a 15 percent vacancy rate, or about one 
available space out of every eight. The city also dedicated parking meter 
revenue to pay for improvements on each block where meters are installed. 


Redwood City works with businesses and new developers to ensure that existing 
parking is used to the maximum extent possible and to limit the need for new 
parking. The City manages on-street and off-street parking to ensure sufficient 
availability at all hours of the day. The City has been successful at managing 
demand during regular business hours on weekdays and also on weeknights and 
weekends when visitors come to the downtown to attend shows and go 
shopping. 


Before the current plan was implemented, Broadway, a main thoroughfare in 
downtown, had free parking, leading to congestion and competition for space, 
while nearby metered spaces (which also were a longer walk from businesses 
located on Broadway) sat empty. After implementing the highest parking meter 
rates (75 cents per hour) on Broadway, demand for parking was redistributed 


30Shoup (1997). 
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throughout the downtown to side streets, surface lots, and nearby parking 
structures. 


Redwood City has set rates for on-street parking at 25, 50, or 75 cents per hour, 
depending on demand on each street and each block (see Figure 3.2). Payment is 
made at pay and display meters, similar to New York City’s Muni-Meters. 
Commuters can purchase monthly permits for garages in the area. The 
simplicity of the rate structure and payment aids enforcement and compliance 
with parking regulations. 


Figure 3.2 On-Street Parking Meter Rates and Off-Street Rates in Redwood 
City, California 
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Source: City of Redwood, California. 


Revenue from the meters is returned to a redevelopment district surrounding the 
city center. Parking meter revenues funds sidewalk improvements, street 
cleaning, and police patrols. Redwood City took lessons learned in other 
communities to heart and avoided directing revenues to its general fund. 
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Instead, it built a relationship with the business community in the downtown 
redevelopment area and is working with them to ensure parking management is 
successful for the city’s residents, visitors, and businesses. 


In light of Redwood City’s experience, San Francisco County Transportation 
Authority and the Port of San Francisco are studying the effects of raising on- 
street parking meter rates in downtown San Francisco. The Port recently 
conducted a pilot study involving 200 spaces that the agency controls in 
downtown San Francisco. The Port found through revealed-preference analysis 
that commuters were willing to pay up to $5 more per hour for on-street parking 
than current rates. The Port also estimated that demand, particularly in peak 
hours, is very inelastic: a 50 percent increase in rates yielded a 5 percent decrease 
in peak period occupancy, an elasticity of -0.1.51 


3.6 CHARGING FOR AND PRIORITIZING USE OF 
GOVERNMENT EMPLOYEE PARKING IN 
WASHINGTON, D.C. 


In 1979, the Federal government required Federal employees in Washington, 
D.C. to begin paying one-half of the prevailing rates at local garages in 
downtown Washington, D.C. Previously, employees were able to park for free in 
government-contracted lots and garages that were run by private entities. A 
study that compared drive-alone mode shares at government facilities to a 
sample of non-government control facilities found a one to 10 percent drop in 
auto commuting in central city areas and a two to four percent drop in outlying 
areas. 


The new pay-to-park requirement was accompanied by a Federal commitment to 
fund the Washington Metro, a new regional rail system. Since 1979, the various 
government agencies located in downtown Washington have limited the 
addition of new parking, and instead have promoted transit use among their 
employees as government has grown in size. In the closing weeks of his term in 
office, President Jimmy Carter issued Executive Order 12191, the Federal Facility 
Ridesharing Program, which required executive agencies to “actively promote 
the use of ridesharing (carpools, vanpools, privately leased buses, public 
transportation, and other multi-occupancy modes of travel) by personnel 
working at Federal facilities to conserve energy, reduce congestion, improve air 
quality, and provide an economical way for Federal employees to commute to 
work.” 


31 San Francisco County Transportation Authority (2007), p 21. 
32Miller and Everett (1982). 
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The order also led to the establishment of guidelines for each Federal agency to 
assign priority to parking spaces in Washington and around the country. The 
Code of Federal Regulations contains the following guidance regarding the 
priority for reserved employee parking: 


“Federal agencies must assign available parking spaces to their 
employees using the following order of priority: 


a. Severely disabled employees (see definition in §102-71.20 
of this chapter); 


b. Executive personnel and persons who work unusual 
hours; 


c. Vanpool/carpool vehicles; 


d. Privately owned vehicles of occupant agency employees 
that are regularly used for Government business at least 12 
days per month and that qualify for reimbursement of 
mileage and travel expenses under Government travel 
regulations; and 


e. Other privately owned vehicles of employees, on a space- 
available basis.” 


This is only one example of guidelines that have been established for 
government employee parking around the country. Outside Washington, D.C., 
the Federal government has attempted to locate offices in areas with good transit 
accessibility, limit availability of parking, and encourage ridesharing. These 
policies, along with the strict limitations on parking in downtown Washington, 
D.C., a high-quality service on the Washington Metro, high levels of traffic 
congestion in the Washington metropolitan region, and poor highway 
accessibility to Washington’s core, have shifted a large number of Federal 
government employee commute trips from auto to transit. An estimated 42 
percent of rush hour commuters on Metro are Federal employees, who make up 
less than 14 percent of the region’s workforce.*3 


33 National Capital Planning Commission (2004). 


3-10 Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 


Increase Cost of Parking in the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Technical Memorandum 


4.0 Applications to New York City 


The case studies in Section 3 have identified several potential parking policies 
that New York City could implement in order to discourage travel by auto to the 
CBD. This section will discuss possible applications of each strategy within New 
York City’s unique regulatory and economic framework. 


Some examples of measures that public agencies have taken to influence mode 
choice through parking policies may be applicable to New York. Options to be 
addressed in this section include: 


Freezing the number of parking spaces in various categories in the CBD at a 
set level and denying future applications for new parking unless other 
parking spaces are eliminated; 


Eliminating Manhattan residents’ parking taxes discount for off-street 
parking; 

Taxing off-street, subsidized parking benefits as income; 

Conducting outreach and incentive programs to encourage property owners 
and businesses to charge for parking, or to implement “cash-out” programs 


that offer the employee either a free or subsidized parking space or its 
equivalent cash value as a benefit; 


Raising the price of on-street metered parking and installing meters on streets 
in the CBD that currently have unmetered parking; and 


Reducing the number of government-issued placards. 


Table 4.1 provides an overview of how each type of policy could impact each of 
the categories of motorists described in Section 2. A more detailed discussion 
follows. 
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Table 4.1 Impacts of Potential Parking Initiatives on CBD Motorist 


Categories 
Impacts on CBD Motorist Categories 
Placard (On- 
Market-Rate, Subsidized Metered Unmetered On- | Street or Off- 
Strategy Off-Street Off-Street On-Street Street Street) 
Parking freeze Total number of motorists remains constant, 
but auto market share declines in long-term 

Eliminating Manhattan High Low-Medium Low Low Low 
residents’ parking tax 
discount on off-street 
parking 
Taxing off-street Low Medium Low Low Low 
subsidized parking as 
income 
Parking cash-out Low Medium-High Low Low Low 
Increasing rates at on- Medium — Low High High Low 
street parking meters potential for 

increased 

competition 

from metered 

parkers 
Reducing placard Low Low Low Low High 
parking 


VMT impacts are estimated for each of these options, except for the change in 
taxes on off-street parking and reduction of placard parking. VMT impacts for 
these two alternatives will be estimated separately using the Best Practice Model 
(BPM). 


4.1 PARKING FREEZE 


New York City has had strict regulations on the provision of parking spaces in 
new developments in the CBD since the end of the parking moratorium in 1982. 
Most new developments and redevelopment projects in Manhattan south of 96t 
Street already require special approval of the Planning Commission to add new 
parking spaces, and most new spaces are added for resident “accessory” parking, 
as opposed to parking accessible to commuters. 


Instituting a parking freeze, as has been done in Boston, could be a viable long- 
term approach to managing parking demand in New York City’s CBD. (There is 
some evidence, however, that the redevelopment of surface lots in the CBD to 
higher economic uses has resulted in a decline in parking spaces in recent years.) 
With a parking cap, it would be relatively easy to predict future demand for auto 
trips ending in the CBD, since the supply of parking spaces ostensibly would not 
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change. As the number of jobs in the CBD increases, demand for parking would 
increase, and prices would rise commensurate with demand. 


The largest impact would be expected for the market rate off-street parking 
group, but effects would not be felt until (and unless) demand for parking grows 
substantially in the future, and even then only the additional trips would be 
impacted. Unless the parking cap is instituted as a parking reduction measure in 
the early phases, a parking freeze will have no short-term effect on demand for 
trips to the CBD, and it would have no short or long-term effects on through 
trips or trips by vehicles dropping off people in the CBD. In fact, one 
consequence of a parking freeze could be an increase in VMT if vehicles are 
forced to drive around the CBD in search of a free on- or off-street parking space. 


A parking freeze would require a thorough initial inventory of all on- and off- 
street parking spaces in the CBD. Boston recently has needed to clarify its 
methodology for conducting the parking inventory, especially with respect to 
parking lots that lack marked spaces. New York City would need to have a 
thorough quality assurance/ quality control process to ensure that all spaces and 
lots are counted accurately. After completing the initial inventory, the City 
would then need to assume the responsibility of tracking parking space deletions 
and reviewing applications for additional spaces when excess spaces become 
available. The City would need to track changes in ownership as well and 
determine how these changes would affect the parking space permits. Decisions 
would have to be made regarding the categories of spaces included in a freeze 
such as all, all commercial, commercial open to the public, residential, etc. 


4.2. INCREASING TAXES ON OFF-STREET PARKING 


Increasing taxes on off-street parking would primarily affect those drivers who 
currently pay for their own market-rate off-street parking. These drivers are not 
limited to commuters: visitors and those conducting business in the city may be 
affected as well. To the extent that the tax increase is high enough to be felt by 
companies that own parking spaces and provide them to their employees, there 
could be some impact on parkers in the subsidized off-street group, but for 
purposes of this discussion they are assumed to be immune to the tax increase. 


An option that could be considered to increase taxes on off-street parking 
includes: 


e Eliminate the discount for Manhattan residents. New York City currently 
has a two-tiered sales tax on parking. Manhattan residents who park 
their cars long-term and do not use the vehicle for business purposes pay 
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10.375 percent, while others pay 18.375 percent on the value of the 
parking fee.*4 


Elimination of the parking tax discount for Manhattan residents would reduce 
the number of drivers using off-street parking spaces. Assuming that these 
drivers chose to travel in the CBD by transit, increasing the tax would reduce 
VMT in the CBD. Any vehicle miles traveled reduction would be in the market 
rate, off-street category, since increasing the parking costs would have very little 
effect on the other categories of parkers. VMT impacts will be estimated 
separately for this alternative using the BPM. 


It is also possible that the elimination of the discount would not reduce VMT. 
Parking operators in New York also might simply choose to absorb the cost of 
the tax, rather than pass it on to their customers, since the lowest-cost operating 
strategy appears to be to fill their lots as early in the day as possible with all-day 
parkers. The result of the elimination of the off-street parking tax increase could 
therefore be to reduce parking operators’ profits, with no reduction in travel 
demand or VMT. 


4.3. TAXING OFF-STREET, SUBSIDIZED PARKING AS 
INCOME 


For a variety of reasons, a tax on the value of off-street, subsidized parking 
would have a very small effect on people who get free parking from their 
employer. Only New York City residents pay city income taxes, and since the 
tax ranges from only 2.907 percent to 3.648 percent of income, the effect of the 
new parking benefit tax would be much smaller than a direct tax or fee increase 
that would raise the cost of parking.* 


Using the same assumptions as in the previous example, if a worker’s parking 
costs increase by 3.648 percent per year, the daily VMT in the CBD could be 
reduced by an estimated 450 miles. The VMT reduction is calculated only for the 
portion of the trips inside the CBD. VMT for the remainder of these trips outside 
the CBD also would be reduced. 


34To qualify for the resident tax rate, Manhattan residents must submit an application to 
the New York City Department of Finance. Residents must park their cars for one 
month or longer, have the vehicle registered to a Manhattan address, and use the car 
exclusively for personal use. 


35To have a much greater effect on VMT, as has been the case in Sweden, Canada, and 
Australia, the State and Federal tax codes would have to be altered to treat parking 
benefits as taxable income, which in turn would increase total taxes significantly on 
those drivers who currently have an employer-provided parking space in the CBD. For 
purposes of this discussion, it is assumed that the tax change would be made by New 
York City only, and would affect New York City residents only. 
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The calculation, shown in Table 4.2, assumes the following: 


e An estimated 194,000 personal vehicles park in the CBD as part of a daily 
commute each day.** Only these commuter trips are assumed to be affected 
by the subsidized parking tax. 


e A 2007 survey found that 24 percent of motorists parking in the CBD were 
reimbursed for the expense by their employers.°7 The same survey found 
that approximately 50 percent of the motorists who park in the CBD live in 
New York City (and therefore pay New York City income tax). 


e The elasticity of demand for parking with respect to price is assumed to be 
-0.3, based on the experience of San Francisco.%8 


e Of those motorists who are discouraged from parking in an off-street space 
by the tax increase, about one in five would continue to drive into the CBD, 
but would find another place to park (for example, in an on-street space). 


The city will have to address several issues if this initiative is implemented. 
First, it will be difficult to put a dollar value on the benefit provided by a free 
parking space. The average price of parking in the CBD, or in a subsection of the 
CBD, or in the particular garage where the space is located, would have to be 
assumed, and the city would need to have some enforcement mechanism in 
place to ensure the parker or the parker’s employer withholds the city income 
tax from the employee’s salary, or reports the benefit as income on the 
employee’s income tax return. Costs associated with this tax would be 
distributed among the agencies and personnel that are already responsible for 
collecting, assessing, and enforcing income tax in New York City and New York 
State government. 


36 Schaller (2006a), page 45, cites Census Journey to Work data that indicate 270,000 
people drive to work in the CBD each day. At an average vehicle occupancy of 1.4, this 
translates to 194,000 vehicle trips ending the CBD each day for commute purposes. 


37Schaller (2007), page 9. The actual percentage of motorists affected by the tax could be 
considerably less because motorists in this category include both regular commuters 
who are provided a parking space by their employer (and would be affected by the tax) 
and motorists on infrequent business-related trip who are eligible to be reimbursed for 
their parking fees (and would not be affected by the tax). 


38 The elasticity may be less than the -0.3. If drivers are not given price signals each time 
they park, but instead are presented with a relatively insignificant increase in their 
gross pay, viewed on their regular paycheck stub or on their income tax form once per 
year, they are not as likely to be affected by the increase. 
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Table 4.2 Estimated Effect of Taxation of Parking Benefits on 
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled in the CBD 


Number of vehicles that park each day in Manhattan CBD (commute trips only) 194,000 
Percentage who park off-street in employer-provided parking 24% 
Number who park off-street in employer-provided parking 46,500 
Number who park off-street in employer-provided parking, and pay city income tax (50%) 23,300 
Percentage increase in monthly parking cost 3.648% 
Elasticity of demand for parking with respect to price -0.3 
Percentage decrease in parking ([EXP(elasticity * In[oercentage increase in cost])]-1) -1.1% 
Motorists who no longer park off-street 250 
Motorists who continue to drive into the CBD but park elsewhere (20%) 50 
Motorists who no longer drive into the CBD (80%) 200 
Average daily VMT per trip for trips ending in CBD (portion of trip in CBD only) 2.19 
Estimated daily VMT reduction due to taxation of parking benefits 450 
Percentage reduction in daily VMT 0.016% 


Note: These calculations assume only commuters would be affected by taxation of parking benefits. 
Therefore, a baseline of 194,000 commuter vehicles is used rather than the 274,000 total 
passenger vehicles entering the CBD on a typical day. 


PARKING CASH-OUT 


Parking cash-out has been popular with businesses and employees in the limited 
number of cases where it has been implemented, but especially in New York 
City’s CBD, each business must do a careful analysis of whether cash-out is a 
wise financial decision. Businesses must weigh the capital savings on parking 
(based on the cost of a parking space and the expected reduction in demand for 
parking) against the annual cost per square foot for the cash-out payments 
(including any additional tax liability they would incur due to an increase in 
their employees’ gross incomes), and then compare annual cost for the cash-out 
payments as a percentage of capital savings against the cost of capital. 


Assuming parking demand exceeds supply at the current price point in the CBD, 
parking cash-out can be an even more effective strategy for reducing demand for 
parking in the CBD if it is accompanied by a reduction in available parking 
spaces, such as a shift in allocation from solo drivers to carpools. 


Various states and municipalities have taken different approaches to 
implementing parking cash-out. In California, a state law was passed that 
requires companies to offer parking cash out. Other states and cities have asked 
businesses to implement parking cash-out voluntarily. Most of the state’s costs 
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have been associated with producing and disseminating educational materials 
about parking cash-out, since the concept is not widely understood. 


To estimate the potential VMT reduction that could be realized by encouraging 
additional employers to offer parking cash-out voluntarily (for example, by 
offering tax incentives to offset the additional Federal tax liability they would 
incur due to an increase in their employees’ gross incomes), the following could 
be assumed: 


e An estimated 194,000 personal vehicles park in the CBD as part of a daily 
commute each day.°? 


e Taking into account employers who already offer parking cash-out, 
employers representing an additional 10 percent of CBD employers would 
voluntarily offer parking cash-out; 


e 10 percent of employees would accept a parking cash-out offer.4° Some types 
of workers, such as construction workers who have free on-site parking, 
would be unlikely to participate. 


Table 4.3 shows the calculation of VMT reduction that could be achieved by 
instituting voluntary parking cash-out. 


39 Schaller (2006a), page 45, cites Census Journey to Work data that indicate 270,000 
people drive to work in the CBD each day. At an average vehicle occupancy of 1.4, this 
translates to 194,000 vehicle trips ending the CBD each day for commute purposes. 


40 Shoup (1997) found that in California, parking cash-out offers reduced vehicle trips by 
11 percent on average, and Schaller (2006a) found that 90 percent of auto commuters to 
New York’s CBD have a transit option for their commute trip. 
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Table 4.3 Estimated Effect of Voluntary Parking Cash-Out on 
Daily Vehicle Miles Traveled in the CBD 


Number of vehicles that park each day in Manhattan CBD (commute trips only) 194,000 
Percentage who park off-street in employer-provided parking 24% 
Number who park off-street in employer-provided parking 46,560 
Number working at a firm that begins to offer parking cash-out for the first time (10%) 4,660 
Number of drivers accepting parking cash-out offer (10%) 465 
Average daily VMT per trip for trips ending in CBD (portion of trip in CBD only) 2.19 
Estimated daily VMT reduction due to taxation of parking benefits 1,020 
Percentage reduction in daily VMT ~0.02% 


Note: These calculations assume only commuters would be eligible for parking cash-out. Therefore, a 
baseline of 194,000 commuter vehicles is used rather than the 274,000 total passenger vehicles 
entering the CBD on a typical day. 


According to these calculations and assumptions, parking cash-out could reduce 
VMT by 1,020 miles per day, a 0.02 percent reduction. The VMT reduction is 
calculated only for the portion of the trips inside the CBD. VMT for the 
remainder of these trips outside the CBD also would be reduced. In a voluntary 
program, if tax incentives are offered by the city, the City’s share of the cost of 
the tax incentives and any employer education programs would need to be taken 
into account. 


Subsidized, off-street parkers, who make up less than a third of all parkers in the 
CBD, would be the biggest beneficiaries of a parking cash-out program. It is 
difficult to estimate what percentage of businesses would offer parking cash out 
(especially if the program is voluntary) and what percentage of employees 
would take the offer. Some types of workers, such as construction workers who 
have free on-site parking, would be unlikely to participate. All things 
considered, parking cash out is unlikely to have a significant effect on VMT in 
the CBD by itself. 


INCREASE RATES FOR ON-STREET METERED 
PARKING 


Donald Shoup, in his book The High Cost of Free Parking, advocates for increasing 
the price of all on-street parking to market rates, including parking that is 
currently unmetered and parking that is metered. He defines market rates as the 
price that will result in a 15 percent vacancy rate, or approximately two to three 
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spaces per crosstown block (long blocks on numbered Streets between Avenues, 
where most unmetered parking is found) in New York City’s CBD.“! 


In order to achieve these vacancy rates, the city would have to experiment with 
prices to determine the right price on each block or in each neighborhood, as 
both San Francisco and Redwood City have done. Fortunately, Muni-Meters 
could facilitate the experiment, enabling variable pricing by time of day, by 
location, and by type of vehicle (as is already done in the Theater District and on 
some Midtown streets and a portion of Canal Street for commercial vehicles). 


New York City already has experimented with market-rate pricing using Muni- 
Meters. On east and westbound streets from 23"4 Street to 59th Streets from 
Second to Ninth Avenues, and on Canal Street between Bowery and West 
Broadway, free loading zones were eliminated as part of the city’s Commercial 
Parking/ Congestion Pricing Program. Commercial vehicles must now pay $2 
for one hour, $5 for two hours, and $9 for three hours of parking for loading and 
unloading in these areas. At most of the spaces the rates are in effect from 7 a.m. 
to 6 p.m. Monday through Friday. 


The Commercial Parking/Congestion Pricing program has provided the city 
with real-world experience in setting prices for parking to encourage turnover 
and make efficient use of curb space. Figure 4.1 shows an example of signage 
and a Muni-Meter display on a block where commercial vehicle pricing has been 
implemented. 


“1Shoup claims that “Traffic engineers usually recommend that at least one in seven curb 
spaces—one space in every seven--should remain vacant at all times to ensure easy 
parking access and egress,” and cites three traffic engineering books and studies on the 
impacts that cars searching for parking have on traffic flow and time spent searching 
for parking. [Shoup (2005) page 297.] 
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Figure 4.1 Example of Commercial Parking/Congestion Pricing Program 
Signage and Muni-Meter Charges 


No Standing | 
Except 
C 
Ommercial Vehicles \ 
letered Parking I $2.004or 1 HOUR 
3 hr Limit } \ } i $5.00 for 2 HOURS Th PRESS OLUE RUTTON 1d 
8am -6 pm | $9,00for3HOURS | | | pel UNETS 


Monday - Friday | HOUR LIMIT | 


COMMERCIAL RATES 


2. PRESS GREEN BUTTON 


€ Pay at> ee. ee 


3. DISPLAY RECEIPT 
ON DASHBOARD 


NYC Parking Card 
ree Available 
<a information go to 
www.nyc.gov/dot or call 314 


Department of tamportation 


If discouraging retail customers is a concern with raising meter rates, the City 
could implement graduated rates, similar to those used in the existing 
Commercial Parking/Congestion Pricing Program for commercial vehicles. 
Lower rates for the first hour or two, following by steeply increasing rates for 
subsequent hours, could allow people to pay reasonable prices for short-term 
parking while encouraging turnover of spaces. 


It is likely that increasing the metered rates in the CBD will push more parkers to 
unmetered blocks, which are primarily on residential streets. This could be 
prevented through a new system of residential parking permits,42 which would 
limit alternate side spaces to neighborhood residents. 


The imposition of higher rates for on-street parking in the CBD would affect 
VMT in two ways: 


e First, VMT would be reduced among those drivers who are no longer circling 
the block in the CBD in search of parking. One of the key benefits of metered 
parking is the potential to reduce cruising for parking in the CBD. As 
mentioned previously, studies have found that a significant share of traffic on 


#2 The permits themselves could be priced at market rates to ensure supply meets 
demand. In several cities, permits are issued at zero or minimal cost to all who are 
eligible. Other cities, such as Toronto, have experimented with relatively high 
residential parking permit fees and/or have limited the number of permits to the 
number of available spaces. 
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CBD streets at various times of day is made up of motorists looking for a free 
parking space. 


e Second, VMT would be reduced among motorists who are discouraged from 
driving to the CBD. 


In a 2006 survey of drivers on Prince Street in SoHo, 28 percent of drivers said 
they were searching for parking.** Another study completed in 2007 found that 
45 percent of drivers on Seventh Avenue in Park Slope, Brooklyn, were searching 
for a parking space.*4 Studies elsewhere around the world found that between 8 
and 74 percent of the traffic was due to cruising for parking.* 


To calculate the potential VMT reduction due to reduction in cruising, the 
following assumptions could be made: 


e During a typical weekday in 2005, nearly 800,000 autos, taxis, trucks, and 
vans were estimated to have driven into Manhattan below 59th Street.‘ 
Personal vehicles made up 67 percent of this number, which is equal to 
536,000 auto trips into the CBD. Pass-through trips made up 35 percent of 
this total, and four percent of vehicles entering the CBD made one or more 
stops but did not park, leaving 61 percent, or an estimated 330,000 vehicle 
trips ending in the CBD.4748 


e Of these 330,000 personal vehicles, approximately 16,500 (or 5 percent) park 
at a meter on the street.4? Vehicles parking at metered spaces include some 
with placards. The exact proportion is not known, but for purposes of this 
estimate, it is assumed that 17 percent of vehicles parking at on-street meters, 
or 2,800, have placards, leaving about 13,700 vehicles parking at meters 
without placards. 


e If it is assumed that each vehicle without a placard spends about 9 minutes°? 
searching for on-street parking in the CBD, at an average speed of 6.5 miles 


®8Schaller (2006b). 

“4Transportation Alternatives (2007). 

45 Shoup (2006), page 1. 

46New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (2007). 
47 Schaller (2007), page 14. 

48 Schaller (2006a), page 2. 

49Schaller (2007), page 9. 


‘Shoup (2005), page 290. Three 1993 studies of cruising for parking in New York were 
cited by Shoup, along with various other examples from around the world. The 
midpoint of the search times for the New York studies was about 9 minutes. 
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per hour,5! each vehicle generates 0.975 VMT per trip searching for parking. 
A vehicle may make more than one trip and search for parking more than 
once per day in the CBD, but for purposes of this calculation, each vehicle 
entering the CBD is assumed to search for parking on the street only once per 
day. 


e Placard vehicles have to search for parking, but their search time is assumed 
to be 6 minutes today, rather than 9 minutes, because they are able to park in 
metered spaces at no cost as well as certain spaces signed “No Parking” for 
general motorists. With an average speed of 6.5 miles per hour, each placard 
vehicle generates about 0.65 VMT per trip. Assuming the on-street meters 
would be priced high enough to guarantee a 15 percent occupancy rate, both 
placard parkers and other on-street parkers would benefit from the reduced 
search time. (The implications of on-street parking availability on placard 
parkers’ decisions to drive into the CBD are discussed below.) 


Table 4.4 shows the calculation of reduction in VMT due to reduced cruising for 
parking. VMT among placard parkers could be reduced by 300 miles per day, 
while all other parkers would reduce VMT by about 7,400 miles per day, for a 
total VMT reduction of 7,700 miles per day just due to a reduction in cruising (an 
overall reduction of 0.27 percent). 


51This assumption is based on average travel speeds in Manhattan and considering that 
while searching for parking, motorists often travel at much slower speeds than overall 
traffic. 
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Table 4.4 Estimated Effect of Increasing On-Street Meter Rates on Daily 
Vehicle Miles Traveled in the CBD 


Placard _No Placard Total 


A Number of commuters who park in metered spaces on the street each day in 


the CBD before price increase (trips) 2,800 13,700 16,500 
B Search time for on-street space before price increase (minutes) 6 9 
C Average speed while searching for space (MPH) 6.5 6.5 
D _-VMT generated by cruising, per vehicle ([B/60] * C) 0.650 0.975 
E _-VMT generated by cruising before price increase (A*D) 1,800 13,400 15,200 


F Average daily VMT per trip for trips ending in CBD (portion of trip in CBD 


only) 2.19 2.19 
VMT generated by trips ending in the CBD before price increase (A*F) 6,100 30,000 36,100 
H Total VMT attributable to trips entering the CBD to park on-street before 
price increase (E+G) 8,000 43,300 51,300 
J Percentage increase in parking cost 0 167% 
K Elasticity of demand for parking with respect to price 0.0 -0.3 
L Percentage decrease in parking (EXP[K*In(J+1)])-1) 0% -25.5% 
M Motorists who no longer park at a meter (A*L) 0 3,500 3,500 
N Motorists who continue to drive into the CBD but park elsewhere (20%) 0 700 700 
P Motorists who no longer drive into the CBD (80%) 0 2,800 2,800 
Q Number of commuters who park on the street each day in the CBD after price 
increase (A-P) 2,800 10,900 13,700 
R Search time after implementation of higher-rate on-street parking (minutes) 5 5 
S Average speed while searching for space (MPH) 6.5 6.5 
T  VMT generated by cruising, per vehicle ([R/60]*S) 0.54 0.54 
U _-VMT generated by cruising after price increase (Q*T) 1,500 5,900 7,400 
V___ Reduction in VMT due to reduction in cruising (E-U) 300 7,400 7,700 
W Percent change in VMT due to reduction in cruising 0.01% 0.26% 0.27% 
X Average daily VMT per trip for trips ending in CBD (portion of trip in CBD 
only) 2.19 2.19 
Y _VMT generated by trips ending in the CBD after price increase (Q*X) 6,100 23,900 30,000 
Z___ Reduction in VMT due to reduction in vehicle trips to the CBD (G-Y) 0 6,100 6,100 
AA Percent change in VMT due to reduction in vehicle trips to the CBD 0.0% 0.21% 0.21% 
BB Total VMT attributable to on-street parking after price increase (U+Y) 7,700 29,800 37,400 
CC Total reduction in VMT due to implementation of higher-rate on-street 
parking (V+Z) 300 13,500 13,900 
DD Percent change in VMT 0.01% 0.47% 0.48% 


Note: Due to rounding, some figures may not total correctly. 


To estimate the reduction in VMT due to drivers who are discouraged from 
driving into the CBD, the following could be assumed: 


e As stated above, approximately 2,800 vehicles with placards park at meters 
and about 13,700 vehicles park at meters without placards. 
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e There are 29,000 curb spaces in the CBD, of which 6,900 have meters.°? As the 
average motorist parks on-street for 3.6 hours, it is clear that a typical 
metered space turns over multiple times throughout the day, accounting for 
the discrepancy between the number of meters and the number of vehicles 
parked at all meters in a given day. 


e If, for purposes of this example, the hourly rate at an on-street meter were to 
be increased 167 percent, from $1.50 per hour to $4 per hour, rates would be 
closer to the average hourly rate paid by motorists who park in an off-street 
garage for the average occupancy of 6 hours per day. 4 


e Using the results from the San Francisco study, the elasticity of demand for 
parking at a metered space with respect to price is assumed to be -0.3, 
implying a 0.3 percent decrease in parking demand for each 1 percent 
increase in price. 


e Motorists would have the alternative of parking in an unmetered space, but it 
is assumed that if an unmetered space were available in the neighborhood 
where the motorist was parking, the motorist would choose to park for free. 
As was assumed in the example above with an increase in the price of off- 
street parking, perhaps 20 percent of motorists priced out of metered spaces 
would switch to an unmetered space further from their destination or to a 
garage (which would be a comparable value after the meter rate increase, 
considering security, climate control, and other benefits of off-street parking), 
rather than switch to other modes or cancel their trips. 


Table 4.4 shows the calculation of VMT reduction for vehicles entering the CBD, 
if the price of on-street parking meters in the CBD were to be increased to higher 
rates. The total VMT reduction could be 6,100, a 0.21 percent decrease. Vehicles 
with placards would not be affected, because they do not pay for on-street 
parking. The VMT reduction is calculated only for the portion of the trips inside 
the CBD. VMT for the remainder of the trips outside the CBD also would be 
reduced. 


Accounting for trips within the CBD associated with cruising for parking plus 
trips to the CBD, increasing the price of all on-street parking in the CBD to higher 
rates could decrease VMT by a nearly 14,000 miles, about one half percent. The 
excess capacity could be absorbed by through traffic or delivery vehicles within 
the CBD, so these estimates may be high. The impacts would vary by 
neighborhood, since motorists with placards compete for metered spaces with 
non-placard parkers, commercial vehicles, and others to a different degree in, 
say, SoHo, than in the area around City Hall and other government offices. 


52 Schaller (2007), page 6. 
% Ibid, page 11. 
4 Ibid, page 11. 
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The costs of installing and maintaining new meters (which could be Muni- 
Meters) and new signage. 


4.6 REDUCING PLACARD PARKING 


According to a 2005 study, two out of the top 10 Census tracts in Manhattan 
where people drive to work surround the government offices and courts in 
Lower Manhattan. As mentioned in Section 2, 33 percent of government workers 
in Manhattan’s CBD drive to work, and they are more than twice as likely to 
drive than private sector finance, real estate, and professional service workers. 
Reducing the rate of driving among government workers could be based on 
prioritization of placard issuance, similar in concept if not in details to the 
strategy employed by the Federal government in Washington, D.C. 


VMT impacts will be estimated separately for this alternative using the BPM. 


Monitoring and enforcing the use and misuse of placards could be an effective 
way to reduce trips by drivers with placards, but the city would bear the costs of 
tracking the placards and increased enforcement of their proper use. 


4.7 ESTIMATED IMPACT ON VMT IN THE NEW YORK 
CITY CBD 


In terms of reduction in vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT), strategies to increase the 
price of parking in the CBD would have a range of impacts, and some may even 
increase VMT. Initiatives that discourage parking in New York’s CBD would 
impact vehicle trips ending in the CBD, but VMT associated with through traffic 
would be unaffected. It is even possible that some of the excess capacity freed up 
by trips that formerly were destined for the CBD could be absorbed by new 
through traffic. 


Table 4.5 summarizes the potential VMT impacts of each strategy discussed in 
this section. 


Charging higher rates for parking at on-street meters would be among the most 
successful parking-related policies in terms of VMT reduction. Increased on- 
street parking rates could reduce VMT associated with cruising for parking 
spaces, and it also would reduce the supply of long-term parking on streets in 
the CBD, thus reducing the VMT among commuters and other all-day parkers. 
This policy has the potential to reduce VMT by about 14,000 miles per day, about 
one half percent less than current levels. 
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Table 4.5 Impacts of Potential Parking Initiatives on VMT in the CBD 


Percent reduction in total VMT in 


Strategy Reduction in daily VMT in the CBD the CBD 
Parking freeze No reduction in current VMT; 0% 

potential reduction in future VMT 

growth 

Elimination of Manhattan To be estimated using Best Practice Model 
resident parking tax 
discount 
Taxing off-street 450 VMT 0.016% 
subsidized parking as 
income 
Parking cash-out 1,020 VMT ~0.02% 
Increasing rates at on- 14,000 VMT 0.5% 
street parking meters 
Reducing placarded To be estimated using Best Practice Model 
parking 


Note: Does not include VMT reduction outside the CBD, and does not account for latent demand for driving 
in the CBD (e.g., by delivery vehicles and through traffic) that could offset the VMT reductions. 


A parking cash-out program is unlikely to have a significant effect on VMT in the 
CBD on its own (approximately 1,020 VMT per day), but, assuming there is a 
shortage of parking in the CBD, parking cash-out can be a more effective strategy 
for reducing demand for parking in the CBD if it is accompanied by a reduction 
in available parking spaces, such as a shift in allocation from solo drivers to 
carpools. If there is no shortage, and parking can be priced to match demand, 
there is no need to eliminate capacity. 


Taxing off-street subsidized parking as income would have little or no impact on 
commuter mode choice due to the very small percentage increase and real 
increase in the cost of commuting. The reduction may be fewer than 500 VMT 
per day. 


A parking freeze would have no impact on current VMT, but it could help to 
reduce future growth in VMT. New York City’s already-stringent regulations 
governing accessory parking in new developments, coupled with the high cost of 
land, may already be reducing the number of off-street parking spaces in the 
CBD. 
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5.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


There is no one solution to the problem of congestion in and around in New 
York City’s CBD. The demand for parking is divided among several types of 
motorists, each of which has different characteristics and will have different 
reactions to potential policy changes. A combination of measures would achieve 
the greatest impacts. However, due to the extremely high demand for travel to 
and through the CBD, it is possible that the congestion reduction benefits of a 
particular parking strategy could be partially or completely offset by latent 
demand for through trips and other types of trips that use CBD streets (and the 
roadways leading to the CBD) but do not park. Estimates of VMT reduction 
cited in this report account for parking-related VMT only and do not consider 
latent demand. 


The following are the major conclusions of this analysis: 


e In terms of reduction in vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT), charging higher rates 
for metered parking could be among the most effective parking-related 
strategies analyzed in this paper. “Higher rates” implies a rate structure that 
would encourage regular turnover of spaces such that at any given time, 
about 15 percent of spaces are free (approximately 3 spaces per crosstown 
block if all spaces on the block are metered, or fewer if there is a mix of 
metered and unmetered spaces). The vacancy rate cuts down on traffic 
circling the block in search of parking and encourages turnover of parking 
spaces so that they can be used by short-term visitors rather than all-day 
workers. Because it reduces parking search as well as overall trips into the 
CBD, this strategy has the double benefit of reducing VMT and traffic 
congestion. To be most effective, it could be implemented in conjunction 
with a residential parking permit system to prevent spillover from metered to 
unmetered streets. 


e Accounting for reduction in traffic circling the block and a reduction in trips 
entering and leaving the CBD, implementation of increased on-street parking 
rates could reduce VMT by about 14,000 miles per day, about one half 
percent reduction from current levels. 


e Other strategies to increase the price of parking in the CBD would have only 
a modest impact, and some may even increase VMT. An elimination of the 
Manhattan resident parking tax discount may reduce VMT; however, if 
parking garage operators simply absorb the added cost to drivers and keep 
garage prices constant, there would be no effect on drivers and no change in 
VMT. An elimination of the parking tax discount may be the easiest strategy 
to implement, given that the infrastructure and regulatory framework for a 
parking tax is already in place, but there is a possibility that the change in tax 
policy could simply reduce operator revenues with no reduction in VMT. 
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e Anestimated 42 percent of motorists who park in the CBD pay the full cost of 
off-street parking out of their own pocket. Some of these motorists can 
deduct the cost of parking as a business expense, but still pay a substantial 
share of the cost out of pocket even when the tax break is considered. 
However, an increase in the parking tax might also be the least equitable 
solution because motorists who currently are paying for parking would be 
forced to pay more (unless parking lot operators simply absorb the tax), 
while the “free” parkers would continue to be subsidized. An increased 
parking tax may even persuade some drivers to joint the ranks of “free” 
parkers, increasing VMT as they cruise in search of an open unmetered space 
where they can park for the day. 


e An alternative may be to devise a method of influencing employers who 
provide free parking rather than taxing the individual consumers, but it is 
not clear if the VMT implications would be any different. About 34 percent 
of motorists receive free off-street parking from their employer, are 
reimbursed for the cost of parking by their employer or others, or have one of 
20 categories of government-issued placards or permits that enables them to 
park for free in designated off-street spaces throughout the CBD. Motorists 
who have a guaranteed, reserved parking space at no cost are the most 
difficult to dissuade from driving into the CBD. New York City could 
attempt to implement a variety of measures to accomplish this goal, 
including taxing company-owned parking spaces directly, taxing parking 
benefits as income (which would have little or no impact on VMT or mode 
choice), encouraging or requiring employers to give their employees the cash 
equivalent for their parking benefit (which would produce a VMT reduction 
of approximately 1,020 miles per day), or restricting distribution and use of 
off-street parking placards. 


e Initiatives that discourage parking in New York’s CBD would impact vehicle 
trips ending in the CBD. Through traffic would be unaffected, however. It is 
even possible that some of the excess capacity freed up by trips that formerly 
were destined for the CBD could be absorbed by new through traffic. Given 
that through auto traffic as a percentage of total auto traffic at Hudson River 
Tunnels and East River Crossings ranges from 30 to 60 percent, the City 
may wish to study potential impacts on through traffic before parking 
policies are implemented in New York. 


e Options for further restricting already scarce and expensive parking in 
Central London were considered insufficient to reduce congestion to targeted 
levels given that through traffic was approximately 30 to 40 percent of all 
traffic in Central London before congestion pricing was implemented there.°° 


Schaller (2006a), pages 36 and 37. 
*6Booz, Allen and Hamilton (2006), page 23. 
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Executive Summary 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


License Plate Rationing is a possible approach to reduce congestion in New York 
to restrict some vehicular traffic from entering the Manhattan Central Business 
District City on particular days. Typically a License Plate Rationing program 
restricts a set of vehicles from entering a specified area on certain days based on 
the last digit of the vehicle’s license plate. 


License Plate Rationing has not been implemented in cities generally considered 
to be international peers of New York City, such as western European capitals, or 
Asian cities such as Tokyo or Singapore. For the most part, it has been 
implemented in Latin American cities with severe air quality problems and very 
different demographics than New York. This memorandum focuses on the three 
most enduring and well documented implementations in the Latin American 
cities of Mexico City, Mexico; Bogota, Colombia; and Sao Paulo, Brazil. While 
there are lessons to be learned from the experiences, the documentation is not as 
thorough, impartial, or clear cut as might be the case were similar policies to be 
tried in the United States. 


Mexico City started the Hoy no Circula scheme (No Circulating Day) in 1989. Hoy 
no Circula restricts access by cars with two particular license plate digits every 
weekday (e.g., license plates ending in the numbers “5” or “6” could not enter the 
city on Mondays). Bogota implemented the Pico y Placa (Peak and License Plate) 
program in 2000. This program also restricts access to the city based on the last 
digit of a vehicle’s license plate. It differs from Mexico City in that access is 
restricted during the peak period only, not a full day. Bogota adds another layer 
of complexity by changing the numbering scheme every year, making it more 
difficult for households to maintain the right set of license plates to enable access 
each day of the week. Pico y Placa was implemented along with a Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) system and 180 miles of new bicycle paths to promote use of 
modes other than the personal vehicle. Sao Paulo implemented a License Plate 
Rationing scheme called Rodizio, restricting two numbers each day of the week 
since 1997. 


The major findings of the studies of these implementations are as follows: 


Short-Term Benefits - In both Mexico City and Sao Paulo, short-term benefits in 
the first year of implementation were well documented. In Mexico City, the trial 
implementation during the winter months of 1989 resulted in a 20 percent 
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reduction in daily vehicles in circulation within the urban cordon area, increases 
in vehicle speed, decreases in fuel consumption, and a 6.6 percent increase in 
subway ridership. A six-month experimental trial in Sado Paulo resulted in a two 
to five percent reduction in peak-period vehicular volumes, an 18 to 23 percent 
improvement in average speed on two major avenues which were tested, and a 
reduction of 26 percent (p.m. peak) and 37 percent (a.m. peak) in average 
congested queue length on the avenues. No mode shift was reported; rather 
drivers appeared to time shift out of the impacted peak periods. No specific 
short-term impacts were documented in Bogota. 


Long-Term Benefits Unclear - The most extensive and objective documentation 
of the long-term impacts of License Plate Rationing was found for the Mexico 
City implementation. These studies found that there was no sustained 
improvement in air quality, no increase in subway ridership, and worsening air 
quality on weekends and other times outside of the License Plate Rationing 
scheme. Mode shift was primarily to taxis and small buses rather than to 
subways, which counterbalanced any improvements likely to be achieved by 
reductions in auto travel. Demand for gasoline went up after two months of 
implementation, and Mexico City became a net importer rather than net exporter 
of used vehicles from the rest of the country, meaning that residents sought to 
evade the restrictions by becoming multi-vehicle households (with variably 
coded license plates) and began to acquire older (and less fuel efficient and more 
polluting vehicles) from the countryside. Whereas in theory the system should 
have restricted 20 percent of vehicles from the road on any given day, many 
vehicles are exempt from the restriction if they meet certain emission standards. 
In the end, current regulations restrict only about 7.6 percent of vehicles on any 
given day. The 7.6% is forecast to decline to 2.9 percent by 2010 as newer less 
polluting vehicles come on-line and are exempted from the restrictions. The 
policy indicates that the primary motivation for Mexico City’s implementation in 
the long term is air quality improvement, not congestion reduction. Assessing 
the air quality impacts in Mexico City is further complicated by the phasing out 
of leaded gasoline and adoption of U.S. vehicle emissions standards during the 
same period. 


In Bogota, the long-term impacts are affected by the companion implementation 
of a major BRT system and an extensive network of bicycle paths. Government- 
commissioned studies found a nine percent mode shift from private auto to BRT. 
BRT ridership has grown dramatically since its implementation, but there also 
has been a large corresponding drop in traditional bus ridership. Given the 
available documentation, it is not possible to isolate the relative impacts of the 
various strategies being employed during this period. However, Bogota does 
demonstrate the importance of combining License Plate Rationing or other 
vehicular limitation strategies with major improvements in alternative modes of 
travel. 


Enforcement - All three cities impose hefty fines for violations: $200 in Mexico 
City on per capita Gross Domestic Product (GDP) of $10,700; $107 in Bogota on 
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per capita GDP of $6,300; and $100 in Sao Paulo on per capital GDP of $4,500. 
Given a per capita GDP of $46,617 in New York State in 2006, this level of penalty 
would translate into fines close to $900, far in excess of most comparable 
penalties currently in effect for non-criminal motor vehicle violations in the 
United States. In addition, Mexico City devotes a large police presence to the 
enforcement of Hoy no Circula (in the absence of high-technology solutions) and 
impounds violating vehicles for 48 hours. 


Socioeconomic Bias - Since households with more than one vehicle are better 
positioned to avoid the ban, License Plate Rationing is more favorable to 
households with multiple vehicle ownership, which is highly correlated with 
income. Thus, the theory that License Plate Rationing reflects a more equitable 
response to congestion than schemes involving direct pricing strategies is not 
correct as more affluent households are better able to adopt strategies to 
circumvent the intent of the policy. This was most clearly apparent in Mexico 
City. 


Application to New York City Metropolitan Area - Given the greater wealth of 
the region relative to the Latin American cities studied, and higher auto 
ownership rates, it is likely that many area residents would emulate the 
adaptation strategy of Mexico City residents by acquiring additional vehicles 
with a different license plates such that they would be able to drive at least one of 
their vehicles across the cordon on any given day. Combating such strategies (by 
standardizing license plates across multi-vehicle households) would require a 
major change in how vehicle registrations are handled in the United States (from 
an individual vehicle to household vehicle basis), and it would have to be done 
across multiple state jurisdictions (at a minimum, New York, New Jersey and 
Connecticut). Even then, one could imagine further adaptation strategies such as 
neighboring households swapping vehicles on different days of the week if the 
government rotated the license plate numbering scheme on an annual basis as in 
Bogota. 


Besides new vehicle acquisitions, other strategies which people might employ 
that would further reduce the effectiveness of rationing might include increased 
use of taxis and shifting trips to days that the vehicle is not restricted. Finally, 
the elimination of trips barred by rationing could induce additional demand - 
new trips could take advantage of less congested roadways. 


In conclusion, in combination with good transit, rationing has had an impact in 
Bogota. Lessons from the Latin American examples show that travelers find 
ways to evade the ban, often by acquiring an additional vehicle. New York area 
demographics imply that many of the single vehicle households have the 
financial means to purchase an additional car. 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, New York 
City ranks second in the nation in terms of annual hours of delay. The majority 
of the delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours 
of annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the City and its residents over $7 billion in 2005, 
costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 


Rising levels of pollution and congestion have led some cities around the world 
to implement vehicle restrictions that control the entry of vehicles into congested 
areas. Vehicle restrictions include regulatory strategies that prohibit automobile 
travel according to time and/or space such as: 


e Prohibiting automobiles from parts of a city or corridor to make 
improvements for pedestrians, bicyclists, or public transit;! 


e Restricting access to specific vehicles with permits based on residential 
restrictions, commercial restrictions, restriction by type of vehicle, etc.;23 and 


e Restricting access based on vehicle license plate numbers. 


One approach to reducing congestion in New York City through vehicle 
restrictions is License Plate Rationing. Typically a License Plate Rationing 
program restricts a set of vehicles from entering a specified area on certain days 
based on the last digit of the vehicle’s license plate. Such measures have not 


1 Leo Lemmers (1995), How Amsterdam Plans to Reduce Car Traffic, World Transport Policy 
and Practice, Volume 1, No. 1, pages 25-28. 


2 Auckland Road Pricing Evaluation Study, 2005 (http://www.transport.govt.nz/arpes- 
index/). 


3 Victoria Transport Policy Institute, TDM Encyclopedia (http://www.vtpi.org/tdm/ 
tdm33.htm). 
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been implemented in any city in the United States. The most widely known 
example of License Plate Rationing in the United States was the fuel purchase 
program during the gas crises of the 1970s, when vehicles with license plates 
having an odd number as the last digit were only allowed to purchase gasoline 
on odd-numbered days of the month, while vehicles with even-numbered license 
plates were only allowed to purchase fuel on even-numbered dates. 


For the most part, License Plate Rationing has not been implemented in cities 
generally considered to be international peers of New York City, such as western 
European capitals, or Asian cities such as Tokyo or Singapore. For the most part, 
it has been implemented in Latin American cities with severe air quality 
problems and very different demographics than New York. This memorandum 
focuses on the three most enduring and well documented implementations in the 
Latin American cities of Mexico City, Mexico; Bogota, Colombia; and Sao Paulo, 
Brazil. While there are lessons to be learned from these experiences, the 
documentation is not as thorough, impartial, or clear cut as might be the case 
were similar policies to be tried in the United States. This document is organized 
into the following five sections: 


e Section 1.0 presents a definition of the problem at hand; 


e Section 2.0 provides an overview of case studies in select cities from around 
the world; 


e Section 3.0 discusses how lessons from these case studies might apply in the 
New York City environment; 


e Section 4.0 presents a summary of the key findings; and 


e Section 5.0 presents references and sources of additional information. 
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2.0 Case Studies 


The License Plate Rationing examples described in this memorandum restrict a 
category of vehicles from entering or being driven in certain areas of large cities 
during specified time periods. The primary goal of these policies is to improve 
air quality. To achieve this goal, the policies are designed to induce motorists to 
make changes in their travel patterns by not driving in defined areas at certain 
times of the day; shifting trips to other modes such as transit, ridesharing, 
bicycling or walking; shifting the time of day of travel; or not making the trip at 
all. The policy is based on the theory that fewer vehicles on the road would 
translate into increased vehicle speeds, reduced congestion levels, decreased fuel 
consumption, and lower levels of pollutants. 


There are several important considerations in evaluating the general effects of 
License Plate Rationing: 


e First, public transit (particularly fixed or dedicated guideway systems like 
subways and bus rapid transit (BRT)) and non-motorized travel are the most 
desirable alternatives in terms of fighting pollution and congestion. Transit 
and bicycle paths must have available capacity and must be attractive 
enough to discourage shifting to modes which are less likely to reduce 
pollution levels such as taxis and traditional diesel buses running on public 
streets. 


e Second, short-term benefits need to be made sustainable in the long run to 
address the various ways in which travelers try to circumvent the driving 
restrictions. 


e Third, a robust enforcement system is needed and should include meaningful 
fines for violators. 


e Fourth, License Plate Rationing might lead to an inequity across 
socioeconomic strata as households owning multiple vehicles, or having the 
financial capability to acquire multiple vehicles, are better positioned to 
circumvent the prohibitions. 


The three most enduring and well documented implementations of License Plate 
Rationing are Mexico City, Mexico; Bogota, Colombia; and Sao Paulo, Brazil. In 
all cases, License Plate Rationing was implemented in combination with other air 
quality improvement strategies. In Mexico City, License Plate Rationing was 
part of a larger air quality initiative which involved an emissions control 
program requiring that vehicles have their emissions checked and certified at 
regular intervals, phasing out of leaded gasoline, and adoption of U.S. vehicle 
emissions control standards. The License Plate Rationing program in Bogota was 
implemented alongside a new BRT system and 180 miles of new bicycle paths to 
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promote the use of modes other than the personal automobile. Sao Paulo 
introduced stricter emissions control at the same time as License Plate Rationing. 


All three implementations were first introduced on a trial basis. The short-term 
benefits had the desired effect of reducing motor vehicle travel, and therefore, 
the trial programs were made permanent. However, the long-term impacts in 
Mexico City and Sao Paulo have not proven nearly as effective. During the trial 
implementations motorists complied with the policies or faced significant fines. 
Once the policies were made permanent, motorists were willing to invest in 
solutions to get around the restrictions (such as taking taxis or acquiring 
additional vehicles). 


2.1 MEXICO CITY, MEXICO CASE STUDY 


The Mexico City Metropolitan Zone (Zona Metropolitana de la Ciudad de México) is 
the largest and densest metropolitan area in the country of Mexico. In 2005, the 
Zone had a population of 19.23 million. Figure 2.1 shows greater Mexico City. 
The shaded area represents the most densely populated part of the Zone. 


Transportation System 


Transportation in Mexico City is managed by the government of the Mexican 
Federal District through several public companies that administer the different 
modes of transportation. 


Mexico City is served by the Sistema de Transporte Colectivo Metro, the largest 
subway system in Latin America. The system is 129 miles (207 km) in length, has 
11 lines, and 175 stations. A twelfth line is planned to be constructed in the year 
2008 and a suburban rail system currently is under construction. The Metro 
carries approximately four million people every day, surpassed only by the 
subway systems in Moscow (7.5 million), Tokyo (5.9 million), and New York City 
(4.9 million).4 According to the information available through the Metropolitan 
Transit Authority (MTA) of New York, Mexico City’s subway has only 129 miles 
(207 km) of tracks as compared to 660 miles (1,063 km) in New York City.5 


4 Mexico City Transit Authority (http://www.ste.df.gob.mx/index.html) and http://www. 
ntdprogram.gov/ntdprogram/pubs/top_profiles/2005/agency_profiles /2008.pdf. 


5 MTA (http://www.mta.info/nyct/facts/ffsubway.htm) & Mexico City Transit Authority 
(http:/ /www.metro.df.gob.mx/operacion/ cifrasoperacion06.html). 
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Figure 2.1 Greater Mexico City Map 


Michoacan de-Ocampo 


\ 


Mexico State 


There are approximately 2.5 million registered vehicles in the Mexico City 
Metropolitan Zone,* a total which grows by approximately 160,000 vehicles 
every year. Severe environmental problems in the area can be partially 
attributed to this volume together with the age of the vehicles (32 percent of 
vehicles were made before 1980), the inadequate maintenance, the long distances 
they travel daily, the insufficient combustion due to altitude, the types of gas 


6 Metropolitan Mexico City: Transportation Policies and Economic Development (2001), 
Alejandro Villegas Lopez. 
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they use, and the high levels of traffic congestion.? As shown in Figure 2.2, 
private cars are the second most used mode of transport after Taxis and 
Microbuses (Microbuses are privately operated large vans or small buses). 


Figure 2.2 Mode Share of Trips per Person per Day in Mexico City 


Private cars 


22.4 
Taxis and 
Microbuses 
59.9% 
Buses 
4.4 
Metro 
12.6 


The city does not have an expressway network that connects points within the 
city; all cross-city trips must be made on arterial roads. In the late 1970s, many 
arterial roads were redesigned as ejes viales (high-volume one-way roads) that 
cross Mexico City proper. Two freeway ring-roads serve to connect points 
within the city with the larger metropolitan area. Circuito Interior is the inner 
ring and Periférico is the outer, or main ring. Due to the high density of traffic on 
the main ring, an elevated highway that runs atop and parallel to a portion of the 
road was constructed and opened in 2007. This elevated highway is colloquially 
called segundo piso, the second level of the Periférico. 


License Plate Rationing Program - Hoy No Circula (HNC) 


On November 20, 1989 Mexico City introduced a program that banned all 
vehicles from driving one day per week based on the last digit of the vehicle’s 
license plate. The program, called Hoy No Circula (No Circulating Day), was 
introduced primarily to control air pollution in Mexico City.8 


7 Towards an Air Quality program for the decade 2000-2010 for the Metropolitan Zone of the 
Mexico Valley, Clean Air Initiative. 


8 Lucas Davis (2006), The Effect of Driving Restrictions on Air Quality in Mexico City, 
University of Michigan; Eskeland and Feyzioglu (1997), Rationing Can Backfire: The Day 
without a Car in Mexico City, The World Bank Economic Review; Luisa Molina and 
Mario Molina (2002), Air Quality in Mexico Megacity: An Integrated Assessment, Kluwer 
Academic Publishers, Massachusetts. 
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The HNC was initially implemented for the Federal District (Mexico City proper) 
but now covers surrounding regions in the State of Mexico as well. The policy 
currently is operational under the rules listed in Table 2.1. 


Table 2.1 _—_ Restriction by Day of Week in Hoy No Circula 


Weekday Plate’s Last Digit 
Monday 5 or 6 
Tuesday 7or8 
Wednesday 3or4 
Thursday lor2 
Friday 9 or 0 


The original implementation of the plan was proposed for one winter season 
only. The winter season was targeted because thermal inversion increases the 
adverse effect of pollution. Due to the program’s success in its initial stages, the 
City decided to implement it year round in 1990. As the program progressed, 
exemptions were provided to low-emission vehicles. For example, in 1997 cars 
with catalytic converters were exempted from the ban. This exemption was the 
beginning of a pattern of exemptions for less polluting vehicles, which 
demonstrates that the primary purpose of the program is air quality 
improvement, not congestion reduction per se. There is no readily available data 
on the percent of vehicles exempted. 


The HNC implementation was part of the Proaire initiative which included a set 
of measures to counter air pollution. Some other measures in Proaire were 
vehicle emission certifications, development of high-capacity transit, and 
development of bike paths and pedestrian facilities. 


Enforcement 


The License Plate Rationing program in Mexico City experienced high levels of 
compliance.? Substantial fines coupled with a large police presence in the City 
helped discourage violations. The violation fines are equivalent to around $200 
at 2006 prices, quite high considering that per capita GDP in Mexico in 2006 was 
$10,700. The penalty also includes impounding the violating vehicles for a 
period of 48 hours. In addition, the license plate registration system in Mexico is 
well regulated in that it would be difficult for people to cheat the system by 
using fake license plates. In general, the available information points to an 
effective enforcement of the system, albeit without the use of technically 


® Lucas Davis (2006), The Effect of Driving Restrictions on Air Quality in Mexico City, 
University of Michigan. 
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advanced equipment. Recently there have been reports of corruption and 
bribery in the system for illegally classifying low-emission vehicles which are 
exempt from the ban, however.10 


Impacts 


During the trial implementation stage in 1989, Mexico City estimated a 
20 percent reduction of the vehicles in circulation based on 100% compliance, an 
increase in mean speeds, decrease in gasoline consumption and an increase of 
6.6 percent in subway ridership. As a result the authorities decided to make the 
program permanent.!112 


However, once the program was made permanent, it led to substantially 
different driver behavior. Travelers found the public transportation system an 
undesirable long-term substitute for driving. To evade the rationing restrictions, 
residents of Mexico City purchased more vehicles, in order to have at least one 
vehicle available for use on any given day. 


Studies were conducted to evaluate the impact of this program. Davis! studied 
the effect of driving restrictions on air quality in Mexico City using measures of 
air quality from monitoring stations. This study found no evidence of long-term 
improvements in air quality due to License Plate Rationing alone. Some of the 
key findings of the study were as follows: 


e No statistical evidence of improvement in air quality during any hour of the 
day or day of the week; 


e Noevidence of sustained increase in ridership on public transit; and 


e A relative increase in air pollution during weekends and hours of the day 
when restrictions did not apply. 


The study controlled for various factors influencing air quality in Mexico City 
and looked at different reasons why the License Plate Rationing policy did not 
have the desired effect. An important finding was the increase in taxi utilization 
during restriction periods compared to the degree of mode shifting to public 
transit. These results imply that mode shift has been primarily toward taxis and 


‘Joseph Sussman (2006), Mexico City: Transportation and the Environment. Lecture at 
Massachusetts Institute of Technology. 


1Ramiro Tovar Landa (2001), Mobile Source Pollution in Mexico City and Market-Based 
Alternatives, The Cato Review of Business & Government, Cato Institute. 


2The 20% statistic refers to theoretical reductions as the Mexico City report assumed 
100% compliance in the short-term trial of HNC. 


3Lucas Davis (2006), The Effect of Driving Restrictions on Air Quality in Mexico City, 
University of Michigan. 
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microbuses instead of public transit (buses and subways). Davis!* suggests that 
the inability to use private automobiles to access transit stops may be the reason 
for the preference for taxis over mass transit. Also, the study states that cars are 
owned by wealthier households that prefer taxis over the cheaper, crowded, and 
potentially unsafe metro system. 


Another study’ analyzed gasoline consumption for the period of 1984 to 1992 by 
modeling demand for gasoline before and after the regulation came into effect. 
The study showed that demand for gasoline went up six months after the 
rationing implementation. This study, as well as Davis’ report,!° identifies 
household vehicle ownership as the factor behind observed trends in pollution 
and gasoline consumption. The increase in household vehicle ownership was 
estimated by tracking the sale of used vehicles. The findings showed that Mexico 
City was traditionally a net exporter of used cars to the rest of the country; 
however, it became a net importer after the HNC implementation in 1989. 
Hence, households increased their vehicle ownership rates by acquiring used 
vehicles presumably to avoid the ban. The used vehicles are generally less 
energy efficient and have higher emissions. This further contributes to increased 
gasoline consumption and adverse environmental impacts. 


Statistics from the Office of Environmental Management (Direccién General de 
Gestién Ambiental del Aire)” projects further growth in vehicular ownership. The 
statistics show that the number of active circulating vehicles is projected to 
increase from 2.78 million in 2003 to 4.31 million in 2010 as shown in Figure 2.3. 
(The term circulating vehicles is used in order to account for the significant 
number of vehicles registered outside of Mexico City but that are still active 
within Mexico City on a given day.) 


‘Lucas Davis (2006), The Effect of Driving Restrictions on Air Quality in Mexico City, 
University of Michigan. 


5Eskeland and Feyzioglu (1997), Rationing Can Backfire: The Day without a Car in 
Mexico City, The World Bank Economic Review. 


6Ibid. 


7DIRECCION GENERAL DE GESTION AMBIENTAL DEL AIRE (2004), Elementos para 
la Propuesta de Actualizacién del Programa “Hoy No Circula” de la Zona Metropolitana del 
Valle de México. 
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Figure 2.3 Projected Number of Circulating Vehicles from 2003 to 2010 
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Source: Gobierno del Distrito Federal, Secretaria del Medio Ambiente, Direccidn de Instrumentaci6n de 
Politicas, 2003. 


The same study also shows that the average distance traveled by vehicles has 
been increasing consistently over three decades (Figure 2.4), a trend that continued 
despite the HNC program. This trend points toward an inability or unwillingness 
of drivers to change modes of travel, and perhaps an ongoing trend toward 
development around the edges of city leading to longer average commutes. 


A License Plate Rationing strategy that bans a particular vehicle once every five 
days could potentially reduce vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) by 20 percent. Many 
vehicles are exempt from the restriction if they meet certain emission standards, 
however. The official estimates in 2003 showed that the regulation only 
restricted around 240,000 vehicles on a given day, accounting for 7.6 percent of 
the total estimated number of vehicles in the region.1* The reduction level is 
forecast to decline to 2.9 percent by 2010 as newer less polluting vehicles come 
on-line and are exempted from the restrictions. These percentages refer to the 
number of vehicles affected by the policy, not on traffic. 


To enforce the low-emissions exemption, vehicles in the city are required to be 
tested for emissions regularly. They are categorized according to their emission 
levels, with those in the “low emissions” category being exempted from HNC. 
The exemption program was implemented to encourage motorists to shift to 
newer, cleaner vehicles. Estimates by the Office of Environmental Management 
(Direccién General de Gestién Ambiental del Aire) indicate that the restriction levels 


8Tbid. 
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would only apply to 2.9 percent of the circulating vehicles by 2010 as the older, 
restricted high emission vehicles are replaced by newer low-emission vehicles 
which are exempt from HNC. 


Figure 2.4 Average Distance Traveled by a Vehicle per Day in Mexico City 
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Source: Gobierno del Distrito Federal, Secretaria del Medio Ambiente, Direcci6n de Instrumentacién de 
Politicas, 2003. 


Future of the Program 


Mexico City still faces stiff environmental challenges. The government of Mexico 
City has proposed various measures aimed at reducing vehicles and emissions 
on the streets.!9 The proposed measures include expanding the weekday License 
Plate Rationing restrictions to Saturday, imposing stricter emission standards, 
and requiring mandatory busing for school trips. In addition, 8,000 new cameras 
and 100 radar installations are being proposed to monitor traffic infractions. 


2.2 BOGOTA, COLOMBIA CASE STUDY 


As the capital city of Colombia, Bogota is the largest and most populous city in 
the country with 6.8 million inhabitants.2° Approximately 20 percent of the 
population depends upon automobiles as their primary mode of transport.” 


Whttp:/ /ipsnews.net/news.asp?idnews=39090. 


20Government of Bogota (http:/ /www.bogota.gov.co/ portel/libreria/php/decide.php? 
patron=01.0101). 
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Bogota (Figure 2.5) is also the capital of Cundinamarca State. However, the city 
itself is a separate state, referred to Bogota D.C. (Distrito Capital). Figure 2.5 
shows the Cundinamarca State and the highlights the Bogota D.C. area. 


Figure 2.5 Bogota Metropolitan in Cundinamarca State 


Colombia 


Colombia —_ iB 


Transportation System 


Buses are the primary mode of public transportation in Bogota. Before 2001, the 
city was served mainly by privately operated buses, busetas (medium-sized 
buses), and colectivos (vans, minivans, or microbuses). Bogota also has a large 
fleet of taxis that serve the capital district and surrounding areas. 


*1Department of Statistics, Government of Colombia (http://www.dane.gov.co/files/ 
censo2005/resultados_am_municipios.pdf). 
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An extensive BRT system called Transmilenio (see Figure 2.6) has been 
implemented since 2000. This system is being expanded and is planned to serve 
the entire metropolitan area by 2030. Bogota also has an extensive system of 
bicycle paths totaling close to 180 miles (300 km) in length - the largest of any 
metropolitan area in South America (see Figure 2.7). 


Figure 2.6 Bogota Bus Rapid Transit (Transmilenio) Station 


Some of the salient features of the transportation system in Bogota prior to the 
2000 referendum for License Plate Rationing are presented below.” 


e Approximately 140 cars per 1,000 habitants, notably lower than European 
and North American cities which average more than three times this number; 


e Annual addition of approximately 70,000 new cars to an estimated 832,000 
existing vehicles; 


e Average vehicle speed of 12 miles per hour (19 kilometers per hour); 


e Average bus speed during peak hours of seven miles per hour (10 kilometers 
per hour); and 


2http:/ /ecoplan.org/votebogota2000. 
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e The average duration of daily trips in public transportation was two hours 
and 20 minutes. 


Figure 2.7 Bicycle Paths in Bogota 


License Plate Rationing Program - Pico y Placa 


The City of Bogota is located at a height of 8,661 feet (2,640 meters) above sea 
level and, therefore, has a rarified supply of oxygen. Pollution levels in the city 
are among the highest in South America and vehicular emissions form almost 
60 percent of the contaminants in the air. The City of Bogota has implemented a 
number of traffic control measures over the years to combat pollution and 
improve traffic circulation especially in the downtown area, including reversible 
and counterflow lanes on key arterial routes. 


A referendum was held in 2000 and the License Plate Rationing scheme (Pico y 
Placa) was approved by the voters, 51 percent to 34 percent. The Pico y Placa 
(Peak and License Plate) program was instituted and a commitment was made to 
follow-up this implementation with an intense development of the mass transit 
system, specifically the Transmilenio BRT service. As part of the same 
referendum, the city implemented a day without cars on the streets, called El! Dia 
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sin Carro (No Car Day). It takes place on the first Thursday in the month of 
February each year. Voters approved this measure 63 percent to 26 percent.?3 


The Pico y Placa program restricts peak-hour vehicle entry into the city based on 
the last digit of the license plates. Restriction hours were instituted from 
Monday through Friday, 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. The 
restriction applies to all vehicle movement within the whole city and is not 
limited to crossing a cordon. Bogota adds another layer of complexity by 
changing the numbering scheme every year, making it more difficult for 
households to maintain the right set of license plates to enable access each day of 
the week. For instance, starting July 1, 2005 vehicles were restricted entry into 
the city according to the scheme in Table 2.2. Comparatively, starting July 1, 
2007 the vehicle restrictions follow the scheme shown in Table 2.3. 


Table 2.2 —_ Pico y Placa Restrictions, July 2005 to June 2006 


Weekday Plate’s Last Digit 
Monday 9,0, 1,2 
Tuesday 3, 4,5, 6 
Wednesday 7, 8, 9, 0 
Thursday 1,2, 3,4 
Friday 5, 6, 7,8 


Table 2.3 Pico y Placa Restrictions, July 2007 to June 2008 


Weekday Plate’s Last Digit 
Monday 1, 2,3, 4 
Tuesday 5, 6, 7,8 
Wednesday 9,0, 1,2 
Thursday 3, 4,5, 6 
Friday 7,8, 9,0 


Vehicles with license plates from Bogota and Cundinamarca State are subject to 
the Pico y Placa restrictions between 6:00a.m. to 9:00a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 
7:00 p.m. while vehicles from outside these jurisdictions are restricted from 
5:30 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. This is done to discourage people 
in outer states from starting their travel early to avoid the restrictions. 


http:/ /ecoplan.org/votebogota2000. 
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The restriction excludes the following vehicles: 

e Emergency vehicles (such as ambulances, fire trucks, police cars, etc.); 
e Diplomatic vehicles, due to their special jurisdiction; 

e Presidential caravan; 

e Operative vehicles of public utility companies; and 

e School and company buses carrying more than 10 passengers. 


This means that around 99.9 percent of private and official vehicles and 
90 percent of the vehicles registered in the region must adhere to the restriction.”4 


Enforcement 


One of the unique characteristics of the Pico y Placa system is that it does not 
restrict vehicles for the whole day but rather only during the peak periods. As 
such, its implementation and compliance standards are different from Mexico 
City. 


Since the rotating numbers can cause some confusion to commuters, there is a 
grace period for drivers every time a new rotation comes into effect, during 
which only warning tickets are issued. These fines are steep considering that the 
2001 per capita GDP in 2001 was $6,300.25 


The City of Bogota data showed that only three percent of traffic summonses in 
2005 corresponded to Pico y Placa.26 Also, during the 2005 “No Car Day,” only 43 
vehicles were issued tickets for violating Pico y Placa traffic restrictions.2” 


Impacts 


The long-term impacts of Pico y Placa are affected by the companion 
implementation of the BRT system and extensive network of bicycle paths. 
Given the available documentation, it is not possible to isolate the relative 
impacts of the various strategies being employed during this period. However, 
the Bogota experience does demonstrate the importance of combining License 
Plate Rationing or other vehicular limitation strategies with major improvements 
in alternative modes of travel. 


Transportation in Bogota has experienced major changes during the last decade. 
The introduction of the Transmilenio BRT system induced a mode shift from 
earlier modes of transport such as buses and microbuses to the BRT system. 


*4http:/ /ecoplan.org/votebogota2000. 
https://www.cia.gov/library/publications/the-world-factbook/geos/co.html. 
*ehttp:/ / www.bogota.gov.co/portel/libreria/ php/decide.php?patron=01.0101. 
7http:/ /ecoplan.org/votebogota2000. 
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Table 2.4 shows the split in daily ridership between the different modes of 
Transit from 1980 till 2004. The four years following the introduction of 
Transmilenio experienced a significant increase in BRT ridership and a 
corresponding reduction in bus usage, with Transmilenio ridership doubling to 
1.2 million by 2006.28 


The decision to restrict four digits per day implies a theoretical daily vehicular 
reduction of 40 percent. Rotating the numbers for each day means there would 
be fewer ways to avoid the restrictions. 


Table 2.4 Pattern of Bus Ridership 


1980 to 2004 
Year 
Vehicle Type | 1980 1991 1995 1999 2001 2002 2003 2004 
Buses 3,863,298 | 3,379,419] 3,264,645) 2,520,871) 1,934,318) 1,837,675) 1,848,456) 1,625,133 
Busetas 1,274,500] 2,289,581) 1,810,935] 1,988,129) 1,825,812] 1,808,389) 1,740,511) 1,597,789 
Microbuses 253,581; 534,419) 248,226| 679,513) 670,622| 643,422) 780,744 
Transmilenio 466,267} 642,777) 617,522} 690,411 


Source: Study of urban public transport conditions in Bogota, 2005. 


Consecutive governments, starting with ex-Mayor Antanas Mockus and 
continuing with the former administration under Mayor Enrique Pefialosa, 
focused on reducing vehicular traffic within the city by making alternative 
modes available and more accessible. Extensive programs were created for 
developing bicycle paths and pedestrian-friendly facilities. Bogota now has 
almost 180 miles (300 km) of bicycle paths in the city. 


Although the impacts cannot be quantified for each isolated measure, the 
package of measures has produced benefits in terms of mode shift to transit and 
bicycle, reduced travel times, and improved average roadway speeds. The 
availability of energy efficient, faster, and higher capacity Transmilenio buses has 
reduced the demand for privately owned buses. BRT operations offer a 
32 percent”? improvement in travel time for users over other available modes of 
transit. There have been claims of a mode shift of 9 percent from private vehicles 
to BRT. 


Baltes, M.R., Barrios, J.C., (2006) Applicability of Bogota’s TransMilenio BRT (Bus Rapid 
Transit) System to the United States. Arturo Ardila, (2005), Study of Urban Public Transport 
Conditions in BOGOTA. 


2>Government of Bogota (http:/ /www.bogota.gov.co/ portel/libreria/php/decide.php? 
patron=01.0101). 
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Although the impacts discussed above are attributable to the package of 
measures, there are two notable findings that are specific to the implementation 
of the Pico y Placa program. The first is that the annual rotation of restricted 
numbers and the corresponding days helped discourage commuters from 
beating the system. At the onset of the program, the demand for license plates 
ending in 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, or 6 was high as these vehicles could move around in the 
city on Fridays. The annual rotation addressed this bias as those vehicles ending 
in 7, 8, 9, and 0 were permitted on Fridays the following year. 


The second lesson learned involves the restriction hours. Pico y Placa was 
implemented for peak hours only due to the presumption that restricting for a 
complete day would increase a commuter’s incentive to purchase an additional 
vehicle that could be used to access the city on other days of the week. Initially, 
the plan was implemented from 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 5:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m., 
but had to be extended to 6:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. due to 
peak spreading. This raised some questions regarding effectiveness of peak-hour 
implementation as critics of the program argued that increasing restrictions to 
earlier hours increased congestion in the middle part of the day.*° 


In summary, studies show that the success of Pico y Placa in Bogota is not a 
singular event.! It was implemented as part of a larger effort to simultaneously 
improve air quality and provide alternatives to the private auto. Perhaps the 
most significant long-term impact is the positive change in the public’s 
perception of public transit and bicycle use. 


Future of the Program 


The Bogota government continues to pursue the goal of reducing the role of the 
private automobile in the transportation system. The measures proposed for 
transportation and traffic improvements include the following: 


e Expansion of Transmilenio service; 
e Integrating private bus operators into the Transmilenio framework; 
e More car-free days (Un Dia sin Carro); 


e Possibly restricting all private autos during weekday peak hours starting in 
2015;°2 


e Renewal of public vehicles, buses, and taxis; and 


e Promoting bicycle usage along with clustered land use development in future. 


0http:/ /list.jca.apc.org / public /sustran-discuss/2005-November/004139.html. 
Pp Jca.apc.org/p 
s1http:/ /www.globalurban.org/IssuelPIMag05/ Montezuma %20article.htm. 


32World Bank Council for Sustainable Development, Mobility 2001: World Mobility at the 
End of Twentieth Century and its Sustainability. 
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2.3 SAO PAULO, BRAZIL CASE STUDY 


Sao Paulo is the capital city of the State of Sao Paulo in southeast Brazil, as 
shown in Figure 2.8. The city has an area of 588 square miles (1,523 square 
kilometers) and a population of 11 million®* making it the most populous in the 
southern hemisphere. 


Greater Sao Paulo (Grande Sao Paulo) is the metropolitan area around the city and 
consists of 39 municipalities with a total population of 19.8 million. 


Insufficient infrastructure, large population, low gasoline prices, high number of 
transit and personal vehicles, and a large number of factories in the city have 
contributed to making Sao Paulo one of the most polluted cities in the southern 
hemisphere. 


Shttp://www.ibge.gov.br/home/ estatistica/ populacao/estimativa2006/POP_2006_ 
DOU.pdf - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatistica. 
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Figure 2.8 Sao Paulo in Sao Paulo State 
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Transportation System 


Sao Paulo has three main modes of mass transit - Sdo Paulo Metro, a suburban 
rail network serving the metropolitan area, and a bus system. 


The Metro currently operates three lines serving 44 stations in the city. The total 
length of the network is 37 miles (61km) and two new lines are under 
construction. The metro has a daily ridership of around 2.4 million. 


The suburban rail system, Companhia Paulista de Trens Metropolitanos (CPTM), has 
six lines that serve the metropolitan region. The CPTM network has average 
daily ridership of around 1 million. 


s4http:/ /www.metro.sp.gov.br/empresa/relatorio/2005/RAmetro2005.pdf. 
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The BRT system, called Passa Rapido, and regular buses operate on 394 lines in 
the metropolitan region with an average daily ridership of around 1.5 million.* 


Sao Paulo has a number of expressways that connect to the suburban areas and 
other large cities. Private vehicles still remain the largest mode of travel. 
Figure 2.9 shows the usage of different modes of travel between 1967 and 1997. 
As shown, in 1997 (the most recent data available associated with the 
implementation of the rationing program) motorized travel accounted for more 
than 20 million daily trips as compared to 8 million for bus (public road) and 
around 2 million trips for public rail (metro). (The “Public Rail” category 
includes the metro and excludes the suburban rail system, and “Public Road” 
includes all public transport by road, such as buses). The “Motorized Travels” 
line depicts the sum of trips made by Public Road, Car and Taxi, 2 Wheelers and 
Other (small motorized vehicles). 


The number of personal vehicles in the Sao Paulo metropolitan area was 
estimated to be more than 4.5 million in 1997, and there were 12,000 buses 
circulating within Sado Paulo. At this time traffic congestion was considered a 
serious problem: average speed for personal vehicles was around 14 miles per 
hour (20 kilometers per hour) and an average of 3.2 million personal vehicles 
circulated every day.*” 


License Plate Rationing Program - Rodizio 


A License Plate Rationing scheme known as Rodizio was initially implemented as 
an emergency measure to control pollution levels in the City of Sdo Paulo in 1995 
by Sao Paulo State’s environmental agency, Companhia de Saneamento Basico do 
Estado de Sao Paulo (CETESB). The implementation proved successful in reducing 
the level of pollutants, especially Carbon Monoxide, in the air. 


In 1996, the State’s environmental agency sought to reestablish the program in 10 
municipalities but was only allowed to implement it on an experimental basis for 
the month of August for the peak hour of 7:00 a.m. to 8:00a.m. The fine for 
violating the restriction during this time was equivalent to $200 at 1996 exchange 
rates.*8 In 1997, the program was extended to include the entire central area of 
Sao Paulo throughout the year. This License Plate Rationing program continued 
in 1998 and followed the scheme shown in Table 2.5. 


Shttp://www.stm.sp.gov.br/ingesp/english.html. 
sshttp:/ /www.stm.sp.gov.br/ingesp/english.html. 


37Pedro Jacobi, Denise Baena Segura and Marianne Kjellén (1997), Governmental responses 
to air pollution: summary of a study of the implementation of Rodizio in Sao Paulo. 


38Pedro Jacobi, Denise Baena Segura and Marianne Kjellén (1997), Governmental responses 
to air pollution: summary of a study of the implementation of Rodizio in Sao Paulo. 
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Figure 2.9 Daily Trips by Mode in the Sao Paulo Metropolitan Region 
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Source: Motorization and Mobility Contrasts in Mega-Cities, World Bank Transport Forum 2000, 
Washington, D.C. (EH, CMSP, IBGE, and OnibuLis surveys data). 


Table 2.5 Rodizio Restrictions by Day of Week 


Weekday Plate’s Last Digit 
Monday lor2 
Tuesday 3or4 
Wednesday 5 or6 
Thursday 7or8 
Friday 9or0 


The restrictions were implemented every workday, 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m., and 
5:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. The implementation limits of Rodizio in Sao Paulo were 
defined by the ring road that circles the city as shown by the orange line in 
Figure 2.10. 
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Figure 2.10 Implementation Boundary of Rodizio (Not to Scale) 
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Enforcement 


Once Rodizio was introduced as a permanent measure in 1997, the fines were 
reduced to amounts equivalent to approximately $100. The fines were still quite 
significant considering that per capita GDP at that time was around $4,500. The 
compliance levels in the experimental period were reported to be around 
95 percent.3? Reliable data was not readily available on compliance for the 
period after the Rodizio was made permanent. 


Impacts 


Most of the data related to impacts of License Plate Rationing in So Paulo were 
obtained from the municipality. Independent data sources were not found. 


The City of Sao Paulo’s traffic management agency conducted surveys of traffic 
volume during the peak periods at seven important avenues of the city between 
October 1997 and March 1998. Compared to volumes before implementation of 


39Tbid. 
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Rodizio, the results showed a two percent reduction in hourly volumes during the 
a.m. peak and five percent reduction during the p.m. peak. The City of Sao 
Paulo also conducted a field survey to monitor traffic performance on two major 
city avenues during the same period. Table 2.6 indicates the improvement in 
both travel time and average speed“ as concluded by the study. 


Table 2.6 Before and After Comparison of Traffic Measures 


Before the Rodizio During the Rodizio Change 
Travel Time Morning 21 minutes 27 seconds 17 minutes 37 seconds -18% 
Afternoon 22 minutes 46 seconds 18 minutes 42 seconds -18% 
Average Speed Morning 11.6 mph (18.6 kmph) 14.25 kmph (22.8 kmph) 23% 
Afternoon 11 mph (17.5 kmph) 13.5 kmph (21.6 kmph) 24% 


The City’s traffic management agency developed the concept of CQL 
(Congestion Queue Length) in 1991 to quantify traffic congestion. The measure 
was based on the empirical distinction between traffic categories by classifying 
them as free-moving, slow, stop-and-go, or standing. The CQL can be defined as 
the sum of the queue lengths of the latter three categories. 


Average CQL was reduced by 37 percent in the a.m. peak and by 26 percent in 
p-m. peak after implementation of Rodizio. The reduction in CQL during the a.m. 
peak hour only implementation (7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m.) was 17.7 percent. 


However, the total number of vehicles on city streets is currently estimated at 
more than six million, up from 4.5 million in 1997. This large increase of 33 
percent indicates that License Plate Rationing has not discouraged vehicle 
ownership rates. 


The impacts of the Rodizio after the initial experimental phase are difficult to 
determine due to a lack of independent studies. The 33 percent increase in the 
total number of vehicles on city streets by from 1997 to 2007 indicates a lack of 
effectiveness in reducing traffic. However, a lifting of the Rodizio restrictions 
during the school holidays in July 2007 resulted in record levels of congestion, 
leading to its immediate reinstatement. In place for a decade, Rodizio has become 
ingrained in Sao Paulo residents’ way of life. 


Future of the Program 


The implementation of the Rodizio scheme in Sao Paulo is part of a larger overall 
initiative to improve the air quality in the city. This initiative, known as 
Proconve, began in 1986. The Proconve program is being expanded and will 
continue to focus on enforcing lower vehicle emissions standards on car 
manufacturers in Brazil and reducing dependence on gasoline-based vehicles by 


40L, Biezus and A.J. Rocha (1999), Does congestion management improve public transit. 
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promoting diesel and ethanol powered vehicles. Also, there are a number of 
projects underway“! to develop the city’s overall transportation infrastructure. 


2.4 OTHER IMPLEMENTATIONS 


License Plate Rationing has been implemented in other cities in similar fashions 
to the programs in Mexico City, Bogota, and Sao Paulo. Although there is a 
limited amount of available research regarding the effects of License Plate 
Rationing on traffic, pollution, and compliance, a brief description of the 
implementations in Auckland, New Zealand; Athens, Greece; and Santiago, 
Chile follows. 


Auckland, New Zealand 


Auckland is the largest metropolitan area in New Zealand with a population of 
1.3 million. A color-based scheme of License Plate Rationing was implemented 
in Auckland whereby license plates were restricted by color coding rather than 
by numbers. The program was implemented more than 20 years ago and data 
sources are very limited. No data was readily available on the impacts of this 
program. 


Athens, Greece 


Athens is the capital and largest city of Greece with a metropolitan population of 
around 3.8 million.42 Since June 1982, private car traffic has been restricted in 
Central Athens based on a License Plate Rationing scheme. The restricted areas 
lie inside the city’s ring road system. Taxis also were restricted in the first two 
years of the implementation, but are now allowed. Buses, bicycles, and 
motorcycles are exempt from the restriction. The license-plate-based traffic 
restrictions were introduced in Athens to address high pollution levels and to 
limit access to the vehicles on alternate days based on odd-even license plates. 
The License Plate Rationing scheme is implemented inside the ring road that 
goes around the city. A five square-mile (13 square-km) central area is bounded 
by the inner ring road and the enforcement is mainly through police patrol at the 
main entrances to the restricted area. The large coverage area and number of 
entry points into the city make effective patrolling nearly impossible. A steep 
fine of 100,000 Greek Drachmas (312€ or $440)43 is charged to violators. 


“thttp:/ /www.stm.sp.gov.br/ingesp/english.html. 
“http:/ /www.statistics.gr/Main_eng.asp. 


Shttp://www.leda.ils.nrw.de/database/measures/meas0205.htm. 
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2.9 


The License Plate Rationing measure was implemented in the summer of 1982 
and proved to be useful for the initial period of implementation.44 The scheme is 
still in place in the central part of the city and recent discussions have emerged 
about the complete banning of vehicles from certain parts of the city. However, 
there has not been any comprehensive proof of the long-term benefits of this 
measure.* 


It is widely believed that the measure was rendered ineffective as households 
with financial means purchased second vehicles to avoid the ban. Car ownership 
per household in Athens has gone up since the measure came into effect.46 There 
has been an increase in taxi usage and a shift in traffic flow from the side streets 
to the ring roads that surround the city. Athens has moved towards road pricing 
and other traffic management strategies to address their traffic problems. 


Santiago, Chile 


Santiago is the largest metropolitan area in Chile with a population of about 5.5 
million (2005). A number-based scheme of License Plate Rationing is in effect 
which is dependent on the pollution levels in the city. As such, drivers have to 
watch for advisories that prohibit them from using their cars on certain days 
with high pollution levels. 


LESSONS LEARNED FROM CASE STUDIES 


License Plate Rationing has been adopted in a number of places as a measure to 
alleviate pollution and congestion. Some important lessons can be learned from 
the adoption of the various vehicle restriction schemes provided in the above 
case studies. It should be noted that the most prominent and sustained 
implementations have been in Latin American cities such as Mexico City, Bogota 
and Sao Paulo. Other implementations have occurred in cities such as Athens 
and Auckland which are substantially smaller than New York City. There have 
been no implementations of License Plate Rationing in cities which are 
considered New York’s international peers such as London, Paris, Berlin, Tokyo, 
or in any U.S. city. 


e License Plate Rationing is tied to an increase in vehicle ownership rates at 
more than one location as commuters tried to circumvent the ban. Mexico 
City serves as a prime example of this consequence, with evidence of 
increasing levels of vehicle ownership also in Sao Paulo. 


“4G Argyrakos (1986). The Influence Of Private Car Restrictions On Commuting The Case Of 
Athens. International Conference on Commuting, Rome. 


4 Sustainable Transport: A Sourcebook for Policy-Makers in Developing Cities. 
46Tbid. 
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e The increase in vehicle ownership per household drove up the demand for 
preowned vehicles in Mexico City. This affected the average fleet age in 
Mexico City, and the older vehicles typically have higher gasoline 
consumption and higher emissions levels. 


e Off-peak traffic was found to increase with the implementation of License 
Plate Rationing confined to peak periods. Bogota and Mexico City both saw 
greater congestion levels during off-peak hours and weekends indicating trip 
deferrals to times when restrictions are not in effect. This counterbalances 
the objective of License Plate Rationing to eliminate vehicle trips, but could 
still have some benefit in decreasing congestion and pollution levels during 
the restricted periods. 


e Taxi usage increased. This was another reason why License Plate Rationing 
did not result in the projected decrease in gasoline consumption in Mexico 
City. A number of motorists substituted trips from private vehicles to taxis 
rather than shifting to low-emission and low-energy consumption modes 
such as public transportation. 


e Improvements in air quality were attributed to better emission standards. 
When License Plate Rationing was implemented alongside stricter emissions 
controls (Sdo Paulo and Mexico City), the impacts were more effective. 


e License Plate Rationing is more effective when paired with improvements to 
alternate modes of travel. Bogota experienced positive impacts of the 
simultaneous implementation of License Plate Rationing, BRT, and bicycle 
paths. Mexico City did not show an increase in mass transit ridership after 
implementation of License Plate Rationing. 


e A test period for a License Plate Rationing program can be an effective way 
to refine the various elements of the program to obtain the best results. 
However, those affected by the program may react differently over the long 
term, in ways that reduce the program’s effectiveness, as evident in Mexico 
City. 
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3.0 Application to New York City 


New York City is the most populous city in United States with more than 8 
million residents. It also is the most densely populated major city in the United 
States at 26,403 people per square mile (10,194 square km). The island of 
Manhattan is the business and cultural center of the five boroughs and has a 
population of around 1.6 million with a population density of 66,940 people per 
square mile (25,846 square km). New York County (Manhattan) is the densest 
county in the country.*7 


3.1 IMPLEMENTATION OF LICENSE PLATE RATIONING 


License Plate Rationing implementation in New York City is presented in this 
document using two methodologies: the first option would prohibit travel of 
vehicles into the restricted zone when the last digit of the license plate matches 
the last digit of the day in the month. The second option would involve color 
coding the license plates to correspond with a particular weekday on which the 
vehicle would be prohibited from entering the zone. For the purpose of this 
analysis, the restricted zone is assumed to be the area south of 86 Street in 
Manhattan. 


Alternative 1, Number-Based License Plate Rationing 


In Alternative 1, vehicles would be restricted according to the last number of 
their license plate and the last number of the numerical date (e.g., a license plate 
ending in “5” would be restricted on the 5th, 15th, and 25th of each month). This 
strategy essentially would ban a particular vehicle once every 10 days with a 
target of reducing weekday traffic by 10 percent. 


The number-based rationing is easier to implement since no changes would need 
to be made to current license plates. This option requires that the 
implementation policy address issues related to license plates that do not end in 
numbers and vanity plates. One simple way to address the issue of license plate 
identifications not ending in numbers would be to base the rationing on a 
specific digit elsewhere in the license plate identification. For example, if a 
license plate identification is “123-ABC,” the last numerical digit (in this case, 
3) could be the basis for the ration. 


Alternative 1 also provides the flexibility to change the number of restricted 
vehicles by changing the number scheme in the future. For example, license 


47http:/ / www.census.gov. 
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plate restrictions in Bogota (see Section 2.2) restrict four numbers each day of the 
week. The Bogota concept probably provides the best implementation blueprint 
for a number-based scheme. Also, the yearly rotation of these numbers makes it 
more difficult to beat the system over time. However, like all other License Plate 
Rationing schemes, it would still be easier for households with multiple vehicles 
to avoid the ban. 


Alternative 2, Color-Coded License Plate Rationing 


Alternative 2 would restrict a vehicle one day per week based on a color coded 
license plate. This strategy essentially would ban a particular vehicle once every 
five days with a potential target of reducing weekday traffic by 20 percent. Color 
coding avoids some of the implementation issues associated with the letters and 
numbers under Alternative 1 and would aide in enforcement, making violators 
more readily identifiable. The color coding also could be used to ensure all 
vehicles in one household have the same color, avoiding a major issue with 
number-based rationing. 


This alternative, however, presents a major implementation challenge in terms of 
providing color codes to all registered vehicles in New York and outside states. 
Providing the necessary access to out-of-state vehicles would introduce a signifi- 
cant level of complexity. Color coding by household would make the imple- 
mentation even more challenging. Standardizing the colors across multi-vehicle 
households would require a major change in how vehicle registrations are 
handled in the United States (from an individual vehicle to household vehicle 
basis), and it would have to be done across multiple state jurisdictions (at a 
minimum, New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut). Therefore, Alternative 2 
assumes the color coding scheme applies to individual vehicles (rather than 
across multi-vehicle households). 


3.2 IMPACTS 


This section presents an analysis of the impacts and issues that may be anticipated 
from the implementation of Alternatives 1 and 2 in the area of Manhattan south of 
86" Street. 


Traffic Impacts 


A License Plate Rationing program that restricts a vehicle once per week could 
theoretically affect each vehicle that travels all five days per week. However, the 
target reduction for weekday traffic may be lower if drivers who currently drive 
fewer than five days a week have the flexibility to shift their travel to days on 
which their vehicles are not prevented from entering the CBD. Currently, 32% of 
drivers using the Battery and Queens-Midtown Tunnels drive less than five 
times per week and may have the flexibility to shift to days that their vehicles are 
not restricted from entering the zone. 
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The potential traffic impact would also be affected by the number of multiple- 
vehicle households in the region. The 1997/1998 Regional Travel Household 
Interview Survey*’ (RT-HIS) reports an estimated 45 percent of the households in 
the New York-New Jersey-Connecticut metropolitan region (excluding 
Manhattan) have two or more vehicles.4? These households are better positioned 
to avoid the ban by using their own alternate vehicle. 


Some single-vehicle households might choose to purchase a second car in order 
to avoid the ban. Given the greater wealth of the region relative to the Latin 
American cities studied, and higher auto ownership rates, it is likely that many 
area residents would emulate the adaptation strategy of Mexico City residents by 
acquiring additional vehicles with a different license plates such that they would 
be able to drive at least one of their vehicles across the cordon on any given day. 
As in Mexico City, at least initially many of these additional vehicles might be 
less expensive, older, less efficient, more polluting vehicles. 


Besides new vehicle acquisitions, other strategies which people might employ 
that would further reduce the effectiveness of rationing might include increased 
use of taxis and shifting trips to days that the vehicle is not restricted from 
entering the zone. Finally, the elimination of trips barred by rationing could 
induce additional demand - new trips could take advantage of less congested 
roadways. 


Considering the above factors, License Plate Rationing impacts on VMT in the 
New York City CBD will be modeled in a separate analysis using the New York 
Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practices Model, the 
region’s travel demand model. 


Transit Impacts 


Most of the existing implementations of License Plate Rationing were in cities 
without a comprehensive public transit system (e.g., Mexico City, Athens) or a 
system that was introduced or expanded along with the License Plate Rationing 
implementation (e.g., BRT in Bogota). New York City has an extensive public 
transit system in place, but one that is highly congested in certain places during 
peak periods and may not have the capacity to absorb those restricted from a 
License Plate Rationing implementation. 


The motorists who currently drive into the city already are experiencing delays, 
in some cases paying tolls, and in some cases high parking costs for access into 


48Regional Travel Household Interview Survey (2000) New York Metropolitan 
Transportation Council (NYMTC) and the North Jersey Transportation Planning 
Authority (NJTPA). 


“Survey was conducted in the 28 county New York-New Jersey-Connecticut 
metropolitan area, including 12 counties in New York, 14 counties in New Jersey, and 2 
counties in Connecticut. 
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Manhattan. In facing these disincentives, the mode choice between the existing 
modes available to these drivers already has been made. As Mexico City’s 
experience shows, a License Plate Rationing scheme that only looks to push 
drivers to transit without providing new alternatives could make these drivers 
pursue a variety of strategies other than shifting modes. 


Taxi Service Impacts 


As mentioned in Section 2.0, the implementation of License Plate Rationing led to 
increased taxi usage in all of the cases studied. Mexico City experienced an 
increase in not just the taxi usage but also in microbus usage. New York City, 
which already has a taxi fleet of 13,000 vehicles, is likely to witness an increase in 
taxi usage as well. 


Commercial Vehicles Impacts 


A License Plate Rationing implementation in New York City could include 
separate regulations for commercial vehicles. License Plate Rationing could have 
a profound influence on commercial vehicle behavior by pushing more vehicles 
to off-peak and weekend periods. In the Mexico City case, many commercial 
vehicles were exempt from the restrictions (based on a separate emissions scale 
from passenger cars). The issues associated with various strategies for shifting 
commercial vehicle travel times are described in a separate technical 
memorandum. 


Socioeconomic Impacts 


Since households with more than one vehicle are better positioned to avoid the 
ban, License Plate Rationing is more favorable to households with multiple 
vehicle ownership, which is highly correlated with income. More affluent 
households are better able to adopt strategies to circumvent the intent of the 
policy. This was most clearly apparent in Mexico City. 


3.3. ENFORCEMENT 


The first step in enforcing a License Plate Rationing program in New York City 
would be to develop an implementation strategy. The license plate registration 
process would need to be modified to enable a fair implementation of the 
program. This would include involvement of different New York State agencies 
as well as Departments of Motor Vehicles from surrounding states. 


For the program to be most effective, a revised registration process would be 
needed to issue license plates based on household so that all household vehicles 
are restricted on the same day. Standardizing the restriction (based on colors or 
numbers) across multi-vehicle households would require a major change in how 
vehicle registrations are handled in the United States (from an individual vehicle 
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to household vehicle basis), and it would have to be done across multiple state 
jurisdictions (at a minimum, New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut). 


The program also would need to be managed proactively as in Bogota, by 
changing the restricted number or color scheme annually, to ensure that long- 
term adjustments by users are not rendering the system ineffective. 


The applications of License Plate Rationing in other places have been 
accompanied by steep fines: $200 in Mexico City on per capita GDP of $10,700; 
$107 in Bogota on per capita GDP of $6,300; and $100 in Sao Paulo on per capital 
GDP of $4,500. Given a per capita GDP of $46,617 in New York State in 2006, this 
level of penalty would translate into fines close to $900, far in excess of most 
comparable penalties currently in effect for non-criminal motor vehicle violations 
in the United States. In addition, Mexico City devotes a large police presence to 
the enforcement of Hoy no Circula (in the absence of high-technology solutions) 
and impounds violating vehicles for 48 hours. 


The international applications of License Plate Rationing have not seen a 
widespread use of any enforcement via intelligent transportation system (ITS) 
technology. The Latin American implementations were accomplished with large 
police presences. For the most part, the cost to enforce the program in the Latin 
American cities is equal to the law enforcement costs of monitoring vehicles, 
issuing violations, and collecting the fines. 


Although the New York City Police Department Highway Patrol has a Traffic 
Enforcement fleet of approximately 300 personnel, it would be prudent to 
consider License Plate Recognition technology to aid in enforcement, allowing 
the Highway Patrol to focus their resources elsewhere. As with the 
implementation of additional red light enforcement cameras in New York City, 
using technology for law enforcement purposes requires new state legislation. 


License Plate Recognition is an Intelligent Transportation System (ITS) 
technology that uses digital photography and optical character recognition 
algorithms to identify vehicles that pass by a particular location. License Plate 
Recognition has been used successfully in cordon applications (London, 
England) and in many toll road projects (Highway 407 in Toronto, Ontario; 
Citylink in Melbourne, Australia; and the Cross-Israel Highway). License Plate 
Recognition systems require access to vehicle registration databases in order to 
extract address information for sending citations to violators. For areas such as 
New York City, where motorists come from numerous states, the technology 
would need to be set up to read and recognize license plates from multiple states 
(including all the variations of customized and specialized plates). 


A License Plate Rationing scheme for the Manhattan CBD would likely require 
the use of License Plate Recognition technology at all bridges and tunnels 
entering the island of Manhattan. In addition, detectors would be needed at 
strategic locations inside the city to identify trips originating within Manhattan 
and crossing the northern boundary of the rationing zone. An estimated 20 
License Plate Recognition locations at key entry points to the island would be 
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required. Inside the city, detectors could be placed along the highways and 
avenues at constant intervals. An estimated 115 License Plate Recognition 
locations would be required to cover just the region south of 86t Street, 
including the river crossings. Table3.1 provides rough cost estimates of 
implementation of rationing at 115 locations in the city. 


Table 3.1 Cost Estimate for Implementation of ITS Enforcement 


Readers on Street Grid, East and West Side 
Highways, and Major Entry Points 


Estimated Number of Rationing Stations 115@ 
Estimated Cost per Rationing Installation $412,000 
Estimated Total Field Equipment $47,380,000 
Estimated Central Processing Capital Cost $100,000,000 
Estimated Annual Field Maintenance $9,476,000 
Field Visit to Download Images $7,774,000 
Annual Transaction Cost $183,070,000 
Annual Operating Cost $200,348,000 
Annualized Capital Cost $17,277,000 
Total Capital Cost $147,000,000 
Total Annualized Cost $200,348,000 


a The actual number of locations would depend on the License Plate Rationing Scheme. 


3.4 ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 


The environmental effects resulting solely from the License Plate Rationing case 
studies were unclear. The most extensive and objective documentation of the 
long-term impacts of License Plate Rationing was found for the Mexico City 
implementation. These studies found that there was no sustained improvement 
in air quality at any time of the day, no increase in subway ridership, and 
worsening air quality on weekends and other times outside of the License Plate 
Rationing scheme.*° Mode shift was primarily to taxis and small buses rather 
than to subways, which counterbalanced any improvements likely to be achieved 
by reductions in auto travel. Demand for gasoline went up after two months of 
implementation,5! and Mexico City became a net importer rather than net 


Lucas Davis (2006), The Effect of Driving Restrictions on Air Quality in Mexico City, 
University of Michigan. 


51Eskeland and Feyzioglu (1997), Rationing Can Backfire: The Day without a Car in Mexico 
City, The World Bank Economic Review. 
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exporter of used vehicles from the rest of the country, meaning that residents 
sought to evade the restrictions by becoming multi-vehicle households (with 
variably coded license plates) and began to acquire older (and less fuel efficient 
and more polluting vehicles) from the countryside. Assessing the air quality 
impacts in Mexico City is further complicated by the phasing out of leaded 
gasoline and adoption of U.S. vehicle emissions standards during the same 
period. 


The environmental benefits achieved during License Plate Rationing at most 
locations were likely due to the improved emission standards that were enforced 
along with License Plate Rationing (Proaire in Mexico City, Proconve in Sao 
Paulo). Similarly, the expected benefits of License Plate Rationing in New York 
City might not be realized without complementary measures associated with 
vehicle emissions standards, strategies to address increased taxi usage, evasion 
via increased vehicle ownership, and improvements to public transportation. 
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4.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


License Plate Rationing has not been implemented in cities generally considered 
to be international peers of New York City, such as western European capitals, or 
Asian cities such as Tokyo or Singapore. For the most part, it has been 
implemented in Latin American cities with severe air quality problems and very 
different demographics than New York. This memorandum focuses on the three 
most enduring and well documented implementations in the Latin American 
cities of Mexico City, Bogota, and Sao Paulo. The experience of these cities offer 
valuable lessons that shed light on what might be experienced from a License 
Plate Rationing scheme in New York City. The most relevant conclusions are 
presented below. 


e Better Chances of Congestion Mitigation when Implemented in 
Conjunction with Other Strategies - The Bogota and Mexico City cases 
experienced two different effects on transit ridership. The main difference 
was that in Bogota drivers were provided with a better public transit system 
over the existing one, whereas no such measures were taken in Mexico City. 
It is reasonable to conclude that a driving restriction would not be as effective 
in influencing commuters to switch modes unless they are provided with 
transit options that are considerably more attractive than the ones they 
currently have. 


e Short-Term Benefits May not be Sustainable - Short-term congestion and 
air quality benefits may be realized but these may be reduced in the long run 
as travelers adopt various coping strategies. In each case study, rationing 
policy was first introduced on a trial basis, then expanded to full-time as the 
trials seemed to have the desired effects in the short term. Once the policies 
were made permanent, some motorists were willing to invest in solutions to 
evade the restrictions (such as taking taxis or acquiring additional vehicles). 
In addition, some of the mileage reduced from the initial restrictions was 
offset over the long term by greater off-peak usage, trip deferrals, and 
induced demand. 


e Socioeconomic Equity - Since households with more than one vehicle are 
better positioned to avoid the ban, License Plate Rationing is more favorable 
to households with multiple vehicle ownership, which is highly correlated 
with income. More affluent households are better able to adopt strategies to 
circumvent the intent of the policy. This was most clearly apparent in Mexico 
City. 


e A robust Enforcement System is Needed - All three cities impose hefty fines 
for violations: $200 in Mexico City on per capita GDP of $10,700; $107 in 
Bogota on per capita GDP of $6,300; and $100 in Sado Paulo on per capita GDP 
of $4,500. Given a per capita GDP of $46,617 in New York State in 2006, this 
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level of penalty would translate into fines close to $900, far in excess of most 
comparable penalties currently in effect for non-criminal motor vehicle 
violations in the United States. Mexico City devotes a large police presence 
to the enforcement of Hoy no Circula (in the absence of high-technology 
solutions) and impounds violating vehicles for 48 hours. Although not 
currently used elsewhere, ITS technology is available for enforcement 
purposes. 


e Implementation is a Complex Undertaking - A significant effort would be 
required for effective implementation of a License Plate Rationing program in 
New York City. Outside states would need to actively be involved in the 
planning stages. To further complicate matters, high auto ownership in the 
metropolitan area makes it likely that many area residents would emulate the 
adaptation strategy of Mexico City residents by acquiring additional vehicles 
with a different license plate code to avoid the ban. Combating such 
strategies (by standardizing license plates across multi-vehicle households) 
would require a major change in how vehicle registrations are handled in the 
United States (from an individual vehicle to household vehicle basis), and it 
would have to be done across multiple state jurisdictions (at a minimum, 
New York, New Jersey and Connecticut). Even then, one could imagine 
further adaptation strategies such as neighboring households swapping 
vehicles on different days of the week if the government rotated the license 
plate numbering scheme on an annual basis as in Bogota. 


e Better Chances of Air Quality Improvements when Implemented in 
Conjunction with Other Strategies - Although most implementations of 
License Plate Rationing around the world were introduced to address 
environmental problems, the License Plate Rationing strategies alone have 
not been able to achieve significant benefits. The implementation of stricter 
vehicle emissions standards together with License Plate Rationing 
strengthened the effort to improve air quality. License Plate Rationing itself 
has not provided long-term environmental benefits. 
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Executive Summary 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, trucks, 
buses, taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, 
cause emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the 
region’s air pollution problems. Congestion pricing has been proposed to 
address these issues. 


One incentive that could be considered to help meet the goal of improving air 
quality is to allow hybrid or other types of low-emissions vehicles to enter the 
congestion pricing zone without paying a fee. Similar incentives have been 
adopted in locations throughout the United States and elsewhere. These 
incentives are credited with spurring growth in alternative fuel vehicle sales in 
these regions. Is there a possibility, however, that the incentives are working too 
well? By eliminating driver fees or other restrictions for a set of vehicle types 
and thereby pushing up demand for those vehicle types, could the congestion- 
related benefits of traffic control that the restrictions were initiated to achieve be 
compromised? 


CLEAN VEHICLE MARKET 


Vehicles that are fueled by alternative fuel sources or that simply emit low 
amounts of air pollutants while operating on conventional fuels, collectively 
referred to as “clean vehicles,” are making their presence known in the 
marketplace. Driven by increasingly stringent government emissions and fuel 
economy standards, and responding to consumer demands for vehicles that 
pollute less and require fewer trips to a fueling station, automobile 
manufacturers have been introducing many new clean vehicle models, 
particularly hybrid electric vehicle (HEV) models, to the market. Additional 
incentives such as Federal and state tax rebates also have helped to fuel the HEV 
market. Nationally, hybrid-electric vehicles represented 0.1 percent of registered 
vehicles. According to New York State Department of Motor Vehicle data, 
hybrid-electric vehicles represent 0.2 percent of registered vehicles in the areas of 
the New York City metropolitan region within New York State (New York City, 
Nassau, Suffolk, Putnam, Dutchess, Rockland, Orange, and Westchester). 
Industry experts predict that HEVs will increase their light duty passenger 
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vehicle market presence in coming years, from 1.5 percent of new vehicle sales in 
2006 to 4.5 percent or more by 2012.1 


CASE STUDIES 


An additional incentive have been adopted in 10 states, which allows clean 
vehicle motorists to access High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) facilities without 
meeting minimum occupancy requirements. These states have established 
varying emissions and fuel economy criteria that vehicles must meet to qualify. 
States such as New York have very stringent qualification criteria, while Virginia 
allows many more vehicle models to participate in its program. Three state 
programs have been selected for examination: New York’s Clean Pass Program, 
Virginia’s Clean Special Fuels license plate program and California’s Clean Air 
Vehicle program. Additionally, a look at a recent addition to London’s 
congestion pricing scheme, the institution of emissions-related charges, could 
inform a similar policy scheme in New York City. 


New York Clean Pass Program. New York State implemented the Clean Pass 
Program on the Long Island Expressway in 2006. The program has strict 
qualification criteria (only three vehicle models presently qualify). Within the 
first nine months of the program, NYSDMV issued 2,100 Clean Pass decals and 
clean vehicles accounted for between one and six percent of vehicles traveling in 
HOV lanes on the Long Island Expressway 


Virginia Clean Special Fuels Program. Virginia’s program has much less 
stringent qualification criteria, allowing many HEV models to participate. In the 
first five years of the program’s existence, more than 8,500 vehicles enrolled. 
Clean Special Fuel Vehicles accounted for 25 percent of HOV utilization on 
Interstate 95, causing the lanes to operate beyond capacity. Virginia recently 
restricted clean vehicle use of HOV lanes on Interstates 95 and 395. 


California Clean Air Vehicle Program. California’s program has perhaps the 
highest level of participation in the country. More than 85,000 vehicles have 
Clean Air Vehicle decals and are qualified to travel in HOV lanes without 
meeting minimum occupancy requirements. Although HOV lane performance 
in the State has deteriorated in recent years, California officials have blamed 
population and VMT growth, not HEVs, for the growing lane utilization. 


London Emissions-Related Charges. London has implemented emissions- 
related charges in its congestion charge zone. The emissions-related charges 


1 2007 U.S. Hybrid Vehicle Forecast Second Quarter Update, J.D. Power and Associates, 
August 2007, available from http://www.jdpower.com/corporate/news/releases/ 
pressrelease.aspx?ID=2007127 (accessed September 19, 2007); “Market-Based 
Approaches to Fuel Economy: Final Modeling Results,” Energy and Environmental 
Analysis, January 2006. 
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offer a 100 percent discount to the lowest emission vehicles, standard charges for 
most standard passenger car models, and additional fees for inefficient vehicles. 
A Transport for London study found that this policy will likely have a minor 
effect on vehicle fleet composition, traffic congestion, and environmental and air 
quality. 


NEW YORK CITY IMPLEMENTATION SCENARIOS 


Three scenarios for potential clean vehicle exemptions in the proposed New York 
City congestion pricing zone have been developed to determine potential effects 
on traffic congestion and air quality. 


The “no special provision” scenario assumes that the congestion pricing scheme 
will be implemented according to the previous proposal, and that no exemption 
is offered to clean vehicles. Clean vehicles will grow in number according to 
market trends, though this will not have an effect on crossings into the 
Manhattan congestion zone. The number of vehicle trips and anticipated vehicle 
miles traveled (VMT) will be the same as what is presented in the PlaNYC 
congestion pricing proposal. With the implementation of congestion pricing, 
vehicle trips ending in the Congestion Pricing Zone (CPZ) are expected to 
decrease by 111,000 and VMT is expected to fall by 6.3 percent. 


Alternative 1 assumes that the strict standards of the New York Clean Pass 
program are adopted for a Manhattan clean vehicle exemption, and only select 
clean vehicle models qualify. This scenario could result in the addition of 1,350 
daily vehicle trips that end in the Congestion Pricing Zone (CPZ) above the 
congestion pricing scenario envisioned in PlaNYC. Vehicle miles traveled (VMT) 
in the CPZ for passenger vehicles also would increase, by more than 9,000, from 
4.03 million in the baseline scenario to 4.04 million VMT daily in the 
Alternative 1 scenario. This represents a reduction in total VMT (including 
commercial and transit vehicles) over the precongestion pricing baseline of 6.2 
percent. Table 4.1 on page 4.7 provides details on VMT and vehicle trip 
calculations. 


Alternative 2 assumes that the qualification criteria are less stringent, similar to 
the Virginia Clean Special Fuels program. This scenario could result in the 
addition of approximately 13,000 daily vehicle trips into the congestion pricing 
zone above the PlaNYC congestion pricing proposal scenario level. Daily VMT 
for passenger vehicles would likely increase by 43,000 vehicle-miles relative to 
the PlaNYC proposal. This represents a reduction in VMT of 5.5 percent over the 
precongestion pricing baseline. 


Figure ES.1 shows the anticipated effect each scenario will have on VMT in the 
CPZ. Assuming total VMT will drop by 6.3 percent in the first year after 
congestion pricing is implemented, 4.75 million VMT (precongestion pricing) 
will be reduced to 4.45 million VMT (postcongestion pricing). The 
implementation of Alternative 1 would add 9,000 VMT back into the zone, as 
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indicated by the dark blue bar. Alternative 2 would add 43,000 VMT back into 
the zone, as indicated by the orange bar. 


CONCLUSION 


The experiences of other states show that the addition of incentives that save 
motorists time and money can result in a significant level of program 
participation. This participation meets the goals of programs geared toward 
changing vehicle purchasing and travel habits. The evidence does not suggest, 
however, that such fee and occupancy exemptions contribute to lowering traffic 
congestion. In fact, the opposite may be true. An incentive program that 
becomes popular for thousands of drivers may result in a lessening of the 
congestion reduction benefits of the congestion pricing scheme. 


Figure ES.1 Daily Total Vehicle Miles Traveled within the CPZ 
Pre- and Post-Implementation Scenarios 
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1.0 Introduction 


On any given workday, the Manhattan Central Business District hosts nearly two 
million workers from around the region, hundreds of thousands of tourists, and 
several hundred thousand residents. Streets are congested with cars, buses, 
taxis, pedestrians, and cyclists. The saturated roadways slow bus service, cause 
emergency vehicles to lose valuable response time, and contribute to the region’s 
air pollution problems. 


According to Texas Transportation Institute’s Urban Mobility Report, New York 
City ranks second in the nation in terms of annual delay. The majority of the 
delay is spent during the peak hour, with travelers experiencing 46 hours of 
annual delay (per traveler) in 2005, up from 34 hours in 2000, a 35 percent 
increase. This congestion costs the City and its residents over $7 billion in 2005, 
costing each peak traveler approximately $888. 


By 2030, nearly a million more residents, 750,000 more jobs, and millions more 
visitors are expected to further strain the City’s transportation system. The 
current system cannot handle the anticipated increase in traffic and meaningful 
infrastructure-based solutions are challenging, costly, and lengthy to implement. 
A comprehensive and innovative set of strategies must be implemented to make 
a profound change in travel behavior. 


One incentive that could be considered to help meet the goal of improving air 
quality is to allow hybrid or other types of low-emissions vehicles to enter the 
congestion pricing zone without paying a fee. Similar incentives have been 
adopted in locations throughout the United States and elsewhere. In Long 
Island, New York and California, alternative fuel vehicles that meet strict state 
and Federal emissions and fuel economy restrictions are permitted to travel in 
High Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) lanes without meeting minimum occupancy 
requirements. In Virginia those restrictions are less stringent, allowing a wider 
array of alternative fuel vehicles to access HOV lanes. In the United Kingdom, 
clean fuel vehicles that meet strict European standards are exempt from paying 
the congestion fee in Central London. These incentives are credited with 
spurring growth in alternative fuel vehicle sales in these regions. Is there a 
possibility, however, that the incentives are working too well? By eliminating 
driver fees or other restrictions for a set of vehicle types and thereby pushing up 
demand for those vehicle types, could the congestion-related benefits of traffic 
control that the restrictions were initiated to achieve be compromised? 


This memorandum explores the regulatory environment that has driven and will 
continue to influence the alternative fuel vehicle market and engages in a 
discussion of alternative and clean fuel vehicle standards and types in 
Section 3.0. The section concludes with an examination of existing and 
forecasted future markets for these vehicles. Section 4.0 introduces four case 
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studies that examine alternative fuel incentives that have been implemented in 
the United States and the United Kingdom along with the effects on traffic 
congestion and air quality that have been observed or predicted. Section 5.0 
presents three potential scenarios for the implementation of fee exemptions for 
alternative fuel vehicles in the Manhattan congestion pricing zone. Section 6.0 
presents conclusions based upon the discussion of the scenarios. 
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2.0 Alternative Fuel and Low- 
Emissions Vehicle Types and 
Markets 


The types of policies that promote the use of alternative fuels, energy efficiency, 
and reduced emissions can embrace a wide variety of vehicle and engine types. 
Some policies set eligibility requirements based on the emissions rating of a 
vehicle model. Other governments have based eligibility requirements on the 
engine type, regardless of the rated level of emissions or energy efficiency of the 
vehicle model. Prior to addressing special facilities access incentives throughout 
the world, it is necessary to understand the various types of low-emissions and 
alternative fuel vehicles and existing state and Federal emissions policies and 
standards. This section of the report establishes the context for alternative fuel, 
clean fuel and low-emissions vehicles, defines vehicle classifications, and 
provides examples of vehicle models available on the market. This section 
concludes with a discussion of current and anticipated market penetration of 
various vehicle types. 


2.1 POLICY CONTEXT: GOVERNMENT EMISSIONS 
STANDARDS AND RATINGS SYSTEMS 


The United States Federal government has been responsible for regulating air 
quality since 1970. The passage of the Clean Air Act (CAA) and subsequent 
amendments have established standards for reducing air pollution by regulating 
mobile and stationary sources of pollutants. The CAA and amendments have 
led to the establishment of Federal low-emissions vehicle standards and special 
provisions for stricter standards in the State of California. New York, along with 
seven other states in the Northeast have adopted aspects of the California 
standards. Six additional states have or are considering adopting similar 
measures. The following paragraphs discuss the policy contexts that have 
resulted in the development of the alternative fuel and low-emissions vehicles 
that currently are available on the market. 


Federal Clean Air Act and Amendments, 1963 to 1990 


Federal efforts to reduce air pollution and improve air quality stem from the 
CAA, originally drafted and passed through Congress in 1963. The CAA initially 
called for the development of air quality control agencies in each of the states. 
Federal involvement was limited to addressing pollution issues on the interstate 
highway system. 
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In 1970, the CAA was extended and amended to establish a Federal standard and 
policy for addressing air quality issues. The amendments required the newly 
established U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) to develop and 
enforce air quality regulations for the sake of protecting human health. Three 
programs of regulations and standards were developed by the USEPA to address 
various types of pollutants and sources: 1) the New Source Performance 
Standards prescribe the level of pollution that a new stationary source may emit; 
2) the National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) were established to 
protect human health and the environment from harmful air contaminants and 
target six air contaminants, including Ozone (Os), particulate matter (PM), 
carbon monoxide (CO), sulfur dioxide (SO2), nitrogen oxides (NOx), and lead 
(Pb); and 3) the National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants 
(NESHAP) were established to achieve the maximum reduction of emissions of 
pollutants that are not regulated by NAAQS, yet may cause increases in 
fatalities, or serious or irreversible illness. 


The 1970 Amendments called for the enforcement of theses standards by the 
USEPA in all states except California, which was exempt due to particularly 
acute air quality problems and that state’s efforts in pioneering strict standards 
of its own. The other 49 states for which USEPA is responsible were given the 
option to take on the responsibilities of regulation and securing compliance 
themselves, with funding assistance from the USEPA. States that elect to engage 
in regulation themselves are required to develop a USEPA-approved State 
Implementation Plan. 


In 1990 the CAA received another set of significant amendments, which are the 
most recent alterations to the CAA. The 1990 amendments address ozone layer 
depletion, toxic pollutants, and acid rain. With regard to mobile sources of air 
pollutants, the 1990 amendments require automobile manufacturers to produce 
cleaner engines; refiners to produce cleaner, less-evaporative fuels; and non- 
attainment areas to establish passenger vehicle inspection and maintenance 
programs that regulate vehicle emissions. The amendments encourage the 
development of alternative and renewable fuels.” 


Corporate Average Fuel Economy (CAFE) Standards 


In response to the oil embargo of 1973-74, Congress passed the Energy Policy 
Conservation Act in 1975. Title V of the Act, titled “Improving Automotive 
Efficiency,” established a set of fuel economy standards that automobile 
manufacturers who sell vehicles in the United States would be required to meet. 
The standards were applicable to passenger car and light truck (under 8,500 lbs 
GVWR) fleets. The National Highway Traffic Safety Administration (NHTSA) is 
responsible for establishing, amending, and enforcing CAFE standards. The 


2 “Clean Air Act,” U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, May2, 2007, 
http://www.epa.gov/air/caa/ (accessed September 20, 2007). 
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USEPA has the duty of calculating the average fuel economy for each 
manufacturer’s fleet, either by confirming manufacturer fuel economy test data 
or by testing vehicles at the USEPA’s facility in Michigan. 


Manufacturers that fail to meet the CAFE standards for their fleets are subject to 
fines of $5.50 for every tenth of a mile per gallon short of their target, multiplied 
by the number of vehicles produced. In lieu of fines, manufacturers can develop 
fleets that exceed the CAFE standards the following year for which they develop 
credits to use to “pay off” shortcomings in other years.? 


Federal Low-Emissions Vehicle Standards 


The CAA defined two sets, or tiers, of standards for light-duty vehicles. The 
standards require that vehicles in each subcategory maintain an acceptable level 
of emissions for each of the following pollutants: THC, NMHC, CO, NOx, and 
PM. 


Tier 1 Standards 


Tier 1 standards were drafted in 1991 and phased in between 1994 and 1997. The 
standards applied to all light-duty vehicles under 8,500 pounds Gross Vehicle 
Weight Rating (GVWR). These light-duty vehicles are separated into three 
subcategories: passenger cars, light-duty trucks below 6,000 pounds GVWR, and 
heavy light-duty trucks between 6,000 pounds and 8,500 pounds GVWR. 
Standards for each vehicle type were developed and then measured using the 
Federal Test Procedure (FIP7s). In 2000, an additional test procedure, the 
Supplemental Federal Test Procedure (SFIP) was developed to determine 
emissions levels during more rigorous conditions such as urban driving and 
driving while a vehicle’s air conditioning system is in operation.* 


Tier 2 Standards 


In 1999, a second tier of Federal emissions standards was adopted and began 
being implemented in 2004. The phasing in of the Tier 2 standards is scheduled 
to be completed in 2009. Unlike Tier1, Tier 2 standards include regulations 
applicable to large passenger vehicles over 8,500 pounds GVWR, up to 10,000 
pounds GVWR. Tier 2 evaluates vehicle models’ compliance at three stages of a 
vehicle’s life - prior to assembly line production, on the assembly line, and an in- 
use evaluation to ensure emissions levels are maintained after several years of 


3 “CAFE Overview,” National Highway Traffic Safety Administration, available from 
http:/ /www.nhtsa.dot.gov/cars/rules/cafe/overview.htm (accessed September 18, 
2007). 


4 “Emission Standards, United States, Cars and Light Duty Trucks,” Dieselnet.com, 
April 2007, available from http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/ld.php (accessed 
September 15, 2007). 
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use. Tougher requirements for fuel quality and cleanliness also are part of the 
Tier 2 standards. 


Vehicle manufacturers may certify their vehicle models into one of 11 
“certification bins.” Each bin corresponds to a level of strictness of the standards, 
with Bin 1 having the toughest clean fuel requirements and Bin 11 having the 
most relaxed requirements. Bins 9 through 11 are temporary bins, and will 
expire after Model Year 2008. In 2009 the entire vehicle fleet sold by each 
manufacturer must meet an average NOx emission standard of 0.07 grams per 
mile.5 


National Low-Emission Vehicle Standards 


During the late 1990s, the transitional period between Tier 1 completion and the 
phasing-in of Tier 2, the USEPA established a voluntary National Low-Emission 
Vehicle (NLEV) program, which resulted from an agreement between 
Northeastern states and auto manufacturers. The program sets forth more 
stringent standards than the Tier1 or Tier2 programs, requiring emissions 
reductions that are nearly equivalent to the California Low-Emission Vehicle 
Program. Participating auto manufacturers achieve compliance by adhering to 
schedules for bringing certain percentages of their vehicle fleets to increasingly 
cleaner standards. NLEV was implemented in the Northeastern states in 1999 
and nationally in 2001. It applies to light-duty vehicles, excluding heavy light- 
duty vehicles greater than 6,000 pounds GVWR.® 


California Emissions Standards 


The CAA allowed the State of California to establish its own emissions standards 
due to the severity of air quality challenges in that state, and the efforts the State 
had made in pioneering restrictive standards to improve air quality. The 
California Air Resources Board oversees research and establishes the California 
standards. Historically, California’s low-emission vehicle standards have been 
stricter than USEPA standards. Like the USEPA standards, California’s 
standards have developed under two iterations. 


CA LEV-I, or Low-Emission Vehicle (LEV) established standards for vehicles in 
six different categories, ranked from least to most stringent: CA LEV-I, 


5 “Tier 2 Vehicle and Gasoline Sulfur Program,” United States Environmental Protection 
Agency, available from http://www.epa.gov/otaq/regs/ld-hwy/tier-2/ (accessed 
September 21, 2007). 


6 “National Low Emission Vehicle Program and Ozone Transport Commission (OTC) 
LEV,” United States Environmental Protection Agency, September 2007, available 
from http://www.epa.gov/otaq/lev-nlev.htm (accessed September 20, 2007); 
“Cars and Light Duty Trucks-Tier 1,” Dieselnet.com, April 2007, available from 
http:/ /www.dieselnet.com/standards/us/ld.php (accessed September 18, 2007). 
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Transitional Low-Emission Vehicles (TLEV), Low-Emission Vehicles (LEV), Ultra 
Low-Emission Vehicles (ULEV), Super Ultra Low-Emission Vehicles (GSULEV), 
and Zero Emission Vehicles (ZEV). CA LEV-I requires that manufacturers 
produce a certain percentage of vehicles that fit into a certain category, and then 
progressively develop vehicles in increasingly more stringent categories over 
time, according to schedules that are built based on the manufacturer’s 
preexisting fleet characteristics. Tier 1 expired in 2003. 


CA LEV-II, the second tier of California emission standards, went into effect in 
2004 and will be completely phased-in by 2010. CA LEV-II initiated a 
reclassification (phased in by 2007) of vehicles below 8,500 pounds GVWR in a 
manner that requires most pick-up trucks and SUVs to meet passenger car 
emission standards. In addition, the NOx and PM emission standards were 
tightened and the TLEV category was eliminated. Vehicles therefore require 
advanced emission control technologies in order to meet the CA LEV-II emission 
standards.” 


New York State Air Quality Standards 


New York is one of eight Northeastern states that are members of the Coalition 
of Northeast Governors (CONEG) and Northeast States for Coordinated Air Use 
Management (NESCAUM), which defines itself as the CAA of the Northeast 
States. The participating states have adopted the CA LEV-II standards. New 
York is also one of many states that have adopted the impending California 
Greenhouse Gas (GHG) standards. These standards, if upheld in court, will 
establish limits on the emission of greenhouse gases and other pollutants. They 
will effect automobile manufacturers in the 2009 model year and require a 30 
percent reduction in emissions by 2016. The GHG standards would likely result 
in the introduction of higher quantities of low-emission vehicles, particularly 
those that make use of cleaner fuels, into the market in New York State. 


2.2 ALTERNATIVE FUEL, FLEXIBLE FUEL AND HYBRID 
ELECTRIC VEHICLE TYPES 


Alternative fuel vehicles refer to any motor vehicle that uses a fuel source other 
than conventional gasoline or diesel gasoline. Alternative sources include 
compressed natural gas (CNG), liquid nitrogen, ethanol, battery electricity, 
hydrogen fuel cells, and solar power. Vehicle engines that operate on each of 


7 “Tow Emission Vehicles and Test Procedures,” California Air Resources Board, 
September 2007, available from http://www.arb.ca.gov/msprog/levprog/ 
test_proc.htm (accessed September 19, 2007); “Cars and Light Duty Trucks-California,” 
Dieselnet.com, December 2006, available from http://www.dieselnet.com/standards/ 
us/Id_ca.php#lev (accessed September 18, 2007). 
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these sources are in various stages of development and availability on the 
market. 


Battery electric and CNG vehicles have been developed and adopted into 
government vehicle fleets. Governments in some locations have purchased 
government vehicles, transit buses, and public works vehicles that operate on 
these fuel sources. Liquid nitrogen, hydrogen, and solar powered vehicles have 
not yet developed far beyond prototype models. Ethanol has become a popular 
alternative fuel source in recent years. Most vehicles in the existing consumer 
fleet are capable of operating well on fuel that includes a 10 percent blend of 
ethanol. Conventional vehicle engines can be modified to receive fuel blends 
with higher proportions of ethanol, such as E-85 (85 percent ethanol) fuel. 
Automobile manufacturers have introduced flexible fuel vehicles onto the 
market which can operate well on E-85 fuel.’ 


Flexible Fuel Vehicles (FFV) 


Many of the popular clean fuel vehicles are flexible fuel vehicles (FFV) which 
alternate between two fuel sources. FFVs may qualify for several different 
California emissions rating categories, depending on the technologies used and 
resulting emissions. Popular examples of an FFV type include models that are 
capable of receiving E-85 ethanol. Manufacturers such as Daimler Chrysler, 
Ford/Lincoln, GM, Isuzu, Mazda, Mercedes-Benz, Mercury, and Nissan have 
produced vehicle models capable of receiving high proportions of ethanol fuel. 
Combined, these manufacturers have produced a total of 25 ethanol FFV vehicle 
models available in 2007.9 


Currently, there are few fueling stations in the United States that offer E-85 fuel. 
Of the 1,200 stations nationwide approximately 80 percent are located in the 
Midwest or Northern Plains states.!° In New York State there are three fueling 
stations that offer E-85 fuel, while no stations currently offer E-85 ethanol in New 
Jersey or Connecticut.!! Due to its scarcity, FFVs operating in the Tri-State region 
are likely operating on conventional fuel sources at most, if not all, times. FFVs 
are unlikely candidates for clean fuel or low-emission vehicle incentive benefits 
because of the fact that these vehicles can, and quite often do, operate on 
conventional petroleum fuel. 


8 “Flexible Fuel Vehicles,” E85.com, September 2006, available from 
http:/ /www.e85fuel.com/e85101/FFVlist2007.pdf (accessed September 17, 2007). 


9 “Flexible Fuel Vehicles,” E85.com. 


10 Midwest and Northern Plains states include Illinois, Indiana, Iowa, Michigan, 
Minnesota, Missouri, North Dakota, Ohio, South Dakota, and Wisconsin; “E85 
Stations,” available from http://e85vehicles.com/e85-stations.htm (accessed October 
25, 2007). 


11 “R85 Stations.” 
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Hybrid Electric Vehicles (HEV) 


Hybrid electric vehicles (HEV) which use a conventional combustion engine and 
a battery and electric motor, are another example of a popular type of FFV. 
These vehicles are capable of operating with improved fuel economy and lower 
emissions, however not all HEVs are developed for those purposes alone, and 
hence some models do not meet some of the more stringent emission category 
requirements. !? 


2.3 LOW-EMISSION VEHICLE RATINGS, VEHICLE 
TYPES AND EXAMPLES 


Existing consumer market-ready applications of LEVs will be presented 
according to the emission category established by the California Air Resources 
Board for which they qualify. 


Low-Emission Vehicles 


As of 2004, all new cars sold in California, and states that have adopted 
California Air Resources Board (CARB) standards, including New York, are 
required to meet LEV II emission ratings. LEV II is the least stringent rating new 
vehicles are permitted to obtain in California and states that have adopted the 
California rating system. Most LEV IIs are equipped with conventional internal 
combustion engine (ICE) technologies. Some hybrid vehicles fit into this 
category as well, unable to qualify for stricter emission ratings. This is due to the 
fact that their hybrid technologies are aimed at improving engine performance 
while maintaining the same fuel economy and emissions rating as standard ICE 
models. The 2007 models of the GMC Sierra Hybrid and Chevrolet Silverado 
Hybrid, for example, received the same USEPA fuel economy rating (LEV II) as 
the standard 2007 GMC Sierra and 2007 Chevrolet Silverado. The hybrid 
versions of both vehicle models, however, included a 5.8-liter, eight-cylinder 
engines which offer the consumer better performance than the 4.3-liter, six- 
cylinder standard models. The hybrid versions of the Sierra and the Silverado 
offer a slim one to two mile-per-gallon fuel economy savings compared to the 
standard models. Table 2.1 provides a fuel economy and emissions rating 
comparison of some LEV-rated vehicle models in the U.S. 


2 Driveclean CA, available from http://www.driveclean.ca.gov/en/gv/faq/ 
index.asp#2; (accessed September 18, 2007); “Fuel Economy,” United States Department 
of Energy, available from http://www .fueleconomy.gov/ (accessed September 18, 2007). 


13 “Green Vehicle Guide,” United States Environmental Protection Agency, September 
2007, available from http://www.epa.gov/autoemissions/all-rank-07.htm; (accessed 
September 21, 2007); “Ratings Highlights,” Greencars.org, 2007, available from 
http:/ /www.greenercars.org/highlights.htm (accessed September 17, 2007). 
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Table 2.1 Fuel Economy and Emissions Rating Comparison of Select LEV- 


Rated Vehicle Models 
Fuel Economy-  FuelEconomy- CARB 
Model (2007) Engine Specs City Highway Rating 
Chevrolet Silverado C1500 4.3L 6, auto 16 mpg 21 mpg LEVII 
GMC Sierra Classic C1500 4.3L 6, auto 16 mpg 21 mpg LEVII 
Chevrolet Silverado C1500 Hybrid 5.3L 8, auto 18 mpg 21 mpg LEVII 
GMC Sierra Classic C1500 Hybrid 5.3L 8, auto 18 mpg 21 mpg LEVII 
Note: “Ratings Highlights,” Greencars.com. 


Ultra Low-Emission Vehicles (ULEV) 


ULEVs emit 50 percent fewer pollutants than LEVs.'* A wide variety of 
conventional gasoline engine cars, SUVs, and pick-ups currently available on the 
market meet ULEV standards. Popular 2007 sedan models such as the Toyota 
Corolla and Yaris, Honda Sonata, Mazda MX-5 Miata, BMW X3, and the six- 
cylinder Nissan Altima qualify for a ULEV rating. Older versions of the Honda 
Insight, Honda Civic Hybrid, and Toyota Prius met ULEV standards, though 
most current hybrid vehicle models on the market aim for SULEV, PZEV, and 
AT-PZEV ratings, which are discussed below. 


Super Ultra Low-Emission Vehicles (SULEV) 


SULEV is the cleanest emission standard achievable by gasoline-powered 
vehicles. These vehicles emit between 76 percent and 97 percent fewer pollutants 
than USEPA Tier 1 requirements, and are 90 percent cleaner than LEVs. SULEV 
subcategories have been added to the California list of emissions categories. 
Partial zero emissions vehicles (PZEV) represent vehicles that meet SULEV 
requirements, have zero evaporative emissions from its fuel system, and have a 
15-year, 150,000-mile warranty on its emission control components. PZEVs give 
automobile manufacturers a partial credit toward meeting ZEV requirements 
without the need to produce ZEVs. The second new category includes advanced 
technology partial zero emission vehicles (AT-PZEV). AT-PZEVs use hybrid 
electric vehicle systems or CNG components to improve fuel efficiency, but 
otherwise meet PZEV/SULEV emissions requirements.!° 


M4 Driveclean CA. 
15 “Ratings Highlights,” Greencars.com. 


16 “Emissions,” Clean Car Campaign, available from http://www.cleancarcampaign.org/ 
emissions.shtml (accessed September 14, 2007). 
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There currently are dozens of SULEV models available on the market. Auto 
manufacturers such as Ford, Chevrolet, Honda, Lexus, Mazda, Mercury, Nissan, 
and Toyota have developed SULEV, PZEV, and AT-PZEV models that are 
gaining popularity and traction in the marketplace. SULEV vehicle models 
available in 2007 include the Hyundai Elantra GLS and the BMW 3 Series four- 
door sedan. The 2007 models of the Volkswagen Jetta, Toyota Camry Sedan, 
Subaru Forester, Pontiac G5, Ford Fusion, and Nissan Altima qualify as PZEVs. 
Hybrid vehicles such as the Toyota Prius, Honda Insight, and Honda Civic 
Hybrid are AT-PZEVs due to the advanced technology used to meet tough 
emissions standards. It is important to note that due to clean fuel requirements 
in place in California, New York, and Connecticut, a vehicle that qualifies as 
PZEV in those states may not burn as clean and therefore qualify as a SULEV 
elsewhere in the country. 


Zero Emission Vehicles 


ZEVs have zero tailpipe emissions and are 98 percent cleaner than LEVs. Battery 
electric vehicles, fuel cell vehicles, hydrogen vehicles, and solar powered vehicles 
qualify as ZEVs. Currently, there are no ZEV models being mass-produced by 
the major automobile manufacturers, nor are any models widely available on the 
market. The CA LEV-II program sets ZEV quotas for automobile manufacturers. 
Manufacturers unable to produce their quota of ZEVs have the option to produce 
Advanced Technology Partial Zero Emission Vehicles (AT-PZEV) to receive 
partial ZEV credits. This arrangement is one of the major motivating factors 
driving the production of AT-PZEVs and HEVs. 


2.4 ALTERNATIVE FUEL AND LOWER EMISSIONS 
VEHICLE MARKET PENETRATION AND FORECASTS 


Alternative fuel and lower emissions vehicles have been taking on a larger share 
of the new vehicle market in recent years. In particular, HEVs have been gaining 
traction in the marketplace. Since Honda introduced the Insight hybrid in 1999 
and Toyota’s Prius premiered in 2000, consumer demand for hybrids has grown 
tremendously. These models, and those that have arrived on the market in more 
recent years, offer consumers physical appearance and performance similar to 
conventional automobiles. 


Despite higher sticker prices than comparable internal combustion engine (ICE) 
vehicle models, the incentives available to hybrid buyers, including Federal 
income tax credits and various state and local incentives may reduce to some 
degree the perceived pricing disparity. The Federal income tax credit, which can 
be worth up to a few thousand dollars, is available to the original purchasers of 
hybrid vehicles during the year of purchase. The credits are applicable on a 
given vehicle model until the manufacturer sells a total of 60,000 units of that 
vehicle model. Additional incentives available in some states and municipalities 
include additional tax credits, vehicle emissions inspection waivers, preferred 
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and/or free or discounted parking, and special access to facilities such as HOV 
lanes without meeting minimum occupancy requirements. 


These incentives have contributed to the popularity of HEVs nationwide, but 
also in specific areas where the incentives are greater. In 2005, over one quarter 
of all HEV sales in the U.S. occurred in California where strict emissions 
standards, state tax credits, and HOV lane privileges are present. Virginia, 
which began offering HOV lane privileges to single-occupant HEVs in its highly 
congested northern suburbs in the 1990s, was the second largest HEV market in 
the nation until traditionally larger consumer markets in Florida, Texas, and 
New York surpassed Virginia’s sales in 2005.17 


Nationwide, HEV sales have increased significantly in each year since 2000. 
Between 2000 and 2006 new HEV registrations increased by an average of 85 
percent annually. Despite a tremendous jump in HEV registrations between 
2004 and 2005 (an increase of over 125 percent), 2006 experienced much slower 
growth. As of 2006, HEVs comprised only 1.5 percent of new light-duty vehicle 
registrations, but when compared to almost 0.0 percent of new light-duty vehicle 
registrations in 2000, and 0.5 percent in 2004, significant growth has been 
achieved. In the first half of 2007, HEVs comprised 2.3 percent of the light duty 
market.!8 United States HEV registrations between 2000 and 2006 are illustrated 
in Figure 2.1. 


“Hybrid Registrations Increase 81 Percent in 2004,” R.L. Polk Japan KK, April 2005, 
available from http://usa.polk.com/News/LatestNews/news_042505.htm; (accessed 
September 12, 2007); “Hybrid Vehicle Registrations More than Double in 2005,” R.L. 
Polk Japan KK, May 2006, available from http://usa.polk.com/News/LatestNews/ 
2006_0504_hybrids.htm (accessed September 12, 2007). 


18 JD Power and Associates; R.L. Polk Japan KK; “Motor Vehicle Registrations,” 
European Automobile Industry Report, available 
fromhttp:/ /www.acea.be/ files / VEHICLE% 20REGISTRATIONS% 202006. pdf, 
(accessed October 28, 2007). 


2-10 Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 


a] 
Exempt Hybrids from the Congestion Charge 
Technical Memorandum 


Figure 2.1 Nationwide HEV Registrations 
2000 to 2006 
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HEV Market Forecasts 


Since the 1990s all of the major automobile market watchers have been 
speculating on the potential growth in the HEV and other lower emissions 
markets. In developing market forecasts, these firms, such as J.D. Power and 
Associates, ABI Research, and Booz Allen, take dozens of factors into 
consideration. The following production factors contribute to the development 
of market and sales forecasts: 


e Vehicle rollout schedules, production capacity, technological advancements; 


e Regulation factors such as anticipated fuel economy and emissions 
requirements, the status of government incentives such as tax credits 
available to consumers who purchase specific models; and 


e Consumer factors such as consumer market purchasing power and consumer 
demands. 


There is a lot of speculation and disagreement among forecasters regarding the 
rate of growth HEVs will experience in the marketplace over the next five to 10 
years.19 


19 “Are Fewer People Interested in Hybrids this Year?” Hybridautoinfo.com, available 
from http:/ /hybridautoinfo.com/news/are-fewer-people-interested-in-hy brids-this- 
year/ (accessed September 19, 2007); “Popularity of Hybrid Cars Increasing Worldwide,” 


Footnote continued 
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According to some well-respected forecasters such as J.D. Power and Associates 
(JDP) and Energy and Environmental Analysis (EEA), HEVs will continue to 
grow in numbers on the market, but their growth, though continuing to be 
strong, will slow down relative to the rapid growth observed in 2004 and 2005. 
This anticipated slowing of momentum for HEVs is expected due to public 
disappointment with the actual fuel economy of HEVs, and predictions that HEV 
fuel economy will improve only marginally beyond 2012, while the fuel economy 
of ICEs is expected to improve. 


JDP indicates that HEVs will likely achieve a 4.6 percent share of the new vehicle 
market by 2010, up from 1.5 percent in 2006, and a doubling of the 2.3 percent 
market share HEVs achieved in the first half of 2007. EEA predicts that HEVs 
will achieve 4.5 percent of the market by 2012 and as much as 7.5 percent by 
2020. The EEA forecasts anticipated higher growth for hybrids if government- 
sponsored fee-bates for automobile manufacturers are offered as incentives to 
produce HEVs. Growth could be greater still with technology subsidies to 
consumers who purchase HEVs. A $5,000 subsidy would result in a market 
share of over 60 percent, while 30 percent could be achieved with a subsidy of 
$2,500 by 2025. Though EEA suggests that such subsidies are not sustainable, 
this scenario indicates that consumers are very responsive to large incentives. 
Figure 2.2 illustrates HEV market forecasts produced by some of the most 
reputable firms in the nation.” 


Hybridautoinfo.com, available from http://hybridautoinfo.com/hybrid-technology/ 
popularity-of-hybrid-cars-increasing-worldwide/ (accessed September 19, 2007). 


20 2007 U.S. Hybrid Vehicle Forecast Second Quarter Update, J.D. Power and Associates, 
August 2007, available from http://www.jdpower.com/corporate/news/releases/ 
pressrelease.aspx?ID=2007127 (accessed September 19, 2007); “Market-Based Approaches 
to Fuel Economy: Final Modeling Results,” Energy and Environmental Analysis, January 
2006. 
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Figure 2.2 Forecasts for Growth in the Hybrid Market 
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Source: HybridCars.com, 2005. 


The black curve represents a continuation of the current trend in HEV growth. 
Many firms have predicted growth at an accelerated rate. JDP, one of the most 
well-respected forecasting firms in the world, is predicting much slower growth 
in the HEV market, however. A study conducted by the Institute of 
Transportation Studies at the University of California-Davis used the trend line 
in the above figure to find that hybrid vehicles will likely account for 1.2 percent 
of all light duty vehicle travel in the United States by 2010.21 Growth could be 
greater than the national average in states such as New York, where stricter 
emissions standards are bringing more HEVs to the market. 


2.5 GOVERNMENT INCENTIVE PROGRAMS 


In order to encourage consumers to purchase and drive cleaner vehicles, a 
Federal tax credit and a number of state and local government incentives have 
been implemented. The current Federal tax credit, which went into effect 


21 Thomas Turrentine, Ph.D., et al., “Quantifying the benefits of hybrid vehicles,” 
Institute of Transportation Studies, University of California-Davis (2006), pages 9-11. 
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January 1, 2006, applies to new vehicles purchased and delivered on or after that 
date. Qualifying vehicles must have been purchased for the purpose of using the 
vehicles, not reselling them. The credit amount varies from $400 to $3,400 
depending upon the fuel economy and emissions rating of each qualifying 
vehicle model. The full credit value is available until the conclusion of the 
quarter in which the automaker sells 60,000 units of the vehicle model. Vehicles 
purchased in the following two quarters will be eligible for 50 percent of the 
original credit amount. The third and fourth quarter after 60,000 units have been 
sold, purchasers may receive a credit worth 25 percent of the original credit 
value, and beyond the fourth quarter, the credit becomes unavailable. 


Many state and local governments throughout the country offer additional 
incentives to encourage consumers to purchase cleaner vehicles. These 
incentives range from tax credits and rebates to free parking in neighborhood 
parking lots. A summary of state and local incentives available to private 
consumers in the New York, New Jersey, and Connecticut Tri-State region is 
presented in Table 2.2. 
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Table 2.2 State and Local HEV Incentives Available in the New York 
Metropolitan Region 


Program State Program Description Vehicle Qualifications 
State Sales Connecticut The State’s six percent sales tax is waived for USEPA fuel economy 
Tax Exemption qualifying vehicles rating of 40 mpg purchased 
prior to July 1, 2008 
New Haven, — Connecticut Free parking for HEVs at metered parking spots HEVs registered in New 
Free Parking throughout the City of New Haven Haven 
Clean Pass New York Access to HOV lanes without meeting minimum SULEV or pre-2005 ULEV 
occupancy requirements and USEPA fuel economy 
rating of 45 mpg 
Green Pass New York 10 percent toll discount on New York State Thruway SULEV or pre-2005 ULEV 
Authority facilities and USEPA fuel economy 
rating of 45 mpg 
Green Car Tax NewYork Offers tax credits of up to $3,000 and a tax SULEV or pre-2005 ULEV 
Incentives exemption for purchasing new hybrid electric and USEPA fuel economy 
vehicles (HEVs), alternative fuel vehicles (AFVs), rating of 45 mpg in service 


and/or install clean fuel vehicle refueling equipment. before December 31, 2006 
The maximum value of the incentive is $5,000 for 

vehicles weighing less than 14,000 pounds (Ibs.) 

gross vehicle weight rating (GVWR). 


Westchester NewYork _ Free parking for HEVs at two commuter parking lots HEVs 
County, Free in North White Plains, a savings of $75/month 

Commuter 

Parking 


Note: “State Incentives,” Whybuyhybrid.com. 
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3.0 Case Studies 


In addition to Federal and state tax rebates, 10 state governments have offered 
travel incentives to encourage clean vehicle ownership and ease traffic burdens 
on over utilized general purpose lanes. These states have established varying 
emissions and fuel economy criteria that vehicles must meet to qualify. States 
such as New York have very stringent qualification criteria, while Virginia 
allows many more vehicle models to participate in its program. Three state 
programs have been selected for examination: New York’s Clean Pass Program, 
Virginia’s Clean Special Fuels license plate program and California’s Clean Air 
Vehicle program. Additionally, some lessons can be taken from an overseas 
example. In London, a city which has implemented congestion pricing, 
emissions-related charges have been introduced as an incentive for motorists to 
change their vehicle purchasing habits. 


3.1 NEW YORK STATE PROGRAMS 


New York State Clean Pass Program 


Clean Pass is a multiagency pilot a 
program which has partnered the /é 
New York State Department of / = 
Transportation (NYSDOT), the State | 
Department of Motor Vehicles \& 
(DMV), and State Department of 
Environmental Conservation (DEC). 

The program was begun in March 2006 as part of Governor Pataki’s Strategic 
Energy Action Plan. The goals of the program are to encourage the use of low- 
emission, energy efficient vehicles for the sake of improving air quality and the 
natural environment and reducing dependence on foreign sources of energy. 


\* Clean Pass 
yi Vehicle 


nysd 
dot.stateny.us 00235 


dec.state.ny.us 


Vehicle Eligibility 


Clean Pass allows motorists whose vehicles meet the California SULEV 
emissions standards, or ULEV emissions standards for pre-2005 vehicle models, 
and achieve a USEPA fuel economy rating of 45 miles per gallon to use the HOV 
lanes on the Long Island Expressway (LIE) without meeting minimum 
occupancy requirements. Vehicles that meet these standards include clean- 
burning alternative fuel vehicles and some models of hybrid vehicles. Hybrids 
that meet the EPA fuel economy standards include the Toyota Prius (model years 
2001 to 2007), the Honda Civic Hybrid (model years 2003 to 2007), and the 
Honda Insight Hybrid (model years 2000 to 2004). Currently, no other hybrid 
vehicles on the market meet the EPA 45 miles per gallon fuel economy standard. 
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Motorists who wish to participate in the program submit an application to the 
DMV. If their vehicles meet the necessary standards, four Clean Pass decals are 
issued for each vehicle. One decal must be placed on each of the vehicle’s four 
sides (front, rear, driver side, passenger side) to assist law enforcement officials 
in enforcing HOV restrictions. HOV lanes on the LIE are enforced by Nassau 
County and Suffolk County police departments. 


Current Status of the Clean Pass Program 


The Clean Pass pilot program on the LIE was intended to last for one year, 
during which time the effects of the program on traffic congestion and travel 
speeds in the HOV lanes were monitored. The program is still in its pilot phase 
as the partnered state departments await the USEPA’s determination on 
establishing criteria for vehicle eligibility for programs such as Clean Pass. 
Currently, Clean Pass decals are still being issued to the vehicles initially 
identified as eligible, although NYSDOT admits that changes in eligibility may 
result once the EPA makes a determination. By the end of 2006, nine months 
after the program was begun, more than 2,100 Clean Pass decals had been issued, 
68 percent of them to Long Island residents.” 


With regard to traffic congestion, NYSDOT has stated that although HOV lanes 
on the LIE were determined to have significant excess capacity prior to the 
program’s initiation, there has been a “degradation” of HOV lane performance 
since.22. NYSDOT traffic counts conducted in October 2006, seven months after 
the program’s inception, show that Clean Pass vehicles compose one percent to 
six percent of vehicles using the HOV lanes on the Long Island Expressway 
during morning and evening peak-periods.*4 The degree to which HOV lane 
performance deteriorates will factor into future decisions on whether to continue 
the Clean Pass program in its current form or introduce stricter vehicle eligibility 
requirements. 


22 “HOV Lanes and Low Emission and Energy Efficient Vehicles,” Federal Highway 
Administration, February 2007, available from, http://hovpfs.ops.fhwa.dot.gov/ 
meetings/uploaded_files/ HOV %20Lanes % 20and % 20Low % 20Emission % 20and % 
20Energy % 20Efficient % 20Vehicles % 20Brochure.pdf (accessed September 20, 2007). 


23 “New York’s Clean Pass Program,” New York State Department of Transportation, 
July 2007, available from https://www.nysdot.gov/portal/page/portal/programs/ 
clean-pass (accessed September 19, 2007). 


24 “HOV Lanes,” FHWA. 
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New York State Green Pass Program 


The New York State Thruway Authority’s Green Pass 
Program, which went into effect on April 1, 2006, offers 
a 10 percent toll discount to qualifying automobiles on 
New York State Thruway Authority facilities. The 
qualifications for Green Pass program match those of 
the Clean Pass program. Vehicles must meet California 
SULEV emissions standards, or ULEV emissions 
standards for pre-2005 model vehicles, and achieve a 
USEPA fuel economy rating of 45 miles per gallon. Green Pass E-ZPass 
Qualifying vehicle models are currently limited to napa 
model year 2000 to 2004 Honda Insight, model year 

2001 to 2007 Toyota Prius, and model year 2003 to 2007 Honda Civic Hybrid 
vehicles. Applicants whose vehicles meet the criteria receive a Green Pass 
E-ZPass transponder to place within their vehicles. 


All E-ZPass transponders are intended for use in the vehicle to which they are 
issued. Although this policy is not always strictly enforced, this policy is 
particularly important for transponders that are intended to offer discounts for 
specific types of vehicles. Transponder colors assist enforcement, with the green 
color of the Green Pass and blue color of government vehicle E-ZPass 
transponders, for example, allowing for easy identification of special-use 
transponders. The ease with which transponders can be moved from one vehicle 
to another, however, creates a significant enforcement challenge. Active and 
thorough enforcement of Green Pass and similar special-use transponder 
programs would require significant enforcement supplements such as police 
and/or electronic surveillance. 


3.2. VIRGINIA CLEAN SPECIAL FUEL HOV PROGRAM 


Virginia is one of the nine states in the country that allow access to HOV facilities 
to alternative fuel vehicles without meeting minimum occupancy requirements. 
Virginia is the only state, however, that extends that privilege to nearly every 
model of hybrid vehicle. The Commonwealth’s Clean Special Fuel program has 
become tremendously popular, especially since hybrids have acquired traction in 
the automobile market in recent years. The level of participation in the Virginia 
program has resulted in HOV lanes operating above capacity in some areas. 
Virginia transportation officials and lawmakers are seeking solutions that will 
reduce congestion while preserving the clean special fuel program.” 


Virginia High-Occupancy Vehicle Enforcement Task Force, Second Report of the High- 
Occupancy Vehicle Task Force (January 4, 2005). 
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Virginia Clean Special Fuel Program, 1993 to 2000 


In 1993, the Virginia General Assembly passed legislation that established unique 
license plates for clean special fuel vehicles. Clean special fuel vehicles were 
defined as those making use of any product or source of energy which, 
compared to conventional or reformulated gasoline, result in lower emissions of 
nitrogen oxides, volatile organic compounds, carbon monoxide or particulates, 
or any combination thereof. Fuel sources such as compressed or liquefied 
natural gas, liquefied petroleum gas, hydrogen, hythane, and electricity were 
included in the clean special fuels definition. Vehicles that met the clean special 
fuel standards and obtained clean special fuel license plates from the Virginia 
Department of Motor Vehicles were allowed to use HOV lanes in the Northern 
Virginia and Hampton Roads regions without meeting minimum passenger 
occupancy requirements. Between 1994, when the program was implemented, 
and 2000, only 32 vehicles had obtained clean special fuel license plates.2° 


Legislation Permitting Single-Occupant Hybrids in HOV Lanes, 2000 


In 2000 the General Assembly expanded the definition of clean special fuel 
vehicles to include HEVs and vehicles that operate exclusively on alternative 
fuels. As evident in Figure 3.1, the expansion of the qualifications for clean 
special fuel license plates resulted in an almost immediate explosion in 
participation. By April 2003, 2,500 clean special fuel plates had been issued in 
Northern Virginia. By the end of 2004, 6,800 hybrid vehicles were registered 
with the special plates. According to the Virginia Department of Motor Vehicles, 
8,500 of Virginia’s 11,600 hybrid vehicles were registered in Northern Virginia in 
2006. 


26 Virginia High-Occupancy Vehicle Enforcement Task Force, 2005. 
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Figure 3.1 Clean Special Fuel Program Participation in Northern Virginia 
2000 to 2006 
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Virginia quickly became the second-largest market for hybrid vehicles in the 
U.S., behind California, until 2005. At this time Florida, Texas, and New York, all 
traditionally much larger consumer markets than Virginia, registered higher 
numbers of HEVs. The HOV lane incentives are believed to be one of the 
primary reasons for the popularity of HEVs in Virginia. According to a Northern 
Virginia automobile dealer interviewed by the Washington Post, “I’d say 
95 percent of the people who buy a Prius say it’s to get into the HOV,” said Jay 
Taye, sales manager at Ourisman Fairfax Toyota. “They talk about the tax break 
and the HOV, and once in a while they say they prefer it for the gas mileage as 
well.” 


Indeed the incentive is tremendous, as shown in Table 3.1. Compared to travel 
time in general lanes, drivers who use HOV lanes in Northern Virginia can 
reduce their travel time by 55 percent on a trip from Quantico to Washington via 
Interstates 95 and 395, or by 33 percent on a trip from Manassas to Washington 
via Interstate 66. 
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Table 3.1 HOV Time Savings in Northern Virginia 


2003 
HOV Travel Non-HOV Percent HOV 
Facility Start Point End Point Time Travel Time Time Savings 
1-95/395 Quanitco 14th and 29 minutes 64 min 54.7% 
Creek C Street 
1-66 Route 234 234 and 63 minutes 94 minutes 33.0% 
Constitution 
Dulles Toll Road Route 28 1-66 12 minutes 13 minutes 7.1% 


Note: — Virginia High Occupancy Vehicle Enforcement Task Force, 2005. 


Effects of Increased Eligibility on HOV Lane Performance 
Since 2000, the Virginia HOV 


Task Force has been 
monitoring HOV lane 
performance throughout 


Northern Virginia. In fall 2003, 
hybrid vehicles accounted for 
between two and 12 percent of 
peak-period HOV lane 
volumes. One _ year later, 
hybrids had increased their 
share of peak-period HOV 
lane volume to between 11 and 
17 percent. By 2005, an 
estimated 25 percent of the 
vehicles using HOV lanes in Northern Virginia were hybrid vehicles with special 
clean fuel license plates. The number of hybrid vehicles using the HOV lanes has 
exceeded the percentage of so-called “cheaters,” drivers who use HOV lanes but 
do not meet clean special fuel or minimum occupancy requirements, who make 
up 15 percent of HOV users in Northern Virginia. This growing population of 
clean special fuel vehicle drivers who use HOV lanes now account for over one 
percent of all inbound automobile trips from outer portions of Northern Virginia 
to the region’s core areas of Arlington County and the District of Columbia. 


Interstate 395 (Shirley Highway) in Arlington County, Virginia. 
Source: FHWA. 


The growing share of clean special fuel vehicles has impacted the performance of 
HOV lanes. According to the 2005 HOV Enforcement Task Force report, the 
rapid increase in the number of hybrid vehicles has resulted in HOV lanes on 
Interstate 95 carrying over 1,900 vehicles per hour during peak-periods. This 
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volume is above the recommended capacity of 1,800 vehicles per hour and 
represents conditions that the Task Force calls “unacceptable levels of service.”2” 


In its 2005 report, the HOV Task Force recommended that the General Assembly 
vote against extending the hybrid exemption privilege beyond its expiration date 
of July 1, 2006. The task force urged the General Assembly to consider adopting 
a more exclusive definition of clean special fuel vehicles, which would be limited 
to SULEVs; increase the registration fee required to procure clean special fuel 
plates; and increase HOV enforcement to limit the impact of “cheaters.”28 


The General Assembly took action, requiring the Department of Motor Vehicles 
to issue new clean special fuel license plates. Beyond July 1, 2006, HEVs would 
still be eligible to receive the new license plates, however vehicles with the new 
plates would not be permitted to travel in the HOV lanes on Interstates 95 and 
395 during HOV-restricted periods without meeting the minimum occupancy 
requirement. All other HOV facilities in the Northern Virginia and Hampton 
Roads regions would be open to vehicles with the new clean special fuel plates at 
all times, without meeting the minimum occupancy requirement. Vehicles with 
the old clean special fuel plates, even hybrids, are permitted to continue using 
the HOV lanes on Interstates 95 and 395. The exemption is next due for renewal 
on July 1, 2008.7” Virginia’s new and old Clean Special Fuel license plates are 
depicted in Figure 3.2. 


27 Steven Ginsberg, “Hybrid perks may become problems,” The Washington Post, 
February 16, 2006, available from http://www.washingtonpost.com/wp-dyn/ 
content/article/2006/02/13/AR2006021301864.html (accessed September 11, 2007); 
Steven Ginsberg and Carol Morello, “As hybrids multiply, so do carpooling gripes,” 
The Washington Post, January 7, 2005, available from http:/ /www.washingtonpost.com/ 
wp-dyn/ articles /A54561-2005Jan6.html (accessed September 11, 2007). 


28 Virginia High Occupancy Vehicle Enforcement Task Force, 2005. 


29 “Clean Special Fuel Plates,” Virginia DMV, available from http://www.dmv.state.va.us/ 
webdoc/ citizen/vehicles/cleanspecialfuel.asp (accessed September 17, 2007). 
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Figure 3.2 Virginia’s Clean Fuel License Plates 
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Left: New clean special fuel license plates for hybrid and low-emission vehicles registered after July 1, 2006. 
Vehicles with these plates are not permitted to travel in HOV lanes on Interstates 95 and 395 without meeting 
minimum occupancy requirements, but are exempt from occupancy requirements in HOV lanes elsewhere in 
Virginia (Interstates 64, 66, 264, 495, 564, and the Dulles Toll Road). Right: Old clean special fuel license 
plates for vehicles registered prior to July 1, 2006. Vehicles with these plates are permitted to travel in HOV 
lanes on Interstates 95 and 395 without meeting minimum occupancy requirements. 


3.3 CALIFORNIA CLEAN AIR VEHICLE PROGRAM 


State of California legislation approved in 1999 
allows SULEVs to use HOV lanes without 
meeting minimum occupancy requirements. 
Owners of eligible vehicles apply to the 
Department of Motor Vehicles, and when 
approved, receive a Clean Air Vehicle (CAV) 
decal to display on the vehicle. Between July 
2000 and May 2004, approximately 5,400 
vehicles registered for the CAV program. The 
majority of the registered vehicles are located in 
counties where HOV lanes exist, and over 50 
percent are registered in Los Angeles County 
alone. In September 2004, the State legislature 
extended the HOV privilege to vehicles that meet AT-PZEV standards and have 
a 45 miles-per-gallon USEPA fuel economy rating. The addition of the USEPA 
fuel economy rating requirement is consistent with the New York Clean Pass 
qualifications. The program is scheduled to expire in January 2011, unless 
extended by the State legislature. 


Vehicles that meet California ULEV and 
Federal ILEV_ evaporative standards 
receive a white CAV decal, while hybrid 


enn 


and alternative fuel vehicles that meet a= 
California AT-PZEV and USEPA 45 mpg = 
fuel economy standards receive a yellow Wf 


CAV decal. Possessors of both decals are 
exempt from minimum occupancy 
requirements in California HOV _ lanes. HOV lane in Orange County, source: http://la.curbed.com. 
The California DMV no longer issues 


3-8 Cambridge Systematics, Inc. 


SSS a es at) 
Exempt Hybrids from the Congestion Charge 
Technical Memorandum 


white decals except as replacements. The California DMV is permitted to issue a 
maximum of 85,000 yellow decals. The 85,000 decal was issued in January 
2007.59 


The legislation requires that the California Department of Transportation 
(Caltrans) assess CAV utilization of HOV lanes throughout the State to 
determine lane performance and the effects of the clean fuel exemption once 
50,000 decals have been issued to hybrid-related vehicles. Key performance 
indicators to be examined include reduction in level of service, sustained stop- 
and-go service, slower than average speed than the adjacent mixed flow lanes, 
and consistent increase in travel time. Caltrans completed a study in June 2007 
which found that segments of HOV lanes throughout the State are congested, but 
did not place blame on HEVs, rather on rising population and vehicle miles 
traveled.*! 


3.4 LONDON CONGESTION CHARGE ZONE 
EMISSIONS-RELATED CHARGES?2 


Currently, there is a proposal within the government of London to introduce 
emissions-related congestion pricing into the existing Congestion Charge zone. 
While the primary raison d’étre of the congestion pricing policy in London is to 
reduce the number of automobiles traveling within Central London, the proposal 
adds a dimension aimed at accounting for each driver’s contribution to carbon 
emissions and climate change. 


Under the proposed emissions-related charging scheme, vehicles would be 
charged a fee upon entry into the London Congestion Charge zone and different 
vehicles would be charged a different amount, based upon the vehicle’s specific 
level of carbon emissions. The proposal identifies three tiers of vehicle emissions 
and corresponding fees. 


1. Cars that emit 120g/km COQ: or less (which is equivalent to cars registered in 
Vehicle Excise Duty (VED) bands A and b) and that comply with the Euro 4 
air quality emissions standard would be eligible for a 100 percent discount 
(known as the low-COz discount). Commercial hybrid vehicles such as the 


30“Clean Air Stickers - High-Occupancy Vehicle (HOV) Lane Usage,” California DMV, 
available from http:/ /www.dmv.ca.gov/vr/decal.htm (accessed 17 September 2007). 


31 “HOV Lanes,” FHWA; “State will develop plan to reduce carpool lane congestion,” 
Caltrans, June 2007, available from http://www.dot.ca.gov/hq/paffairs/news/ 
pressrel/07pr12.htm (accessed September 21, 2007). 


32 “Combined Impact Assessment of Proposed Emissions Related Congestion Charging,” 
AEA Energy and Environment, August 2007, available from http://www.tfl.gov.uk/ 
assets/downloads/ERCC-impact.pdf (accessed September 6, 2007). 
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Toyota Prius and Honda Civic Hybrid would barely qualify as band B 
automobile. Many larger-sized hybrid models would not qualify.%5 


2. Cars in VED bands C-E or in band F that emit between 121g/km CO; and 225 
g/km CO2 would be liable for the standard charge of £8.00. Additionally, 
cars in bands A and B that do not meet the Euro 4 emissions standard would 
be liable for the standard charge. Alternative and flex-fuel vehicle models in 
this category include the Ford Focus Hybrid, the Volvo S60 and V70 bifuel 
models, and the Lexus GS, RX, and LS Hybrid models. Standard engine 
vehicle models such as the Toyota Yaris, the non-hybrid Honda Civic, Ford 
Focus, Volkswagen Jetta and Golf, Chrysler Sebring, Chrysler PT Cruiser, 
and Jeep Compass qualify for the standard charge.*4 


3. Cars in VED band G that emit 226 g/km CO: and above would be subject to a 
charge of £25.00 (the higher charge). Band F cars with emissions of 226 
g/km CO» and above, first registered on or after March 1, 2001 but before 
March 23, 2006 also would be liable for the higher charge. The Toyota Land 
Cruiser, Honda Accord Tourer, Hummer H3, Volkswagen Passat, Nissan 
Murano, are categorized as VED band G vehicles.* 


The proposed emissions-related charges would apply to all passenger vehicles 
traveling into the London Congestion Charge zone except for-hire services such 
as taxi cabs, whose emissions will be targeted through other measures, and zone 
residents who drive cars that qualify for the low-CO2 discount or the standard 
charge. Residents who drive vehicles that qualify for the higher charge will be 
responsible for paying the fee when they re-enter the zone. 


In this proposed scheme, vehicles will be tracked using fixed and mobile License 
Plate Readers (LPRs) at the entry points to the charge zone and elsewhere within 
the zone. Recorded license plate numbers will be checked against a database of 
the vehicles’ emission categories, as assembled by the Driver and Vehicle 
Licensing Agency, and vehicle owners will be charged the appropriate fee. 
Photographs of low-emission vehicles that will not be charged will be deleted 
immediately. 


The proposal underwent a public review phase, which terminated on October 19, 
2007. TfL will produce a report to the Mayor and await his decision on whether 
or not to implement the proposed charges. If the proposal is adopted, TfL states 


33 VCA Car Fuel Data, available from http://www.vcacarfueldata.org.uk/index.asp 
(accessed September 19, 2007). 


34 VCA Car Fuel Data. 
35. VCA Car Fuel Data. 
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that low-emission vehicle exemptions would go into effect on February 4, 2008. 
The higher charge of £25 would go into effect on October 6, 2008.%¢ 


Effects on Motor Vehicle Fleet 


In 2007 the results of a study commissioned by Transport for London (TfL) were 
published. The study examined the potential effects of the proposed emissions- 
related charges on the motor vehicle fleet, the environment, business and the 
economy, and equalities and human health. The study made use of a model 
developed by TfL to determine fleet composition of vehicles that access the 
Congestion Charge zone in two scenarios: without emissions-related charges 
and with the implementation of emissions-related charges. Baseline conditions 
were established using data retrieved from the cameras positioned at the access 
points to the Congestion Charge Zone and a government sponsored behavioral 
survey to assess vehicle owner behaviors and how government policies such as 
emissions-related charges may impact them. 


The TfL study found that, without implementing emissions-related charges, the 
proportion of Band A and Band B vehicles which would qualify for the low-CO2 
discount would grow from two percent of the entire fleet to four percent between 
2007 and 2009. The model indicates that implementing the emissions-related 
charges would have a measurable effect on the composition of vehicles entering 
the Congestion Charge zone. Band A and Band B cars, which would qualify for 
the low-emissions discount, would increase in their share of the vehicle fleet 
from three percent to eight percent in 2009 if charges were implemented. It can 
be expected that Band G cars and pre-2001 vehicles with large engine capacities, 
which would be subject to the higher charges, would decline from 16 percent in 
the baseline 2009 scenario to 12 percent of the fleet of vehicles in and around the 
Congestion Charge zone in the emissions-related charges scenario. These 
anticipated changes are displayed in Figure 3.3. 


36 “Proposed Emissions Related Congestion Charging: Public and Stakeholder Consultation: 
Detailed Scheme Description and Supplementary Information.” 
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Figure 3.3 Anticipated Change in Vehicle Fleet Composition Due to 
Emissions-Related Charges 


2009 
Cars Using the Zone (in Percent) 
100 
2009 Baseline 
90 Hi 2009 with Emissions 
80 Related Congestion Charging 
70 
60 
50 
40 
30 
20 
10 
| | | 
Band A/B Band Pre-2001 
C-F Under Over 
3,000 cc 3,000 cc 


Source: TfL Model — Central Scenario. 


Traffic and Congestion Impacts 


The TfL study shows that, despite instigating a shift in vehicle types within the 
Congestion Charge zone, the implementation of emissions-related charges would 
have a negligible effect on the number of vehicles that enter and circulate within 
the zone. Three scenarios based on driver sensitivities all show minor impacts, 
with the low-sensitivity scenario resulting in an 0.9 percent increase in the total 
number of vehicles, the high-sensitivity scenario resulting in a 0.5 percent 
decrease in vehicles circulating in the zone, and the middle scenario showing that 
the implementation of emissions charges would result in a 0.2 percent increase in 
the number of vehicles circulating in the zone, or approximately 300 vehicles 
relative to the baseline, no-emission charges scenario. The TfL report stated, 
however, that the potential for continued growth in Band A and Band B vehicles 
beyond 2009 could result in a more significant increase in vehicles traveling in 
the zone. 


Environmental and Air Quality Impacts 


Due to the anticipated negligible change in the number of vehicles entering and 
traveling within the Congestion Charge zone and the anticipated growth in the 
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share of Band A and Band B vehicles, TfL is expecting that emissions-related 
charging will reduce CO2 emissions in and around the zone by 0.3 percent to 2.0 
percent by 2009. Particulate matter (PMio) emissions are expected to have little 
or no change due to the implementation of emissions-related charges. Nitrous 
oxide (NO,) emissions are expected to increase by two tonnes, or 0.01 percent in 
the middle sensitivity scenario. Additionally, the increasing number of Band A 
and Band B vehicles is expected to result in slightly lower average vehicle life- 
cycle emissions and fuel consumption. The report again states that if Band A and 
Band B automobiles develop a more significant share of the vehicle fleet beyond 
2009, resulting congestion could result in more significant environmental 
impacts. 


If implemented, the emissions-related charges in London will likely have a fairly 
small impact on traffic congestion, environmental air quality, economy, equality, 
and human health in the first couple of years. TfL will be required to monitor 
system performance and conduct a study in 2010 to assess the impacts of the 
charging scheme and recommend any necessary changes that may occur due to 
the changing vehicle fleet or other important factors. 


3.5 CASE STUDY FINDINGS 


The case studies show that offering high-value incentives can influence the 
decisions of the driving public regarding travel behavior and vehicle purchasing. 
The greater the incentives, whether they be dollar costs or time savings, the 
greater the public response. Public participation is enhanced when program 
requirements are easier to meet. For example, Virginia’s wide embrace of many 
vehicle models has resulted in a tremendous level of participation, making the 
State the second largest HEV market in the United States until 2005. Even with 
stricter qualification standards, HEV sales in California, New York and London 
have grown and/or are projected to grow significantly, in part due to occupancy 
or fee exemptions available to drivers of clean automobiles. 
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4.0 Application to New York City 


The prospect of allowing clean vehicles to enter the New York City congestion 
fee zone free of charge are considered in three vehicle eligibility scenarios. The 
first, or baseline scenario, assumes no special provision for clean vehicles is 
made. The second assumes only SULEVs that meet a USEPA fuel economy 
rating of 45 miles per gallon, requirements similar to the existing New York 
Clean Pass program, are allowed to enter the zone free of charge. The third 
scenario would assume all varieties of alternative fuel technology vehicles, 
including ULEV and SULEV hybrids, would be granted access to the congestion 
fee zone free of charge. This third scenario is similar to the Virginia scheme. 


Based upon the experiences of initiatives nationwide, market forecasts, and 
demographic projections, the implications of each policy scenario on the local 
vehicle fleet composition, traffic congestion, and air quality are theorized. 
Additional impacts on parking and transit operations also will be discussed. 
Furthermore, each scenario will present different sets of enforcement challenges 
that will have to be addressed. 


4.1 “NO SPECIAL PROVISION” CONGESTION PRICING 
SCENARIO 


The “no special provision” scenario assumes that no special provision is granted 
to alternative fuel, lower-emissions, or other types of special fuel or special 
propulsion vehicle types. The conditions of this scheme match the City’s initial 
2007 proposal. According to PlaNYC, the proposed congestion pricing scheme 
will result in a 7.4 percent reduction of vehicle trips with destinations in the 
Congestion Pricing Zone (CPZ) (8.7 percent when considering passenger vehicles 
alone). The revenues collected from the congestion charge will be applied to 
transit improvements throughout the region that will assist people traveling into 
Manhattan via alternative modes. 


Daily passenger vehicle trips into and within the CPZ are expected to decline by 
8.7 percent in the first year after congestion pricing is implemented. As shown in 
Figure 4.1, the 1.31 million passenger vehicle trips (precongestion pricing) into 
the core of Manhattan will be reduced to 1.20 million vehicle trips 
(postcongestion pricing) within one year, a reduction of 114,000 trips a day. The 
implementation of congestion pricing is expected to reduce passenger Vehicle 
Miles Traveled (VMT) in the CPZ by more than 300,000 vehicle miles. 
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Figure 4.1 Anticipated Impacts of No special provision and Alternative 
Scenarios on Passenger Vehicle Trips with Destinations in the CPZ 
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Figure 4.2 Anticipated Impacts of No Special Provision and Alternative 
Scenarios on Vehicle Miles Traveled in the CPZ 
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4.2 ALTERNATIVE 1, SULEV FEE EXEMPTION 
SCENARIO 


One option for a fee exemption scheme is to adopt the standards of the existing 
New York Clean Pass program and apply them to the New York City Congestion 
Pricing Zone. To be registered in Clean Pass, vehicles must qualify for the 
California Air Resource Board SULEV classification and achieve a USEPA 45- 
miles-per-gallon fuel economy rating. Currently, only three vehicle models 
qualify, including the Toyota Prius (model years 2001 to 2007), Honda Insight 
(model years 2000 to 2004), and the Honda Civic Hybrid (model years 2003 to 
2007). The following paragraphs discuss the manner in which such a program 
would be enacted along with the likely implications. 


The program proposed in this scenario could be implemented using the 
technology and infrastructure planned for in the PlaNYC proposal scenario. 
Vehicle owners could anticipate making payments automatically using an 
automatic-debit or prepaid E-ZPass account. E-ZPass transponders issued to 
qualifying clean vehicle owners would have to include a code that identifies the 
vehicle as a fee-free light-duty vehicle, similar to the existing Green Pass 
transponders. The E-ZPass transponders would be intended for use only in 
qualifying vehicles, and strict enforcement of the special Green Pass 
transponders would have to be implemented. Camera captures could be used as 
a supplement to identify fraudulent use of clean vehicle E-ZPass transponders. 
Vehicle owners who do not enroll with E-ZPass could be issued a decal that 
would be placed on the vehicle in such a position that it would be captured by 
the cameras that photograph license plates. LPR technologies are capable of 
reading additional information such as date-of-issue stickers that are attached to 
license plates and could possibly be developed to recognize decals placed on 
license plates, bumpers or elsewhere where they would be visible to the 
cameras.*” Discussions with LPR vendors could determine whether or not the 
Clean Pass decals currently issued by the State for use in HOV lanes on the Long 
Island Expressway could be used for this purpose. Photographs in which decals 
are visible and recognized would not result in invoices that request payment of 
the congestion fee. 


Because the conditions and vehicle qualifications of this scenario are similar to 
the proposed London scheme, forecast models that were developed for London 
are useful in surmising the potential effects in New York City. The primary 
difference between the two cities’ conditions is the fact that no higher charge for 
the highest-emission vehicles is proposed in New York. Therefore extreme 
changes in the highly charged vehicles in London would be modified in a New 


37 “License Plate Recognition - A Tutorial,” available from 
http://www .licenseplaterecognition.com (accessed 19 October, 2007). 
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York scenario, more closely resembling the changes in medium-emission vehicles 
in London. The London model predicted a growth in the local clean vehicle fleet 
of over 100 percent within the first two years of implementing emissions-related 
charges, bringing the clean vehicle share of the fleet to between three percent and 
eight percent of the total fleet. In New York the starting point is at a much 
smaller share, with HEVs constituting far less than one percent of the total light- 
duty vehicle fleet. Assuming a rate of growth that incorporates the absence of 
high-emission charges in New York, the City could develop fleet composition 
still under, but much closer to one percent over a similar two-year period. 


In the middle scenario, the London model predicted that emissions-related 
charges would result in a 0.2 percent increase in daily vehicle trips into and 
around the Congestion Charge zone compared to the existing charge policy. A 
significant portion of the response in London may be attributed not only to the 
discount for low-emission vehicles but also to the additional charges for high- 
emission vehicles. Because there is no anticipated higher charge in New York, a 
growth factor just above 0.1 percent is more likely. This figure represents an 
assumption that, because New York would not have a heavy vehicle fee, heavy 
vehicle owners would respond in the same manner as vehicle owners who were 
affected by London’s standard charge for mid-level emission vehicles. This 
effect resulted in a 0.11 percent increase in low emission vehicle trips. 


The PlaNYC congestion pricing proposal anticipates that with congestion pricing 
there would be 1.20 million passenger trips into and within the Manhattan CPZ. 
An increase of 0.1 percent above that figure results in an additional 1,350 trips 
into the Manhattan Congestion zone, as indicated by the thin dark blue bar in 
Figure 4.1. Thus, most of the reduction in traffic volume projected for the 
PlaNYC proposal would still be realized. Because SULEVs, PZEVs, and AT- 
PZEVs emit 90 percent fewer pollutants than LEVs, the air quality impact of 
these additional vehicles would be equivalent to that of 135 standard LEV trips. 


The anticipated rate of reduction in daily vehicle miles traveled (VMT) between 
the baseline (existing) and the PlaNYC congestion pricing scenario, relative to the 
anticipated reduction in vehicle trips between the two scenarios produces a ratio 
that can be used to anticipate VMT in scenarios that result in differing numbers 
of vehicle trips. When this ratio is applied to Alternative 1, passenger VMT can 
be expected to top 4.04 million, relative to the anticipated 4.03 million VMT in the 
no special provision scenario. Total daily VMT, including buses, commercial 
vehicles and trucks, also would increase by approximately 9,000 vehicle-miles, 
for a total of approximately 4.46 million VMT. 


4.3. ALTERNATIVE 2, ALL-HEV FEE EXEMPTION 
SCENARIO 


A second scenario has been developed to determine the effects of an exemption 
scheme that embraces a wider variety of HEVs. This scenario closely resembles 
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the Virginia Clean Special Fuels program. In order to be registered in such a 
clean fuel program, a vehicle would have to make use of hybrid technology or 
rely exclusively on alternative fuels. There would be no minimum emissions or 
fuel economy requirements. This scenario allows many more HEV models to 
qualify for clean fuel designation. 


Like the previous scenario, the All-HEV program proposed in this scenario could 
be implemented using the technology and infrastructures planned for the 
PlaNYC proposal scenario. The combination of E-ZPass transponder and 
photographic license plate recording technologies could be utilized. It is unlikely 
that a special license plate such as those issued by the Virginia DMV could 
become a basis for identifying clean fuel vehicles in New York City. Because 
such a large number of vehicles from other states travel into New York, it would 
be challenging to develop and implement a license plate type that each 
neighboring state would adopt to their own specifications while remaining easily 
identifiable to photograph monitors and police. 


In the case of Virginia, HEVs using HOV lanes comprised approximately one 
percent of all light-duty passenger vehicle trips into the metropolitan core from 
outer suburban areas five years after the program was implemented. Assuming 
that commuters in New York would reach the same level of participation in two 
years rather than five is not unreasonable, considering the fact that HEVs have 
acquired much more traction in the market now, compared to the early years of 
Virginia’s program, and due to the fact that free (or reduced fee if traveling 
through a tolled river crossing) passage into Manhattan would be a considerable 
incentive for many Manhattan-bound commuters to participate. 


If the postcongestion pricing driving population were to grow by one percent as 
a result of HEV fee exemption, an additional 13,000 passenger vehicles would be 
on the road, as indicated by the orange bar in Figure 4.1. Whereas the PlaNYC 
congestion pricing scenario with no hybrid incentive would reduce passenger 
vehicle trips by 111,000 compared to precongestion pricing levels, this scenario 
would reduce vehicle trips by 98,000 in the first two years. 


Because emission and fuel economy standards are less strict in this scenario than 
in the others, and because a larger number of vehicles in this scenario will likely 
have adverse effects on congestion within and around the zone, it is likely that 
air quality will suffer beyond the emissions contribution of 13,000 additional 
hybrid vehicle trips. 


Passenger vehicle daily VMT in the CPZ in the Alternative 2 scenario will likely 
approach 4.08 million. This is approximately 49,000 vehicle-miles more than 
what is anticipated in the no special provision scenario. When combined with 
buses, commercial vehicles and trucks, approximately 4.50 million VMT can be 
expected, which is above the anticipated 4.45 million VMT expected in the 
PlaNYC congestion pricing proposal. 
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Table 4.1 —_ Daily Trips Ending in the Congestion Pricing Zone and Daily 
Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) in the Congestion Pricing Zone 


PlaNYC (with Alternative 14 Alternative 25 


Congestion 
Baseline Pricing) 

Passenger Vehicle Trips 1,313,000 1,199,000 1,200,000 1,212,000 
Passenger Vehicle VMT 4,338,000 4,034,000 4,044,000 4,084,000 
Ratio of Passenger 3.30 3.37 3.37 3.37 
VMT/Passenger Trips 

Total Vehicle Trips 1,509,000 1,398,000 1,399,000 1,411,000 
Total VMT 4,748,000 4,447,000 4,456,000 4,496,000 


aAssumption: London increase in total PV trips =0.1%. 
bAssumption: Virginia increase in total PV trips =1.0%. 


Table 4.2 Reduction of Vehicle Trips and VMT in Each Alternative 
Scenario, Relative to the Baseline Conditions 


PlaNYC Alternative 14 Alternative 25 


Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 

Change Change Change Change Change Change 
Passenger Vehicle Trips -114,000 -8.7% -113,000 -8.6% -101,000 -7.1% 
Passenger Vehicle VMT — -304,000 -7.0% -294,000 -6.8% -260,000 -6.0% 
Total Vehicle Trips -111,000 -7.4% -110,000 -7.3% -98,000 6.5% 
Total VMT -301,000 6.3% -292,000 -6.1% -252,000 5.3% 
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5.0 Key Findings and Conclusions 


The offering of incentives to encourage consumers to purchase cleaner 
automobiles can have a significant impact on purchasing and driving habits. 
Federal income tax credits and additional state credits available in some states 
factor into consumers’ decision to purchase clean vehicles. The fuel economy 
that comes with many HEV models adds to the benefits a vehicle owner may 
enjoy over the course of the vehicle’s lifetime. All of these cost incentives are 
cost savings or reductions that save money for the beneficiary. Even more 
effective in swaying purchasing decisions are incentives that save drivers 
something even more valuable - time. 


Programs that offer occupancy requirement exemptions in HOV facilities or 
allow HEV drivers to take advantage of reduced congestion in congestion zones 
or HOT lanes have a history of enormous popularity in the U.S. These policies 
are helping to drive an HEV market that already is experiencing boosts due to 
public awareness of environmental issues, reactions to fossil fuel prices, and a 
seemingly trendy popularity status in many locations throughout the country. 
While a shift to cleaner automobiles is a positive change, it can be accompanied 
by effects such as increased congestion and increased single occupant vehicle 
trips which can diminish the positive emissions and air quality impacts of 
alternative fuel vehicles. 


In New York, the aim of the congestion pricing scheme is to reduce the number 
of automobiles on the streets of Manhattan’s core districts. That measure alone is 
forecast to result in fewer single occupant vehicle trips, higher mode share for 
transit and other alternative modes, and opportunities for better transit, bicycle, 
and pedestrian systems performance. The addition of free access incentives for 
clean vehicles has the potential to significantly diminish the anticipated benefits 
of the congestion pricing scheme, depending on the eligibility criteria used. 


The growth in market share that vehicles such as HEVs are experiencing and 
expected to experience nationwide in the next five to 10 years will result in an 
increasingly large population of vehicles eligible for the incentive. Furthermore, 
evidence suggests that the very existence of strict emission standards and 
incentives that save drivers time and money have induced demand for hybrid 
vehicles. 


Because such an incentive in New York City would allow clean vehicle owners to 
take advantage of the street space freed up by congestion pricing, without 
paying any charge, it would likely be tremendously popular. It is likely that 
clean vehicle sales in the New York region would quickly outpace national 
averages and the averages of states that have adopted CARB emissions 
standards, as occurred in Virginia due to the significant time savings achieved in 
the HOV lanes there. The incentive would have a particularly great effect in 
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areas where motorists would receive the greatest discount. On entrances to the 
zone that are not currently tolled, drivers would receive a 100 percent discount, 
while motorists traveling from New Jersey who presently pay $5 tolls to cross the 
Hudson River would receive a 38 percent discount. This could create levels of 
program participation that vary based on motorists’ geographic proximity to free 
entrances. A clean vehicle discount would therefore likely pose more of a 
congestion burden at and near crossings into the zone that do not have pre- 
existing tolls, unless the City could develop arrangements with area tolling 
authorities to reduce the toll fee disparity. 


The potential exists for qualifying vehicles to make enough trips into and within 
the congestion zone that roadway performance would deteriorate, lessening the 
congestion benefits of the pricing scheme. At that time, decisions on whether to 
discontinue the incentive program, or introduce more stringent qualification 
criteria would be required. 
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Executive Summary 


It is unquestionable that New York City and its 
suburbs depend on well-funded and maintained 
transportation infrastructure. Each day, over 11 
million people from around the region rely on 

our commuter rail lines, subways, buses, taxis, 
highways, bridges, streets, sidewalks, and bicycle 
lanes to get to work, shop, go to schools and 
hospitals, visit parks, museums and shows, and 
unite with family and friends. Yet our system is ata 
crossroads, where chronic underfunding and traffic 
congestion threatens to derail the transportation 
network. 


The Move NY Fair Plan described in this document 
is the only comprehensive proposal currently 
being considered that would ensure the regional 
transportation system's health over the coming 
decades. 


The Move NY Fair Plan is a sustainable solution 
that will provide toll equity, reduce congestion, 
boost the regional economy, and raise significant 
revenues for high-priority road, bridge, and transit 
projects. When fully bonded, this sum is enough to 
close the projected funding gap for the MTA's 2015 
- 2019 Capital Plan and deliver vital road and bridge 
improvements the region's drivers and truckers 
depend on to keep New York moving. Moreover, 
the Move NY Fair Plan will create more than 30,000 
new, local, and recurring jobs in the region. A 
rational and fair tolling system is inevitable in New 
York City. The time has come to make it happen. 
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New York's 


Transportation Crisis 


Who We Are 


Move NY is a growing and diverse coalition of stakeholders 
representing many of the region’s business associations, trade 
unions, clergy, civic leaders, transportation and environmen- 
tal advocates, good-governance organizations, and elected 
officials. The coalition formed in 2010 in response to the crisis 
enveloping the City’s transportation system, with severe ser- 
vice cuts, escalating fares and tolls, and a dwindling funding 
base threatening our transit and road network. 

Move NY’s mission is to build support for a master trans- 
portation plan — developed by traffic guru “Gridlock” Sam 
Schwartz and the Move NY coalition — for the New York 
City region. As now envisioned, the Move NY Fair Plan will 
generate the revenues needed to make major investments in 
maintaining and modernizing New York City’s mass transit 
system and road network, bring toll equity to the region’s 
commuters and businesses, and reduce the grinding traffic 
congestion that plagues the metropolitan region, its people, 
and the economy that sustains them. 

Sam Schwartz and the Move NY team developed the 
proposal over several years based on hundreds of conversa- 
tions with stakeholders around the region, many of whom 
were prominent in opposing past trafhic-pricing proposals. 
Stakeholder consultations will continue throughout the 
process of enacting the plan, but this report already represents 
a comprehensive region-wide dialogue, bringing together 
Community Boards, neighborhood associations, major labor 
unions, business groups, and advocates for drivers and the 
freight industry. While unanimity on any plan isn’t possible, 
we believe we have cultivated as wide-ranging a consensus 
about our transportation system’s needs and the best method 
of addressing them, as will ever be found in New York. 


While unanimity on any plan 
isn't possible, we believe 

we have captured as wide- 
ranging a consensus about 
our transportation system's 
needs and the best method 
of addressing them, as will 
ever be found in New York. 
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It is our hope that, after learning about the Move NY 
proposal, the region’s stakeholders and the public at large will 
embrace it, or at least its central elements, and join our effort 
to bring about its implementation. 


Our Transportation 
System is in Crisis 


The transportation system that has been a backbone of our 
region’s growth over the last century is in danger of grinding 
to a halt. The recently announced 2015-2019 MTA Capital 
Plan is only halffunded. Without a new, sustainable source of 
transportation revenue, critical projects for our region — not 
only major expansions, but also the more prosaic yet essential 
modernization of track, signals, and stations — will be delayed 
or cancelled altogether. 

Meanwhile, severe congestion pollutes the air New York- 
ers breathe, increases vehicle collisions, escalates the cost of 
living, and drains our economy to the tune of $16 billion 
annually in lost productivity. 

Inequities abound. Drivers on outer-borough crossings 
like the Bronx-Whitestone Bridge pay high tolls while drivers 
entering the congested Manhattan Central Business District 
(south of Central Park) via the East River bridges or by cross- 
ing 60th Street pay nothing at all. 


Underfunded Transportation Infrastructure 
New York owes much of its remarkable growth over the 

last two centuries to bold and innovative investments in its 
transportation infrastructure. The city has expanded from 
its confined origins in Lower Manhattan to encompass all 
five boroughs — thanks in large part to the creation of our 
far-flung subway and bus system and an elaborate network of 
highways and bridges. 

However, if New York is to continue to grow, and its 
prosperity is to be shared across the region, it cannot rest on 
its laurels. The transportation network we built in decades 
past is aging and insufficient for a regional economy that no 
longer revolves exclusively around Manhattan. Despite these 
needs, the resources are simply not there to properly maintain 
the current system, much less expand it to make it accessible 
for all of the region’s residents. 


Chronically underfunded by the State and Federal gov- 
ernments, the MTA has been forced for decades to incur more 
and more debt to fund its operations and capital budgets. 
Drivers and transit riders have had to shoulder an increasing 
share of the burden of paying off and servicing that debt. Tolls 
and fares have risen four times in the last six years at a rate 
well beyond general inflation, and they are scheduled to rise 
again in March 2015. Instead of paying for new transporta- 
tion options, those fare and toll increases go largely to servic- 
ing the mounting debt, which over the last decade has nearly 
doubled as a percentage of the MTA’s operating costs. 

The MTA’s recently published 2015-2019 Capital Pro- 
gram promises much-needed improvements to the subway 
and commuter rail lines. However, barely half of the $32 
billion needed to pay for those improvements has been identi- 
fied, leaving a $15 billion gap between what is available and 
what the system needs. Without new funds, the MTA will 
be forced to either curtail vital transportation investments, 
thereby weakening our region’s economy and quality of life, or 
engage in an endless series of debilitating fare and toll hikes. 
Other than the Move NY coalition, with the plan detailed in 
this report, no one has identified a viable means of filling the 


Sap. 


Trafhc congestion threatens the safety and sanity of pedes- 
trians, cyclists, and drivers alike. It pollutes our air, increases 
asthma rates, and makes our communities noisier and 
unpleasant. And it costs our economy dearly — according to 
a 2014 study conducted by HR&A Associates, roughly $16 
billion every year. 


Figure 1: Congestion in Manhattan's Chinatown 


Source: Move NY 
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The inability to move efficiently and reliably in our city 
causes headaches for workers trying to get to their jobs and 
employers who bear the cost to their business from late 
employees, not to mention missed connections and constant 
anxiety for people trying to keep appointments. Congestion 
costs are particularly crippling to businesses that depend on 
making multiple deliveries and service calls every day. Ifa 
plumber or electrician is late because of traffic or time wasted 
looking for parking, not only does it limit the number of calls 
he is able to make each day, it makes it harder for him to earn 
repeat business from equally frustrated clients. These delays 
result in real costs for New York’s businesses. For example, the 
freight company UPS instructs its drivers to tolerate parking 
tickets in order to make their drop-offs on time; as a result, 
the company estimates that it pays up to $12 million in NYC 
parking tickets every year. 

Most New Yorkers are resigned to heavy traffic as a part of 
living in this great city. But it doesn’t have to be this way. 


Much of today’s congestion is the byproduct of a deeply unfair 
system of road tolling that undermines both our economic 
competitiveness and quality of life. Drivers pay heavily to 
travel across less-congested bridges, with the Verrazano, 
Throgs Neck, Whitestone, and Triborough/RFK Bridges 
costing $8.00 cash and $5.54 for E-ZPass users each way (the 
Verrazano toll is collected in one direction, resulting in a 
$16.00/$11.08 one-way toll). The Henry Hudson and Rocka- 
way bridges cost somewhat less, at $5.50 cash/$2.54 E-ZPass, 
and $4.00 cash/$2.08 E-ZPass respectively. Meanwhile, more 
than a million car and truck trips in either direction are made 


f% 


if G 


each day for free over the four East River bridges and across 
60th Street into and out of the Central Business District 
(CBD) - the most congested part of the City, which also has 
the most transit options. 

This is unfair in a number of ways. It’s unfair that drivers 
using the City’s outer bridges effectively subsidize free trips 
into the CBD." It’s unfair that CBD-bound drivers, many of 
whom have decent transit alternatives, add to traffic that slows 
down truckers and van drivers, as well as public bus riders 
who, on average, are less affluent. In addition, it’s unfair that a 
small proportion — just 17% — of people traveling to the CBD 
— pay nothing when every other CBD-bound commuter, save 
bicyclists and pedestrians, must pay a toll or fare to make the 
same trip.” This unfair tolling system creates skewed incen- 
tives, resulting in “bridge shopping,” in which every day tens 
of thousands of cars and trucks exit the highways that lead to 
paid crossings in order to compete on city streets for access 
to the free bridges. “Bridge shopping” has severe effects on 
the quality of life in neighborhoods surrounding the East 
River bridges, such as Williamsburg, Downtown Brooklyn, 
Chinatown, the Upper and Lower East Sides, Long Island 

“1 Inother words, those outer tolls wouldn’t be so high if they didn’t have to make up for 
revenue not being collected on heavily used City bridges and crossings. 
2 In fact, many vehicle and transit commuters in the region also pay for the privilege, in 


the form of tolls and fares, of using public infrastructure even for non-CBD bound trips 
(e.g., from Long Island to the Bronx by car or by train). 


Figure 2: An Unfair Tolling System 


New Jersey 
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City, and Astoria. Unsurprisingly, asthma and collision rates 
in those neighborhoods are among the highest in the region. 
In one egregious example, truckers traveling from Long Island 
to New Jersey, who should use the most direct route over the 
Verrazano Bridge and across the Staten Island Expressway 
(routes designed for heavier vehicles), are incentivized instead 
to take the antiquated Manhattan Bridge and crowded city 
streets in Lower Manhattan. Perversely, the larger the truck, 
the more the driver saves by endangering the lives of pedestri- 
ans in some of our densest urban neighborhoods. 

Similarly in Western Queens, the free Queensboro Bridge 
is sandwiched between two paid crossings, causing tens of 
thousands of drivers to exit highways and jam city streets just 
to avoid paying a toll. 

Unsurprisingly, the site NYC Crashmapper demonstrates, 
through heat maps marking every vehicle collision (with other 
vehicles or with pedestrians or cyclists) in New York City 
between August 2011 and February 2014, that many of the 
the “hottest”, or most dangerous intersections, are precisely 
those leading to and from the free East River Bridges. Our 
unbalanced tolling scheme is therefore a principle cause of 
traffic fatalities and injuries in our city.’ 


3 Crashmapper.com 


Figure 3: "Bridge Shopping” 


Every day, thousands of trucks headed west from Long Island 
opt for a free trip through city streets in Downtown Brooklyn 
and Lower Manhattan, rather than paying up to $80 to use 
the direct route, on infrastructure appropriate for their 
vehicles, across Staten Island. 


Importance of a Well- 
Funded Transportation 
System 


In an ideal world, a solution to New York’s funding and con- 
gestion woes would involve government action at the 
federal, state, regional, and municipal levels. Unfortunately, 
inaction at the federal level has made finding broad-based 
funding and congestion reduction solutions less likely than 
ever before, making the need for the Move NY Fair Plan all 
the mote pressing. 

The 2012 federal enactment of “Moving Ahead for Prog- 
ress in the 21st Century” (MAP-21) was originally expected 
to be a catalyst for performance-driven reforms in the 
transportation sector, including congestion pricing. However, 
MAP-21 failed to resolve the crisis of federal transportation 
funding that faces every state transportation agency in the 
region. 

At the federal level, the vast majority of transportation 
funding directed to state, regional, and municipal agen- 
cies is raised through the federal gas tax and pooled into 
the National Highway Trust Fund (HTF). About 80% of 
the funding from HTF is directed to highways, roads, and 
bridges and administered by the Federal Highway Works 
Administration (FHWA). The remaining 20% is directed to 
mass transit and administered through the Federal Transit 
Administration (FTA). Between 2007 and 2011, New York 
State received just 15% of its overall surface transportation 
funding from the HTF (about $1.6 billion in 2014), the low- 


est federal share of any state.* 


4 Pew Charitable Trust, 2014, p-5 
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The Bronx 


The free Queensboro Bridge is sandwiched between two 
tolled crossings, the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and the 
Triborough Bridge. As a result, tens of thousands of drivers 
steer their cars off of highways and jam city streets in Long 
Island City and Sunnyside. 


Because of the declining purchasing power of the federal 
gas tax and improved fuel efficiency of the nation’s vehicle 
fleet, the HTF has been approaching the point of insolvency 
since 2008. In a last-ditch bailout effort in early August 2014, 
Congress provided the HTF with an emergency infusion 
of $10.8 billion to last through May 2015.° Unfortunately, 
much of this funding was sourced from corporate payroll tax 
diversions that will take years to materialize. Although the 
federal transportation crisis impacts all U.S. metro areas, New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) and 
the MTA are expected to be especially hard-hit due to their 
extensive needs. 

NYSDOT also relies on its own Dedicated Highway and 
Bridge Trust Fund to pay for roads, highways, and bridges. 
About one-quarter of its funding comes from federal and state 
sources, with the remainder largely coming from vehicle tolls 
and state gas taxes. However, like the federal HTF, the State’s 
Dedicated Highway and Bridge Trust Fund faces declining 
revenues from tolls and gas taxes as overall vehicle miles trav- 
eled (VMT) level off and fuel efficiency improves. According 
to a report from the New York State Comptroller, the State 
now spends more on debt service (37%) than on much-needed 
capital projects (25%).’ For dedicated taxes and tolls, the trend 
is more severe. In fiscal year 2013-2014, 67% of these revenues 
were spent on debt service — a figure projected to rise to 76% 
by 2017-2018.* For the State’s bridges and tunnels to remain 
in a State of Good Repair (SGR), it is critical that the State 
find a more robust long-term solution to its transportation 
funding crisis. 


Bipartisan Policy Center, 2012, p.9 


H.R.5021 - 113th Congress (2013-2014) 
DiNapoli, 2014, p.8 
Ibid. 
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Figure 4: Decline of the National Highway Trust Fund 
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For dedicated taxes and tolls, 
the trend is more severe. In 
fiscal year 2013-2014, 67% of 
these revenues were spent on 
debt service — a figure projected 
to rise to 76% by 2017-2018 


At the municipal level, the New York City Department 
of Transportation is also projected to face funding volatil- 
ity in the near future. Although the City’s DOT itself does 
not operate mass transit or most of the major expressways in 
the City, it is responsible for funding bridges, highways, and 
street maintenance that is critical to avoid congestion. Of 
the City’s $69 billion annual budget in 2013, just 27% came 
from state and federal categorical grants, with the remainder 
generated from sales, real estate, and property taxes.’ Sales and 
property tax revenues are functions of the broader health of 
the City’s economy and can fluctuate wildly. The City’s $20.8 
billion annual Capital Commitment Plan demonstrates the 
tremendous variability of this funding. During the period 
2010-2013, in which the City recovered from one of its worst 
economic recessions in history, City capital project funding to 
DOT declined from $1 billion to $661 million.'° To further 
illustrate this volatility, future transportation commitments 
outlined in the City budget are projected to swing from $1.65 
billion in City funds in 2014 to just $465 million in 2017. 


The Risk to Roads and Bridges 

The potential decline in federal funding of NYSDOT bridges 
is an especially acute concern for the regional economy. NYS- 
DOT currently receives 15% of its funding from the federal 


9 NYC Independent Budget Office, 2013, p-2 
10 City of New York, Office of Management & Budget, 2014, p.8 
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government''. Of the three agencies responsible for bridges 
and tunnels in New York City — New York City DOT, 
NYSDOT, and the MTA — NYSDOT’ infrastructure 
appears to be in the worst overall condition. Based on data 
submitted to the Federal Highway Administration (FH WA) 
in April 2013, 12% of the highway bridges in New York State 
are classified as structurally deficient and 27% are classified as 
“functionally obsolete.”!* Functional obsolescence indicates 
that a bridge would need extensive repair or replacement 

to meet the most current engineering standards but is not 
yet at risk of structural failure. Likewise, 30% of New York 
City’s roads are in “fair” or “poor” condition, up from 16% 

in 2000.° Of the NYSDOT’s highway lanes located in New 
York City, 51% are in fair or poor condition, up from 38% in 
2008."" 

In the event that Congress is unable to provide a long- 
term solution for the Highway Trust Fund, the Bipartisan 
Policy Center speculated that federal highway funding may be 
cut by up to 35%. Under this scenario, New York State DOT 
could lose up to $1.8 billion annually.” 

At the municipal level, the City’s bridges appear to be in 
somewhat better shape. According to the NYC Independent 
Budget Office, the average condition of 209 NYCDOT- 
owned bridges sampled in their study improved over the 
2000-2012 period, based on the State’s numerical rating of 
bridge conditions. Most of the increase in condition ratings 
came in the years 2000-2003, when commitments focused on 
repairing bridges with some of the lowest ratings. 

MTA Bridges and Tunnels (B&T) operates seven bridges 
and two tunnels that form essential links for vehicular 
highway transportation into the New York City metropolitan 
area. By traffic volume, it is the largest such authority in the 
United States, serving more than 800,000 vehicles that carry 


11 Pew Charitable Trust, 2014 


12 New York State Department of Transportation, 2014 
13 Center for an Urban Future, 2014 

14 Ibid. 

15 Bipartisan Policy Center, 2014, p.14 


more than a million people daily in the New York Metropoli- 
tan area.’ In 2013, the nine B&T crossings generated $1.64 
billion in toll revenue. 

However, more than half of B&T’s facilities are over 70 
years old and need full-scale rehabilitation. Even with regular 
maintenance, the structures and mechanical components 
of the bridges and tunnels eventually deteriorate from the 
combined effects of traffic loads and environmental exposure. 
By the end of this 20-year planning horizon (in 2034), some 
facilities will be almost 100 years old, a significant milestone 
that will require a new level of major investments. As bridge 
and tunnel components reach the end of their useful lives, 
they require a higher level of capital investment to keep them 
structurally sound. Given the MTA’s increasing reliance on 
debt to pay for its capital projects, it is essential that B&T 
projects are adequately funded to ensure the steady flow of 
toll revenues they support. The Move NY Fair Plan would 
provide a stable, long-term revenue stream to capitalize on the 
progress of NYC DOT in bringing key bridge and highway 
links into a State of Good Repair. 


Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2013 


But it is the city’s transit system that presents the greatest 
challenges and needs. The MTA transports the vast major- 
ity of people who enter Manhattan’s central business district 
below 60th Street. Of the 3.7 million people traveling to the 
CBD on atypical weekday more than 80% come by mass 
transit and fewer than 20% by private auto, taxi, or truck. 


Of the 3.7 million people 
traveling to the CBD on atypical 
weekday, more than 80 percent 
come by mass transit and 

fewer than 20 percent come 

by private auto, taxi, or truck. 


Of the nearly 3 million using public transportation, fully 
85% or 2.5 million rely on the MTA’s commuter rail, subway, 
or bus services, while the remainder rely primarily on services 


operated by New Jersey Transit or the Port Authority of New 


Figure 5: Traffic entering Manhattan's CBD on the Upper East Side 


Source: user ILMRT, Wikimedia Creative Commons 
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Figure 6: MTA Debt Service Payments, 2000-2019 


| Projected Debt Service 2015-2019 Capital Program 


Millions of Dollars 
vw 
N 
oO 
8 


Source: Citizen’s Budget Commission 


York and New Jersey.'’ A 2011 report estimated the impact 
of the MTA’s 2010-2014 Capital Program as responsible for 
350,000 jobs and $44 billion in economic activity.'* The 
MTA’s buses, subways, and commuter rail are therefore vital 
to the healthy functioning of New York’s regional economy. 

In the coming years the MTA’s deficits will be substantial. 
By 2016 the deficit is projected to be more than $3.6 billion 
or 18% of operating expenses." The obligation to pay service 
on this debt has resulted in higher and more frequent fare 
and toll increases. If the MTA were to borrow the $15 billion 
needed to completely fund its 2015-2019 Capital Plan, tolls 
and fares would increase by 15% on top of the biannual 4% 
increases already scheduled for 2015, 2017, and beyond.”° 

Exacerbating the agency’s baseline financial instability are 
two new risks to existing MTA funding sources: 


° The Next Federal Transportation Funding Authorization: 
This critical piece of legislation was scheduled to expire in 
2014 but was recently extended until May 2015. The lack 
of support for increases in transportation spending threat- 
ens to jeopardize the timing and amount of federal funds 
allocated to the MTA for its 2015-2019 program. Unless a 
more robust long-term solution to the federal transporta- 
tion crisis is reached, it is likely that federal funding levels 
will decline at some point during the MTA’s 2015-2019 
Capital Program. 


° The MTA’s Railroad Rehabilitation and Improvement 
Financing (RRIF) Loan Application: The MTA had 


anticipated this loan and its more favorable rates and 


17. Komanoff, Balanced Transportation Analyzer, “Travel” tab 
18 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2011 

19 Ibid. 

20 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2014a 
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conditions in its funding calculations for East Side Access. 
If this is not approved, the MTA will be required to issue 
additional fare-backed debt at a higher interest rate with 
less favorable repayment terms, which could result in fur- 
ther project delays and the diversion of funds from other 
critical needs to fund the higher borrowing costs. 


The Need for a New Source 
of Recurring Revenues 


A confluence of factors, among them the long-term instability 
of both the federal Highway Trust Fund and the NYSDOT 
Dedicated Bridge and Highway Trust Fund, makes the need 
for new transportation revenue streams clear. As federal and 
state commitments to transportation decline, funding gaps 

in the capital plans for MTA and NYSDOT are becoming 
increasingly severe. 

As noted, the MTA faces a funding gap of $15.2 billion 
for its proposed 2015-2019 Capital Plan. The Capital Plan 
calls for just $5.5 billion in funding for network expansion 
projects such as Phase Two of the Second Avenue Subway — a 
small fraction of the likely conservative estimate of $14.3 bil- 
lion needed to complete them.”' This indicates that even if no 
network expansion projects were included in the Capital Plan, 
there would still be a funding gap of $9.7 billion for projects 
intended to maintain the MTA’s facilities in a State of Good 
Repair. An additional funding source for critical SGR and 
network expansion projects must be found. 


21 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2014a 


New York State DOT also faces a funding gap in the 
coming years. Its 2010-2015 Capital Plan outlined a $25.8 
billion program that was expected to rely upon the federal 
HTF for 40% of its funding.** For non-MTA transit spend- 
ing, which covers transit service in suburbs of the New York 
metro area, the federal share is 80%. Like the federal HTF, 
the State’s Dedicated Highway and Bridge Trust Fund faces 
declining revenues from tolls and gas taxes as overall Vehicle 
Miles Travelled (VMT) levels off and fuel efficiency continues 
to improve. Nearly three-quarters of dedicated NYSDOT toll 
and gas tax revenues are already being spent on debt service 
on previous capital projects. The State must locate additional 
major revenue sources for transportation if it is to complete its 
upcoming capital projects without incurring further debt. 


Table 1: MTA 2015-2019 Capital Program 
Funding Sources, in millions ($) 


Federal Formula, Flexible, and Misc. $6,275 
MTA Bonds $3,886 
Pay-as-you-go Capital (PAYGO) $927 
Asset Sales/Leases $600 
City of New York Capital Funds $657 
Federal New Starts $507 
Private Developer Funded Improvements $200 
Other MTA Sources $762 
Bridges & Tunnels Bonds and PAYGO $3,056 


Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 


New York State DOT, 2009, p. 18 


MTA’s five-year capital plans have been predominantly 
funded (57%) by fares, tolls, and dedicated tax and fee 
revenues that are mostly bonded. An additional 32% of the 
MTA's capital plans is funded through federal support. State 
and city support for the MTA has declined dramatically since 
the 1980s, from 25% in 1982 to about 6% today. 

Of the MTA’s 20-Year Needs Assessment total — $136 bil- 
lion sum covering 2015-2034 — only about $16 billion (11%) 
is allocated for Bridges & Tunnels. MTA Bridges & Tunnels 
do not require Capital Plan Review Board (CPRB) approval 
because they are a self-funding entity, which provides $500 
million annually in support of MTA’s transit operations. 

The plan is organized within each agency by asset cat- 
egories, elements, and project needs codes, including State 
of Good Repair (SGR), Normal Replacement (NR), System 
Improvement (SI), and Network Expansion (NE). Network 
Expansion is a major component of the MTA’s Capital 
Program comprising about 25% of the total in the 2010-2014 
period. SGR, NR, and SI represented 23%, 38%, and 11% of 
the Capital Program, respectively. 

The Capital Program’s System Improvement component 
contains some significant endeavors to streamline MTA 
operations and reduce operating costs. Chief among these 
is the expansion of Communications Based Train Control 
(CBTC) to the MTA’s most heavily-trafficked subway lines 
and the implementation of a next-generation fare payment 
system to replace the MetroCard. 

Network Expansion will be a critical prerogative for the 
agency in the years to come, as the transit network expands 
to new neighborhoods, to better serve communities that have 
grown in the decades since the system was first created. The 
MTA’s network expansion (NE) projects currently under- 
way include the Second Avenue Subway, East Side Access, 


Penn Station Access, the Flushing Line extension, and the 


Empire State Transportation Alliance, 2014, p.8 


Figure 7: Post-Sandy Reconstruction on the MTA’s Greenpoint Tubes (G Line) 


Source: Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
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Figure 8: Throgs Neck Bridge 


Figure 9: Verrazano Narrows Bridge 


Source: User sfoskett, Flickr Creative Commons 


Select Bus Service/Bus Rapid Transit (SBS/BRT) program. 
Together, these network expansion projects would cost an 
estimated $10 billion — an obligation the MTA may have dif- 


ficulty meeting unless additional sources of revenue are found. 


MTA Debt Financing 

Like the prior programs, the 2015-2019 Capital Plan is 
anticipated to be funded through a combination of revenue- 
backed debt and direct capital support by federal, state, and 
local partners. However, the current 2010-2014 plan’s heavy 
reliance on debt has placed constraints on the agency’s ability 
to increase borrowing capacity for a new five-year plan. The 
amount of debt the agency can issue is limited by “what the 
market can bear” and a state mandated legislative bond cap, 
currently set at $41.8 billion. Today the MTA carries $33.4 
billion in debt. If the State chooses to raise the bond debt 
ceiling, there is concern that this could cause the MTA’s bond 
rating to be lowered below its current Moody’s rating of A2.”* 
In addition, the carrying of any additional debt exerts upward 
pressure on fares and tolls and reduces funding for the general 
operations budget. 

Looking ahead to the 2015-2019 Capital Plan, the pri- 
mary concern is that the MTA’s three secure funding sources 
— federal, city, and state — combined equate to $16.8 billion, 
little more than half of the desired $32 billion program.” The 
MTA would be left with a $15.2 billion gap, one that would 
have to be closed with funds resulting from bond sales or a 
new revenue source. With $33.4 billion in outstanding debt, 
the cap must be raised by the state legislature ifthe MTA 
wishes to issue any new debt for the 2015-2019 capital pro- 
gram, even if it retires other outstanding bonds. 

State Comptroller Thomas DiNapoli has postulated that 
existing riders and drivers will be burdened with 15 percent 
fare and toll increases if Albany fails to identify new revenue 
sources and the MTA is forced to issue more debt in the form 


24 Burton, 2014 
25 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2014b 
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Source: User ibagli, Flickr Creative Commons 


of fare-backed bonds. Thus, on top of the 4 percent increases 
already scheduled in 2015, 2017, and beyond, they will see 
15 percent increases in fares and tolls over the course of the 
MTA five-year capital plan. 

Furthermore, the MTA’s reliance on such a large amount 
of debt-based financing will further increase its debt service 
payments, which are currently projected to account for 17% 
or $2.3 billion of the MTA’s 2014 operating budget. By 2018, 
annual debt service is projected to reach $2.94 billion, or 18% 
of the MTA’s operating budget.*® Without further sources 
of revenue, it is likely the MTA’s increasing debt service will 
negatively impact its ability to complete capital projects on 
time or on budget. Moreover, since its capital debt is paid out 
of its operating budget, this means that for every dollar driv- 
ers and riders pay in tolls and fares, 17 cents goes to pay off the 
creditors, as opposed to being invested back into maintaining 
and improving the region’s roads, bridges and transit network. 


26 MTA 2015 Budget 


The Move NY Fair Plan 


How It Works 


The New York metropolitan area relies on a patchwork of 
state, city, and regional agencies to collect toll revenues on 
bridge and tunnel crossings leading into and out of the city. 
The MTA operates seven bridges and two tunnels. NYSDOT 
operates 605 bridges, and New York City DOT operates 
789 bridges throughout the five boroughs, including the 
East River Bridges — none of which are currently tolled. 
Poor coordination across these agencies has resulted in toll 
amounts that vary widely, inconsistent fare payment systems, 
and significant congestion. Most importantly, the toll levels 
charged to motorists do not accurately reflect travel demand 
nor do they appropriately act as a disincentive to drive into 
the most congested part of the city: Manhattan south of 
Central Park. 

From the perspective of transportation equity, our current 
tolling system is highly dysfunctional. The highly trafficked 
East River crossings — the Queensboro Bridge, Williams- 
burg Bridge, Brooklyn Bridge, and Manhattan Bridge — are 
not tolled. Meanwhile, less congested crossings, such as the 
Bronx Whitestone Bridge and the Throgs Neck Bridge, have 
one-way tolls of $5.54 ($8.00 for cash payments). This is 
problematic given that most of these areas have poor access to 
rapid transit compared to Manhattan, where the congested 
East River bridges are not tolled. This effectively incentivizes 
drivers to “bridge-shop” in search of a cheaper vehicle trip, 
intensifying congestion in places like Downtown Brooklyn, 
East Midtown, and Western Queens leading up to these cross- 
ings. 

Finally, the existing bridge toll system continues to use an 
outdated model of tollbooths and cash payments that cause 
significant “bottleneck” congestion throughout the metro- 
politan area. Only one of the bridges under the MTA’s Bridge 
and Tunnel Authority, the Henry Hudson Bridge between 
Manhattan and the Bronx, has been upgraded to cash-less, 
gate-less tolling. 


Toll Swap 

The Move NY Fair Plan proposes to set tolls on a logical 
formula: higher tolls where transit options are most available 
and lower tolls where transit is either not available or a less 
viable option. This rationalization of tolls results in pricing all 
vehicle trips south of 60th Street into or out of the CBD but 
lowers the price of all trips with non-CBD origins or destina- 
tions. 
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The new toll will be implemented on the four East River 
bridges as well as on every avenue crossing Manhattan at 60th 
Street, including the West Side Highway and FDR Drive. 
The toll charge will match the rate on the MTA’s two tunnels 
(Queens Midtown and Brooklyn Battery) as of March 2015: 
$5.54 each way with E-ZPass, $8.00 without. Tolls on the 
MTA’s “major” bridges will be reduced by $2.50 each way 
(45%), so E-ZPass vehicles will pay $3.04 in each direction, 
while cash payers, whose share of vehicles is just 17% and 
dwindling, will pay $5.50. Tolls on the three minor bridges 
will be dropped by $1.00 in each direction.” 


Electronic and By Mail Tolling 

The new tolls will be collected electronically, “at speed” — no 
slowing down required — as is done increasingly on the NY 
State Thruway (e.g., at Woodbury in Orange County) and 
the Henry Hudson Bridge. Vehicles without E-ZPass will be 
billed via optical license-plate cameras mounted alongside 
the overhead E-ZPass readers. It may also be feasible to levy 
the toll via cell-phone apps, which would allow drivers from 
outside the region an easier way to pay. 


No Double Tolling 

Drivers entering the CBD who have already paid a toll on 

the Triborough/RFK Bridge will be charged the differ- 

ence between the CBD toll and the toll already paid on the 
Triborough/RFK Bridge, provided that they cross 60th Street 
within an hour. Therefore, their net cost will be the same 
($5.54 E-ZPass in each direction) as for drivers crossing the 
East River bridges. None of the Harlem River bridges will be 
tolled; nor does the Move NY Fair Plan address tolls on any 
of the Port Authority (New Jersey) bridges or tunnels. 


Why Make This “Toll Swap"? 


First, because our present toll system is unfair and irrational: 


© Drivers over bridges like the Manhattan Bridge with four 
subway lines pay nothing while drivers crossing the Ver- 
razano pay up to $16 round trip with much of the revenue 
going to pay for transit. In effect, drivers on the existing 
toll bridges outside the Manhattan CBD are subsidizing 
the drivers who use the free bridges and roads. 


27 Major bridges are the Verrazzano Narrows, Triborough, Whitestone, and Throgs 


Neck Bridges. Minor bridges are the Henry Hudson, Cross Bay, and Marine Parkway 
Bridges. 


° Tolling the Manhattan crossings makes more sense from 
a traffic standpoint because each car and truck trip into 
Manhattan south of 60th Street acts as a much bigger 
drag on traffic than the average trip on an outer bridge. 


° Tolls should be a disincentive to unnecessary trips, but on 
bridges like the Verrazano and the Throgs Neck transit 
alternatives are so poor that tolls function more as a 
penalty. 


° The toll disparity between the MTA tunnels and the free 
East River crossings fosters “toll shopping” that dumps 
thousands of additional daily trips onto jammed city 


streets, adding to trafic gridlock in areas least-equipped to 
handle it. 


To ensure that the tolling system remains fair and consistently 
reflects relative levels of congestion and accessibilty of transit 
alternatives, it is critical to write into legislation based on this 
plan a provision that permanently fixes the ratio between the 
reduced tolls on MTA-owned bridges and the new tolls into 
and out of the Manhattan Central Business District. For 
example, in 2015 rates, the E-ZPass toll on the Whitestone 


Bridge, under our plan, would be 55% of that levied on the 
East River bridges and at 60th Street; likewise, the E-ZPass 
tolls on the Henry Hudson and Rockaway bridges would be 
28% and 19%, respectively, of the CBD toll. In the event of 
future toll hikes, those ratios must remain constant. 

The second motivation for the Move NY toll swap is that 
it and allied measures (discussed next) will generate $1.5 
billion of recurring net revenues to invest in the city’s and 
region’s transportation infrastructure each year. (‘This figure 
nets out the revenue given up by lowering the tolls on the 
seven MTA bridges, as well as the cost to administer toll col- 
lection on the East River bridges and at 60th Street.) 

These funds will allow City and State agencies to modern- 
ize and expand our regional transportation system so that car 
and truck drivers, straphangers, rail and bus riders, taxi users, 
and ferry passengers have more dependable, extensive, and 
safe service. The benefits are detailed further below, including 
an anticipated 15-20% improvement in travel speeds within 
the midtown and downtown Manhattan core. 


Figure 10: Move NY Fair Plan Proposed Tolls with Changes in Price 


Move NY Fair Plan: 
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Figure 11: Taxis in the Manhattan CBD 


Source: Mario Roberto Duran-Ortiz, Wikimedia Creative Commons 


Commercial and For-Hire Vehicle Contributions 
For trucks, Move NY proposes to employ the per-axle toll 
gradations in effect at the MTA tunnels, but with this excep- 
tion: tolls for trucks and other commercial vehicles crossing 
into and out of Manhattan south of 60th Street or on an East 
River bridge will be capped at one round-trip toll per calendar 
day, provided the vehicle is equipped with E-ZPass so that the 
exemption can register. ‘Thus, any E-ZPass-using commercial- 
registered vehicle will be able to take multiple round-trips into 
and out of Manhattan south of 60th Street without paying 
more than one toll each way each day. 


Tolls for trucks and other 
commercial vehicles crossing 
into and out of Manhattan south 
of 60th Street or on an East River 
bridge will be capped at one 
round-trip toll per calendar day. 


Medallion taxis (yellow cabs) constitute more than 40% 
of vehicles in motion in Manhattan south of 60th Street, so 
we propose a different treatment for them, in part because 
of their status as a middle ground between mass transit and 
private autos. Moreover, trips crossing 60th Street or using an 
East River bridge are a minority of taxi trips; hence, applying 
the $5.54 each-way congestion charge to taxis would incentiv- 
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ize cab drivers to stay below 60th Street at all costs. In other 
words, a minority of taxi trips would pay a lot while most 
would pay nothing. 

The Move NY solution is to waive the congestion toll for 
all metered cab trips and instead collect a surcharge pegged 
to the distance traveled south of 96th Street and the “wait 
time” component of the taxi fare that is a close proxy for traf 
fic congestion. A combined 15% surcharge on miles traveled, 
20% surcharge on the wait-time fare element, and 50 cent 
surcharge on the “drop” appears to make for a “sweet spot” 
at which taxi riders pay their fair share while drivers enjoy 
greater fare turnover since the speed-up in traffic due to the 
congestion toll attracts enough riders to more than offset any 
drop-off from the increase in fares.** 

The plan further proposes treating the new “boro taxis” 
(green cabs) the same as the yellows, except that their exemp- 
tion from the toll expires within a set time, perhaps one hour, 
to ensure that the greens don’t stick around in the zone and 
pick up illegal hails. Green cab fares that never venture south 
of 96th Street will avoid both the toll and the surcharge, thus 
keeping those trips affordable without breaking the new social 
compact by which vehicles pay to drive to and from Manhat- 
tan’s most congested section. 

For app-based services like Uber and Lyft, it may make 
sense to take advantage of their satellite data network to 
surcharge for vehicle mileage or even minutes spent within 
the taxi charging zone. Either metric would closely track the 
vehicle’s addition to Manhattan traffic congestion. Such a 


28 These rates would be halved on weekends and holidays, when congestion is less and 


mass transit is not at full service. Note also that the northern border of the taxi surcharge 
zone would match the boundary of the district in which only yellows can pick up street 
hails: 96th Street on the East Side and 110th Street on the West Side. 


charge will ensure that these services do not circumvent the 
new tolls by segmenting their fleets on either side of the charg- 
ing boundary. 

Finally, Move NY proposes that livery cabs, which operate 
from bases outside the Manhattan business district, as well 
as radio-dispatched “black cars” that primarily serve corpo- 
rate clients or make pre-arranged trips, pay the congestion 
toll in the same manner as private autos. Neither class has 
GPS-based taxi meters to permit location-based surcharging, 
and both cross into or out of the charging zone infrequently 
enough that the new toll should not be unduly burdensome. 
And yet they’ll benefit from the increased traffic speeds in and 
around the CBD caused by an overall reduction of vehicles 


entering the CBD. 


“Time of Day” Pricing 

As one of the primary purposes of the Move NY Fair Plan 

is to construct a tolling system that reflects demand (in the 
form of congestion), it is strongly recommended that as part 
of the implementation of the Move NY Fair Plan, the MTA 
be authorized to establish a “time of day” or “peak/off-peak” 
schedule, with higher rates during weekday rush hour and 
lower rates during the “shoulder” hours and in the evenings 
and on the weekends respectively. Those schedules should also 
apply to the surcharges proposed for taxis and app-based car 


services. 


Regional Toll Equity 

An analysis of US Census travel data demonstrates that our 
plan, for all of the revenues it will generate, will affect only a 
small number of trips made on a daily basis in the region: 


° For the 12 MTA counties together, just 2% of all trips will 
see a net increase in tolls, while 1% will benefit from a net 
decrease in tolls at one or more MTA bridges. The remain- 
ing 97% of all trips will face no increase in commutation 
cost (73% are car trips that don’t go to or through the 
Manhattan core, while 24% are transit trips that face no 
tolls anyway).That low incidence also holds within the 
five boroughs, with just 3% of trips facing higher tolls, 

1% receiving toll discounts, 52% being car trips with 
unchanged tolls, and 44% trips via public transit. In other 
words, 96% of trips in the city will be unaffected either 
way by the toll swap. 


¢ Inthe combined 12 counties as well as virtually every 
subset, households that take auto trips whose tolls will 
rise have higher average incomes than households using 
transit: The differential is 22% in New York City, 34% for 
the four non-Manhattan boroughs, and 29% for the entire 
region. 


Although no one wishes to pay more — and indeed 
the idea of raising close to $2 billion in new tolls and taxi 
surcharges warrants a certain humility — the Move NY 
Fair Plan has been structured to place relatively more of the 
burden on groups that (i) can more easily afford to bear it by 
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virtue of greater affluence, (ii) will enjoy a larger share of traf- 
fic reduction benefits, (iii) are imposing large costs on others 
by virtue of bringing an automobile onto crowded roads and 
bridges in hyper-congested districts, and/or (iv) have a rela- 
tively rich menu of transit alternatives. 


For the 12 MTA counties 
together, just 2 percent of all 
trips will see a net increase in 
tolls, while 1 percent will benefit 
from a net decrease in tolls at 
one or more MTA bridges. 


The Numbers 


The traffic projections cited in this section come from Charles 
Komanoff’s Balanced Transportation Analyzer (BTA), an 
extensively researched, multi-layered analysis of nearly every 
conceivable variable affecting transportation and travel demand 
in New York City. The infrastructure solutions firm HNTB 
reviewed the BTA and found it “comprehensive, broad-based, 
and realistic”. Moreover, the BTA model was vetted by a 
number of city and state agencies and good-government groups, 
including NYS Division of Budget, NYCDOT, MTA, Citizens 
Budget Commission and Regional Plan Association. The BTA 
is free and available to the public for download at http://www. 
nnyn.ore/kheelplan/BTA_1.1.xls. 


Improved Travel and Safer Streets 

While the Move NY plan will indeed discourage some private 
auto traffic into the Manhattan core, it will actually increase 
mobility for users of every mode of transporation. 

First, the new charge into the CBD will result in signifi- 
cantly improved travel speeds within the Manhattan charging 
area, resulting from (i) the diminution of vehicle trips into the 
area due to the new toll, (ii) a further diminution as increased 
investment in transit infrastructure yields improved service 
that induces car owners to switch some of their trips to tran- 
sit, and (iii) the elimination of toll shopping, with drivers now 
taking the most direct path, meaning fewer miles traveled and 
less traffic. Our modeling projects reductions of 15-20% in 
average travel durations in Manhattan south of 60th Street, or 
more than 40 million hours of time savings per year. 

Cars on roads and bridges in the areas immediately sur- 
rounding the CBD — such as Upper Manhattan, Long Island 
City, Astoria, or Downtown Brooklyn —will also experience 
improved travel speeds, with average gains of 6%. While this 
improvement is less dramatic than that within the CBD, it 


amounts to greater time savings (more than 50 million hours), 
on account of the far greater travel volumes on those approach 
roads. 

Consistent with the goals of Vision Zero, city streets 
will become safer and collisions will decrease due to reduced 
vehicular traffic and the elimination of toll shopping. The 
new, balanced toll system will no longer incentivize drivers 
to compete on city streets for access to the free East River 
bridges. 

Transit users will also experience improved service speeds 
and dependability, as the new toll revenues help keep subways, 
buses, and commuter rail in a State of Good Repair while also 
paying to modernize signals, switches, communications, and 
rolling stock. We estimate these time savings at nearly million 
hours per year — more than two-and-a-half minutes for an 
average subway trip. 

The ability to guarantee improved travel speeds within 
Manhattan is key to being able to surcharge yellow (and 
green) cab travel within the zone while preserving (and even 
enhancing) the taxi sector’s economic viability. Indeed, our 
modeling projects that yellow cabs will thrive under the Move 
NY Fair Plan, with an estimated 15% increase”? in taxi turn- 
over and more, not fewer, fares per shift, owing to the expecta- 
tion that the gain in taxi speeds will attract more riders than 
will be deterred by the higher fare. 

Because of better efficiency in the transportation system 
(less congestion and improved transit service), the Move NY 
Fair Plan will result in more than 115,000 net additional trips 
to the Manhattan Core every day, even though there will be 
100,000 fewer auto entries. In other words, people will con- 
tinue coming (even more than they do currently), but a greater 
proportion of them will do so via transit. 


29 This equates to an additional 4-5 fares per shift, from a current average of 29 to nearly 


34 daily fares. 


Figure 12: Revenue Sources 


Boosting the Economy and Creating Jobs 
Beyond the value of New Yorkers’ time itself, the Move NY 
Fair Plan will substantially benefit the regional economy. 
Trafhc congestion from motor vehicles has wide-ranging 
negative impacts on our region’s safety, public health, and 
environment. 


Annually, drivers will save $2.2 
billion in time that would have 
been spent idling in traffic. Time 
savings benefit transit riders as 
well, to the tune of $1.1 billion for 
subway riders and nearly $100 
million per year for bus riders. 


These reductions in travel times have tremendous eco- 
nomic value: $3.60 per work trip.*’ Annually, drivers will save 
$2.2 billion in time that would have been spent idling in traf 
fic. Time savings benefit transit riders as well, to the tune of 
$1.1 billion for subway riders and nearly $100 million per year 
for bus riders. These figures also represent latent job creation 
and economic productivity that are currently being lost to the 
impacts of congestion. By reducing congestion and improving 
travel times, the Move NY Fair Plan will help leverage these 
savings back into creating stable jobs for the region. 

The Move NY Fair Plan will generate long-lasting and 
significant economic growth for the New York region. 
According to a forecast by HR&A Advisors, the Move NY 


30 Based on assumptions on the value of drivers’ time including $34 per hour within the 


CBD and $23 per hour outside. 


New Annual Revenues under the Move NY Fair Plan 
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$1,500 


Manhattan Parking Total Net Revenue 
Tax Rebate 
Removal 


Fair Plan will unlock $2.8 billion in annual economic output 
and produce 30,000 new local, annually recurring jobs that 
cannot be outsourced.*! 

These new jobs will be created mostly in the area of 
construction and maintenance of our transit, road, and 
bridge infrastructure. In the transit sector, jobs created will 
include those in car (subway and train) and bus manufacture 
and maintenance, track reconstruction, signal maintenance, 
station rehabilitation and upkeep, fare collection equipment 
repair, bus and subway operation, and station-based customer 
service enhancement. 


By enhancing transit service, 
easing congestion, and 
saving New Yorkers’ valuable 
time, Move NY Fair Plan 

will unlock $2.8 billion in 
annual economic output. 


The private sector will benefit as well, with the culture, 
retail, and hospitality industries in particular benefitting from 
the 115,000 estimated additional trips into the Manhattan 
core each day. Moreover, transit improvements will make 
more areas of the region attractive for real estate investment 
and new business, and the logistics industry will enjoy sig- 
nificantly reduced congestion, daily caps on Central Business 
District tolls, and cheaper travel on major freight arteries. 

The Move NY Fair Plan will also generate $168 million in 
annual sales and income tax revenue, helping to put City and 
State budgets on more solid fiscal ground. 


31 HR&A Advisors, Inc, 2014. 
Figure 13: Expenditures 


Revenue Sources 

The Move NY Fair Plan will raise $1.5 billion net annually for 
investment in roads, bridges, and transit. This figure is net of 
the costs of toll administration and fare reductions for outer- 
borough bridges. 

The most significant revenue source is the toll to enter 
and exit the Manhattan CBD, which will be collected in 
two ways. First, a cordon toll for drivers entering and exit- 
ing Manhattan’s CBD at 60th Street will raise 57% of the 
toll revenue. The second toll, raising the other 43%, will be 
collected from drivers entering and exiting the Manhattan 
CBD via the East River bridges. Taxis will be exempted from 
the cordon toll and will instead contribute through a medal- 
lion surcharge, a third revenue source. Further, the MTA is 
expected to generate substantial additional revenue by two 
means: first, through higher subway and bus ridership as 
commuters switch from cars to transit and improvements to 
transit are made; second, through greater toll revenue from 
outer-borough bridges as traffic rises in response to reduc- 
tions in toll fees. Finally, Move NY proposes to eliminate an 
exemption, enjoyed only by Manhattan residents, from a city 
excise tax on monthly parking fees. 

All can be seen in Figure 12. The revenue items are as fol- 
lows (all dollar figures are recurring, i.e., per year): 


¢ Toll Swap and Administration: $1,660 million will be 
collected from the new CBD toll and an additional $20 
million from the Queensboro Bridge upper roadway, 
which will be charged at the newly-reduced toll rate for 
the Triborough Bridge, i.e., $3.04 with E-ZPass. Reducing 
tolls on all seven MTA bridges will cost the authority an 
estimated $600 million a year, and we estimate it will cost 
$160 million a year to administer the tolling system. 


° Additional Trips on Transit and Outer Borough Bridges: 
We estimate at $230 million the additional revenue 
arising from the Move NY Fair Plan’s investments in 
improved transit provision, toll-induced switches to 
transit from auto trips, and increased attractiveness of 


Annual Expenditures of New Revenues under the Move NY Fair Plan 
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Transit Capital 
Improvements 


Total Expenditures 


bus service due to lesser road congestion. Likewise, the 
demand-based increase in toll revenues from increased use 
of the seven MTA bridges, arising from the reduced tolls, 
is $80 million. 


° New Taxi Surcharges: $250 million is our estimate of 
new net toll revenues from yellow and green taxis and 
app-based car services, while the projected 5% increase in 
taxi trips will generate another $5 million a year via the 
“Ravitch” Surcharge enacted in 2009 (note that revenue 
from app-based services such as Uber and Lyft is not 


included due to lack of data). 


¢ Manhattan Parking Tax Rebate Removal refers to $15 
million that New York City will regain each year by 
eliminating an exemption granted to Manhattan residents 
from a city excise tax on monthly parking fees. This item, 
while relatively small, is an example of our determination 
to ensure that the responsibility for contributing to our 
transportation infrastructure is shared by all residents of 
the region. 


The bottom line: gross revenues of $2,260 million a year, 


less annual negative revenues of $760 million, for a recurring 
net of $1,500 million per year. 


Investments 


The Move NY Fair Plan will raise $1.5 billion in net revenue 
annually, even after covering the costs of reduced toll rev- 
enues on existing tolled crossings and managing, enforcing, 
and maintaining the new tolling system. A quarter of these 
funds will be used to improve our roads and bridges with the 
remaining three-quarters dedicated to transit, as shown in 


Table 2. 


Table 2: Assigning Toll Reform Net-Revenues 


Program Area Annual Expenditures (in $ millions) Share 
Roads & Bridges 375 25% 
Transit 1,125 75% 
Total Expenditures 1,500 100% 


Bonding vs. PAYGO 

Since the enactment of the dedicated Payroll Mobility tax in 
2009, the MTA devoted a portion of the new revenues for 
“pay-as-you-go” capital investments (PAYGO) to fund ongo- 
ing capital needs. PAYGO funds are typically used for recur- 
ring operating expense projects (such as rail replacement), 
since these projects help repair physical assets that depreciate 
in value over a relatively short period. By contrast, long-term 
borrowing or issuing of debt should be used to pay for assets 
with a long life, such as subway cars (40-year life). The MTA’s 
annual depreciation is about $2.3 billion.** PAYGO receipts 
are “dedicated” in the sense that they are placed ina special 
account for accounting purposes but are still subject to annual 
32 Citizen’s Budget Commission, 2012, p. 6. 
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appropriation by the Legislature. Unfortunately, continued 
borrowing for major capital projects and the recent TW U/ 
LIRR labor contracts have eroded the PAYGO revenue 
stream. Just $927 million in PAYGO funds is available for 
the MTA’s 2015-2019 Capital Program.** PAYGO funds are 
also vulnerable to future economic shocks, since the funds are 
mostly derived from payroll receipts. 


Roads and Bridges 

City and suburban roads and bridges will benefit from an 
annual infusion of $375 million, which will be used for new 
projects and to maintain and operate the four currently free 
East River bridges (ERB): Queensboro, Williamsburg, Man- 
hattan, and Brooklyn Bridges. Table 3 details how these funds 
might be split between ERB costs and new projects. Approxi- 
mately, $12 million would be needed to support O&M costs 
for the ERB’s, with the remaining $363 million available for 
new road and bridge projects. 


Table 3: Road and Bridge Funding 


Annual Expenditures 


Road and Bridge Area (in $ millions) 
East River bridges O&M 12 
Funds for Capital Improvements 362 
Total Expenditures for Roads and Bridges 375 


Transit 

Despite the fact that New York is the most transit-dependent 
city in the country, too many residents suffer from inadequate 
access to the transit network. While Queensboro Plaza, the 
South Bronx, and Downtown Brooklyn might be transit 
hubs, most other neighborhoods in those boroughs have 
access to one subway line at most — and sometimes to none at 
all. Moreover, the subway lines that do exist in those neigh- 
borhoods can bring people into Manhattan but are much less 
useful for traveling between other boroughs. What’s more, 
Staten Island is cut off from the subway system altogether. 
Instead, many New Yorkers must rely on the local bus net- 
work, with its generally slow and limited service, or pay more 
for Express Buses or commuter rail. 

The Move NY Fair Plan proposes to allocate $1.125 
billion annually in new, dedicated revenues which could be 
bonded to generate over $15 billion for transit investments. 
This funding will allow for critical improvements that will 
restore our transit system to its rightful place among the 
world’s best. 

Move NY will make a priority of filling the City’s biggest 
transit gaps by: 


° Restoring more of the bus service that was cut in 2010; 


° Adding Express Bus routes and increasing Express Bus 
service; 


33 Metropolitan Transportation Authority, 2014. 


e Extending “City Ticket” (weekend discounts for LIRR 
and MNR travel within city limits) to seven days per 
week: Metro North and the Long Island Railroad will 
thus become an affordable express service for riders pick- 
ing up commuter rail at intra-city stations; 


° Further reducing City Ticket fares to $6 peak/$4 off- 
peak, and Express Buses to $5, to render more affordable 
these critical means of express transit service from the 


farther-flung neighborhoods of the city 


e Expediting introduction of new Select Bus Service/Bus 
Rapid Transit routes in all five boroughs; 


° Develop a more extensive ferry network through a mod- 
est investment of capital and operating outlays that will 
improve connections for commuters in waterside neigh- 
borhoods and bring New Yorkers to emerging destina- 
tions across the waterfront. 


° Increase suburban transit options by subsidizing county 
bus systems, thus providing more service, in Nassau, 


Westchester, Suffolk and Rockland Counties; 


e Last Mile Strategies: Making commuter rail more acces- 
sible by investing in transit-oriented development and 
increasing parking capacity at select Metro North and 
Long Island Rail Road Stations. 


In addition to making the transit system more acces- 
sible and affordable for all New Yorkers, Move NY wants to 
make it easier, faster, more reliable, and more comfortable. 
The Move NY Fair Plan will enable the MTA to accelerate 
making investments that will greatly improve the straphanger 
experience, systemwide: 


® Communications-based Train Control (CBTC): Cur- 
rently, the L line is the only subway line that features this 
technology, which allows trains to be operated at closer 
distances and thereby increase capacity and decrease wait 
times and crowding. 


° Contact-less open payment system: Similar to London’s 
Oyster Card, this emerging technology will allow riders 
to wave their fare pass, credit card, or smartphone over a 
sensor and walk right through. It will also allow for faster 
and easier transfers between New York City Transit, 
Metro North, Long Island Railroad, and other transit 
providers in the region. 


e Station rehabilitations: With additional dollars, MTA can 
accelerate the pace of rehabilitations across the system: 
e.g., refurbished staircases, greater handicap access, better 
lighting, easier transfers between lines. 


© Countdown clocks: Arrival time information has been 
a welcome addition to the numbered subway lines. The 
Move NY Fair Plan will accelerate the implementation of 
those displays on the lettered lines, too. 


Move NY also wants to expand the map of where New 
Yorkers can go. Our plan invests almost seven billion dollars 
in major transit capital projects. An example of the kind of 
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Figure 15: All-electronic tolling on 
the MTA’s Henry Hudson Bridge 


Source: Tomas E. Gaston, The New York Post 


Figure 16: Contact-less payment 
system (London Example) 


Source: http://www.disabledpersons-railcard.co.uk/ 


Figure 17: Recent renovations at the Broadway- 
Lafayette and Bleecker Street subway stations 


Source: Flickr user MTAPhotos 


project we can fund through this new revenue stream is Metro 
North’s proposed Penn Access project, a project supported 

by Governor Cuomo which will create a spur on Metro 
North’s New Haven Line and result in the addition of four 
new stations in the East Bronx, providing new commuter rail 
access to an otherwise underserved area. While this particular 
project is simply illustrative of the kinds of projects that are 
worth exploring, there are many other worthy ideas for new 
transit projects that will be examined once the Move NY Fair 
Plan is adopted. We anticipate a process whereby the public, 
through its elected officials, will have a chance to weigh in 
with the MTA and NYCDOT to help determine the final list 
of projects actually funded with Move NY funds. 

In recent years, New York City has garnered extensive 
international acclaim for its efforts to encourage active trans- 
portation. The Move NY Fair Plan will allocate capital funds 
to enhance pedestrian and cycling infrastructure on some 
of the bridges connecting the various boroughs as well as in 
other less well served parts of the city. 

There are many other worthy ideas for new transit proj- 
ects, including new subway and Select Bus Service/Bus Rapid 
Transit routes that we are exploring, and the public listening 
tour, coupled with input from local elected officials, continues 
to be the best means of soliciting and synthesizing those ideas. 


Table 4: Transit Investments 


Transit Investments Cost (in $ millions) 


State of Good Repair/Modernizing the System 7,500 
Station Rehabilitation and System-wide Arrival 3,000 
Information 

Modernizing Signals: Communications-based Train 4,000 
Control (CBTC) 

Contactless Payment System 500 
Targeted Fare Reductions: Express Buses and Intra- 63 
City Commuter Rail 

Express and Suburban Bus Service Enhancements 53 
Regional Transit Capital Expansion: Infrastructure 6,810 


Investments in Subways, Light Rail, Commuter Rail, 
BRT/SBS, Ferries, Cycling 


Total 15,147 


Note: The total amount includes a 5% buffer to account for contingencies. 


Finally, it is important that communities have input 
into the MTA’s process for setting priorities for community- 
specific transit investments. The Move NY Fair Plan thus 
proposes that of the $15.2 billion in capital raised by bonding 
the new annual revenues, the MTA earmark $1.5B of that 
for community transportation enhancement projects. We 
further propose that a process be established by the MTA, in 
consultation with NYCDOT, for mapping out its strategy for 
improving transit service on a neighborhood by neighborhood 
basis and giving elected officials an opportunity to represent 
their constituents in helping the MTA to set local investment 
Priorities. 
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Source: Flickr User Rabbicrischma 


Lockboxing the Revenue 


The Importance of Protecting 

New (and Existing) Revenue 

The funding needs of the MTA far exceed currently available 
resources. The MTA’s $32 billion budget for its 2015-19 capi- 
tal plan is a “scrubbed” number, i.e., the minimum required 
to meet the demands of the system and the needs of the riders 
who depend on it. Indeed, Chairman Prendergast has stated 
that the actual funding need of the MTA for this period, 
based on proper depreciation accounting, is closer to $40 
billion. Likewise, NYSDOT’s and NYCDOT’s programs for 
maintaining and improving roads and bridges, are chroni- 
cally underfunded, and it shows in the city’s dilapidated and 
pothole ridden highways and arterial streets. 

New York State has received a one-time revenue windfall 
of $5.1 billion in bank settlements, and Governor Cuomo 
has declared his intent to use some of this sum to address the 
State’s infrastructure needs. In his January State of the State 
speech, the governor designated several projects to receive 
much of that funding. That list includes: the New Tappan 
Zee Bridge via a grant to the New York Thruway Authority; a 
Metro-North spur line and new stations in the Bronx (“Penn 
Access”); expanded parking capacity at select commuter rail 
stations; and an Airtrain connecting the Number 7 train and 
Long Island Railroad to LaGuardia Airport at Willets Point. 
The Governor also proposes allocating $750 million each 
toward the MTA’s and NYSDOT'’s five-year capital plans. 

There is some overlap between the Governor’s priorities 
and those included in the Move NY Plan. Thus, when budget 
negotiations begin, it may make sense for the Governor and 
Legislature to marry the two sources — Move NY (which is 
derived primarily from user fees paid by NYC metro area 
residents) and the bank settlement surplus — such that the 
former could take care of funding the MTA’s capital shortfall 
and New York City’s roads and bridges, while the latter could 
perhaps be leveraged with private capital to support invest- 
ments in the Governor’s above mentioned priorities as well as 
in other road, bridge, and transit projects around the rest of 
the state. 


In terms of funding the New York City region’s mass 
transit system, the new net revenues generated by the Move NY 
Fair Plan are required in addition to the MTA’s existing sources 
of “dedicated” funding. These include those derived from vari- 
ous taxes collected by the State on behalf of the MTA, such as 
surcharges on gas and sales taxes, certain car registration and 
license fees, and the controversial but crucial Payroll Mobility 
Tax — a 0.34% (i.e. 34 cents per $100) tax on business payrolls 
throughout the 12-county MTA region that was enacted in 
2009 and presently generates an estimated $1.4 billion per year. 

The Move NY Fair Plan can fill the projected $15.2 billion 
dollar funding gap in the MTA’s 2015-2019 Capital Plan as 
well as support much of the city’s road and bridge program, 
but only if it is combined with existing MTA funding sources 
such as those listed above, along with available federal funding. 
That is, all current dedicated MTA taxes must be preserved at 
current or greater levels as part of the legislation and bonding 
covenants that would protect new revenue generated by the 


plan. 


That is, all current dedicated 

MTA taxes must be preserved at 
current or greater levels as part 

of the legislation and bonding 
covenants that would protect new 
revenue generated by the plan. 


Sources of Funding and the Management Thereof 
There are essentially five sources of new funding under the 
Move NY Plan: (i) revenues from collecting tolls on the four 
East River bridges; (ii) tolls collected at the 60th Street screen 
line; (iii) surcharges applied to all metered taxis (yellow and 
green) and on-demand services like Uber, Lyft and others; (iv) 
additional revenue received by the MTA at its bridges and via 
the fare box on account of lowered tolls and enhanced service, 
respectively; and (v) rescission of the parking garage sales tax 
exemption for Manhattan (only) residents. 

There are a number of options for collecting the money 
from the tolls on the East River bridges and those across 60th 
Street. Regardless of which agency or authority administers and 
collects the tolls on these crossings, all of the revenue collected 
under the Move NY Fair Plan — including the for-hire-vehicle 
(FHV) surcharges, but excluding additional farebox and 
non-CBD toll revenue and garage taxes — would go to a new 
single-purpose financing authority whose sole responsibility 
would be to redistribute the revenues according to the formula 
established in the Plan and enabling legislation. (See below for 
more details.) 

While these details will ultimately be worked out by the 
affected agencies and reflected in the actual legislation, one pos- 
sible approach for assigning tolling responsibility is as follows: 
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Tolls on the East River Bridges: The City of New York 
would transfer jurisdiction of the four East River bridges 

~ Koch (Queensborough), Williamsburg, Manhattan, and 
Brooklyn Bridges — to the MTAB&T (formerly known as 
the TBTA) or possibly an MTAB&T subsidiary by means 
of a long-term lease agreement, as it already does with the 
entire subway infrastructure. (The assets would continue to 
be owned by the City.) The MTAB&T or its new subsidiary 
would take responsibility for operating and maintaining the 
bridges, thus saving the city (via NYCDOT’s budget) mil- 
lions of dollars annually. These savings would be retained by 
NYCDOT and could be reinvested in other parts of the city’s 
transportation infrastructure. Because MTAB&T already 
operates and collects revenue at the MTA’s nine tolled facili- 
ties, adding four bridges to the agency’s portfolio would be 
straightforward and would be one way to ensure that cur- 
rent and future MTAB&T bondholders are protected. The 
revenue collected would go to the new financing authority 
and be distributed to the MTA, MTAB&T and NYCDOT, 
according to the requirements of the Move NY Fair Plan, 
which, in turn, would be mandated by legislation. 


Tolls across 60th Street: The State would authorize the 
City of New York (via NYCDOT) to construct, operate, and 
maintain tolling facilities along 60th Street and to collect 

the revenues generated by the new tolling system. Tolling 
along 60th Street would be implemented, as on the East River 
bridges, via a combination of E-ZPass (~85% penetration) 
and camera license plate recognition technology (a.k.a. pay by 
mail), which would take the place of cash, thus obviating the 
need for any tollbooths or traffic obstruction. Like the East 
River bridge toll revenue, the revenue collected along 60th 
Street would go to the new financing authority that would 
redistribute the revenues to the MTA, MTAB&T, and NYC- 
DOT according to the formula established in the Move NY 
Plan and enabling legislation. 


Of course, the above scenario could be flipped, with 
NYCDOT collecting tolls on the East River bridges and 
MTAB&T collecting them along 60th Street, thus preserv- 
ing NYCDOT'’s responsibility for maintaining the East River 
bridges. Again, these decisions will be made by the Legislature 
together with the public agencies involved. 


FHV Surcharges: The Taxi & Limousine Commission 
(TLC) would regulate the collection of a GPS-based sur- 
charge on for-hire vehicles within the “taxi zone,” defined as 
Manhattan south of 96th Street. The surcharge, assessed on 
the three elements of the TLC fare structure (drop, miles, 
wait time) equates to around $1.40 for a typical three-mile 
trip. Like the new toll revenue, the revenue collected from 
For-Hire Vehicles would go to the new financing authority 
that would distribute the revenues to the MTA and NYC- 
DOT according to the formula established in the Move NY 
Fair Plan and legislation. 


The Move NY Highway and Transit Authority 
Under the Move NY Fair Plan, the New York State Legisla- 
ture would create a new authority under the MTAB&T called 
the “Move NY Highway and Transit Authority.” The author- 
ity would need to be created as a subsidiary of MTAB&T in 
order to ensure with a high degree of certainty that TBTA 
bondholders’ interests, which rely on current levels of revenue 
on the MTA bridges, are protected despite the lowering of 
tolls on those crossings. 

The new authority would not be an operating entity but 
rather a public benefit corporation authorized by the State to 
merely collect and disburse the funds generated by the Move 
NY Fair Plan. As it does now, the Capital Program Review 
Board would approve, up or down, the MTA’s five-year capital 
plans. For 2015-19 and likely 2020-24, those plans would 
include the transportation investments laid out in the Move 
NY Fair Plan. 

The total Move NY receipts that flow into the new 
authority would be divided and allocated to both the MTA 
and NYCDOT according to a formula established in the leg- 
islation and consistent with the Move NY Fair Plan. Because 
the city’s roads and bridges are managed and maintained by 
both the City and State DOTs, the two agencies presumably 
would enter into an agreement as to how the (non-MTA) 
“DOT” share of the revenues would be allocated between 
them to maintain and improve city roads and bridges. 

Considering the public’s exasperation with what seem like 
yearly diversions of “dedicated” tax revenues to other pur- 
poses, this financial authority will serve as a vital “lockbox- 
ing” mechanism to ensure that drivers’ tolls are properly spent 
on the transportation infrastructure and services they and 
riders depend on. 


Enabling Legislation 

The Move NY Fair Plan would be authorized by enabling 
legislation enacted by the New York State Legislature. The 
legislation, presumably enacted during the 2015 legislative 
session, would authorize the MTAB&T and NYCDOT to 
collect revenues in the form of tolls on the East River bridges 
and across 60th Street in Manhattan. Note that the legisla- 
tion would merely authorize the MTAB&T and NYCDOT 
to impose tolls on these crossings; it would not and should not 
give the Legislature a hand in setting actual toll amounts. The 
authority for setting all MTA tolls would remain with the 
MTAB&T, and State law would require that any NYCDOT 
imposed tolls on crossings into the CBD match those applied 
at MTAB&T tolled CBD crossings. 

The enabling legislation would require that at such time 
(presumably 2017 or 2018) as tolls begin to be collected on 
the currently free East River bridges and at the 60th Street 
screen line, MTAB&T and NYCDOT also harmonize all the 
CBD-bound tolls — across the East River and 60th Street — 
such that the newly established tolls match the then prevail- 
ing tolls charged at the two East River tunnels (Queens-Mid- 
town and Brooklyn-Battery). 


27 The Move NY Fair Plan | Move NY | February 2015 


The legislation would also 
establish a permanent ratio 
between the price of the one- 
way MTA “outer” bridge tolls 
and the CBD-bound tolls... thus 
preserving the lower tolls for the 
outer bridge crossings called 

for in the Move NY Fair Plan. 


The legislation would also establish a permanent ratio 
between the price of the one-way MTA “outer” bridge tolls 
and the CBD-bound tolls, per the Move NY Fair Plan, such 
that the “outer” bridge tolls would always be lower than the 
CBD tolls by the same fixed percentage amount. For instance, 
and assuming March 2015 toll levels for the CBD-bound 
tolls, under the Move NY Fair Plan one-way tolls on the 
“outer” MTA crossings would be $3.04 (E-ZPass) while 
one-way tolls on the East River bridges and across 60th Street 
would be $5.54 (E-ZPass). Thus, the new ratio of “outer” tolls 
to CBD tolls under the plan — 0.55 — would be locked in place 
by law such that whenever the MTA changes the prices of its 
bridge and tunnel tolls, thus preserving the lower tolls for the 
outer bridge crossings called for in the Move NY Fair Plan. 


How New and Existing Revenue Will be 
Protected under the Move NY Fair Plan 

Outlined below are inherent protections embedded in the 
plan’s design as well as additional mechanisms that, taken 
together, will ensure that the new revenues are fully protected 
and the needs of the region’s transit, roads, and bridges are 
met. 

First, there is an inherent safeguard against Albany’s 
“raiding” a single dollar of the new revenues generated from 
the toll swap feature of the Move NY Fair Plan. That is, the 
estimated $720 million in new toll money collected annu- 
ally by the MTAB&T at the newly tolled East River bridges 
goes directly to the MTA and its agencies via the new finance 
authority. In other words, receiving the revenue generated 
from the new toll regime under the Move NY Fair Plan will 
not require the MTA to seek an annual appropriation from 
the NYS Legislature; indeed, the total net funds generated 
from the new tolling regime ($1.5 billion per year) never pass 
through Albany at all. 

The second safeguard on the MTA/transit side of the led- 
ger stems from the MTA’s obligations to its current bondhold- 
ers. Insofar as revenue from the presently tolled MTA bridges 
will decrease under the Move NY Fair Plan, the MTA would, 
as a practical matter, bond much if not all of the new revenue 
so as to keep its current bondholders whole. The authorization 
for such bonding would also be included in the implementing 
legislation. In addition, the new legislation must stipulate that 
no new tolls be imposed on currently untolled crossings until 


and unless the proposed toll reductions are implemented, and 
vice versa — i.e., the two components of the “swap” must hap- 
pen simultaneously. 

Third, there is “agreement of the state” language that is 
typically included in legislation authorizing public authorities 
to issue debt. The section quoted below is taken directly from 
the TBTA statute. There is equivalent language in most, if not 
all, public authority statutes that authorize debt, which could 
be included in the enabling legislation for the Move NY Fair 
Plan. This so-called Agreement of the State is incorporated 
in the bond resolution, such that the State cannot take away 
the powers and funding stream that formed the basis of the 
financing without the authority involved violating its own 
covenants and possibly accelerating the debt to which the 
covenant attaches. One might then ask, “What prevents some 
future state legislature and governor from violating its own 
agreement by changing the law and diverting the funds?” The 
answer is that: 1) they have never done this because of the 
possibility that bondholders would have a direct claim against 
the State, and 2) the State understands that its entire system 
of financing for all public authorities would likely collapse if it 
violated one of its own agreements. 


§ 563. Agreement of the State. 1. The State of New York 
does pledge to and agree with (a) the holders of the bonds that 
the State will not limit or alter the rights hereby vested in the 
authority to maintain, reconstruct and operate the project, to 
establish and collect such charges and tolls as may be convenient 
or necessary to produce sufficient revenue to meet the expense of 
maintenance and operation and to fulfill the terms of any agree- 
ments made with the holders of the bonds, or in any way impair 
the rights and remedies of the bondholders, until the bonds, 
together with interest thereon, with interest on any unpaid 
installments of interest, and all costs and expenses in connection 
with any action or proceedings by or on behalf of the bondhold- 
ers, are fully met and discharged. 


Fourth, in order to avoid a scenario where the New York 
State Legislature robs Peter to pay Paul (ie., uses the securing 
of new MTA revenue to try to divert existing “dedicated” rev- 
enue), the legislation and new bond covenants must include a 
“maintenance of effort” provision, confirming the State’s com- 
mitment to preserve existing MTA dedicated revenue sources 
at current (or higher) levels. 

Fifth, toll payers should be able to count on their money 
being reinvested in the roads and bridges on which they 
rely, as well as in an efficient transit system that helps keep a 
number of vehicle trips off of city streets and highways. Thus, 
the enabling legislation will establish spending priorities, 
which also would be codified in the new finance authority. 
The following formula is how the Move NY revenue should 
be allocated, in order of priority: 


1. Make up payment to MTAB&T to cover lost revenues 
from toll reduction on outer bridge crossings, calculated 
on an annual basis based on the historical percentage 
share these crossings contribute to all MTAB&T rev- 
enues. 
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2. Cover annual operations and maintenance cost of the East 
River bridges. 


3. Dedicate three-quarters of the remaining new toll revenue 
(less the amount already paid to MTAB&T as its toll 
make-up share) to the region’s (MTA) transit system via 
the MTA. Bond all or most of the MTA’s share of the 
annual revenue stream to fund the $15.2 billion gap in 
the MTA’s proposed 2015-19 capital plan, which would 
be modified to capture key elements of the Move NY Fair 
Plan. The updated MTA capital plan would thus include: 


a. Enhancing transit to underserved areas using Move 
NY’s four-point strategy — select service restoration of 
2010 cuts; added express bus service; new BRT/SBS 
routes; and City Ticket discounts seven days per week; 


b. Maintaining State of Good Repair; and 


c. Investing in capital projects that provide service expan- 
sion. 


4. Dedicate the balance of the total available net revenues to 


city roads and bridges (via NYCDOT and NYSDOT). 


All of the aforementioned approaches share a common, 
critical component: a path for the new revenue that avoids the 
legislative budgeting process or need for an annual appro- 
priation, thus allowing the MTA and NYCDOT to invest 
100% of the revenue generated by the Move NY Fair Plan in 
improving the city and region’s transportation infrastructure. 
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Conclusion 


The Move NY Fair Plan is the only comprehensive 
proposal that addresses the three interrelated 
challenges of generating funds for transportation, 
correcting regressive tolling policies, and reducing 
traffic congestion. There may be other ways to 
generate the necessary funds for the transportation 
network, such as raising the gas or sales taxes, 

but neither alone could be raised high enough to 
meet the MTA’s (let alone DOT's) funding needs. 
Moreover, the former wouldn't solve our congestion 
or toll inequity issues, and the latter would be 
highly regressive. The Move NY Fair Plan is one 
that distributes the responsibility for funding the 
transportation network as fairly as possible among 
all the network's users, and includes concrete 

steps to make the transit system more convenient, 
reliable, and accessible for all the region's residents. 
The Move NY Fair Plan will boost the regional 
economy with more than 30,000 annually 
recurring new jobs by making investments that 
will dramatically boost the system's efficiency and 
reduce delays; putting people to work building new 
lines to underserved areas; and offering pocketbook 
relief (and thus greater spending power) for drivers 
and transit users in the city’s periphery. 
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Appendices 


Balanced Transportation Analyzer 

The Balanced Transportation Analyzer (BTA), developed by 
Move NY’s Charles Komanoff, is an extensively researched, 
multi-layered analysis of nearly every conceivable variable 
affecting transportation and travel demand in New York City. 
Many of the estimates of congestion reduction, travel time 
savings, and related impacts are based on the inputs of the 
BTA. The infrastructure solutions firm HNTB reviewed the 
BTA and found it “comprehensive, broad-based, and realis- 
tic.” Moreover, the BTA model was vetted by a number of city 
and state agencies and good-government groups, including 
NYS Division of Budget, NYCDOT, MTA, Citizens Budget 
Commission, and Regional Plan Association. The BTA is free 
and available to the public for download at http://www.nnyn. 
org/kheelplan/BTA_1.1.xls. 


List of Available Reports and Resources 


e HR&A Advisors: The Move New York Plan: Economic 
and Fiscal Impact Analysis 


° HNTB: An Assessment of the Balanced Transportation 
Analyzer’s Move NY Revenue Projections 


° Citizen’s Budget Commission: A Better Way to Pay for 
the MTA. 


® Citizen’s Budget Commission: Methods for Protecting 
New Future MTA Dedicated Revenues from Diversion to 
Non-Mass Transit Purposes 
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Appendix 2A, Project Alternatives: Previous Studies and Concepts Considered 


2018 
Fix NYC Advisory Panel Recommendation 


August 2022 


Fix NYC 
Advisory Panel Report 
January 2018 


TRANSMITTAL LETTER 


January 19, 2018 


As New Yorkers, we face two serious transportation crises on a daily basis — one above ground and one 
below. 


While subway delays have always been part of life in New York City (NYC), the frequency of delays and 
breakdowns in the subway system — largely caused by overcrowding and deteriorating infrastructure — 
require the development of a plan for immediate action. 


Similarly, traffic congestion in Manhattan has long been a defining feature of our city, but over the past 
few years, the gridlock caused by congestion has become more impactful on daily life. The periods of 
time during which the Central Business District (CBD) seems to grind to a halt last longer and occur more 
frequently throughout the day. 


Despite these challenges, population, employment and tourism are all at historic highs and show no 
signs of slowing. NYC is as vibrant and attractive a place to live, work, and visit as it has ever been. 


In October 2017, Governor Andrew M. Cuomo brought together a mix of community representatives, 
government officials, and business leaders from across the region to serve on the Fix NYC Advisory 
Panel. The Panel was tasked with developing recommendations to address the severe traffic congestion 
problems in Manhattan’s CBD and identify sources of revenue to fix the ailing subway system. 


The Panel met in October, November, and December of last year and January of this year, and was 
supported by staff from New York State’s transportation agencies and HNTB Corporation. We received 
presentations on previous pricing proposals, international case studies, current data and research con- 
ducted by experts, and transportation modeling scenarios. The policy recommendations and options 
for implementation included in this report are based on our analysis of this information and our joint 
discussions at the Panel meetings. 


The Panel believes the MTA must first invest in public transportation alternatives and make improve- 
ments in the subway system before implementing a zone pricing plan to reduce congestion. Before 
asking commuters to abandon their cars, we must first improve mass transit capacity and reliability. 


While some may inaccurately claim our proposals are regressive, the Panel’s recommendations attempt 
to consider to the needs of outer borough commuters and present options for congestion relief to New 
Yorkers in ways that are both fair and feasible. 


We urge the Governor and New York State (NYS) Legislature to consider these strategies for reducing 
congestion in Manhattan and improving mobility across the region. Fixing NYC is everyone’s responsibility. 


Mitchell L. Moss 
Director, Rudin Center for Transportation, 
NYU 


Sam Schwartz 
CEO, Sam Schwartz Engineering 


Scott Rechler 
Chairman, Regional Plan Association 


Kathy Wylde 
President and CEO, Partnership for New 
York 


Bill Rudin 
Chairman, Real Estate Board of New York 


John Samuelsen 
International President, Transport Workers 
Union 


Peter Ward 
President, New York Hotel Trades Council 


Tom Prendergast 
Former Chairman and CEO, MTA 


Fernando Ferrer 
MTA Vice Chairman 


Reverend Dr. Floyd Flake 
Former U.S. Congressman 


Hon. David Paterson 
Former Governor, New York State 


Darryl Towns 
Former Assemblyman, Brooklyn 
Former Commissioner, NYSHCR 


James Molinaro 
Former Borough President, Staten Island 


Kevin Law 
President & CEO, Long Island Association 


Hon. Steve Bellone 
Suffolk County Executive 


Executive Summary 


Traffic Congestion 

New York City traffic congestion now ranks second 
worst among cities in the United States and third 
worst among cities in the world, and is estimated 
to cost the New York metro area economy $100 
billion over the next five years. Although overall 
traffic volume into the CBD is decreasing, gridlock 
and congestion continue to grow. With greater 
emphasis on livability initiatives, available roadway 
capacity in the CBD has been reduced because 
of the installation of pedestrian plazas, bike lanes, 
and dedicated bus lanes. Truck volumes have also 
increased with the rise of e-commerce. Tourism 
continues to flourish, bringing more and more pe- 
destrians, tour buses and intercity coaches. With- 
out adequate enforcement of traffic violations, pe- 
destrians encounter unsafe conditions, bus lanes 
and intersections are frequently blocked, and dou- 
ble parking is pervasive. Finally, there has been an 
undeniable increase in application-based for-hire 
vehicles (app-based FHVs) within the CBD. All of 
these factors combined have led to an untenable 
condition of congestion. 


Subway Challenges 

The subway system has suffered from years of 
overcrowding and neglected maintenance result- 
ing in chronic breakdowns and delays. In June 
2017, Governor Cuomo declared the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA) to be in a state of 
emergency and directed its leadership to produce 
a recovery plan for the subway system. Chairman 
Joseph Lhota submitted his Subway Action Plan 
(SAP) in July 2017 and asked New York City and 
New York State to each contribute half of the $836 
million needed for Phase One of the program. 
Even after short-term remedies are implemented, 
additional funding will be required for the transfor- 
mative upgrades the system requires. 


Proposed Solutions 

In an effort to address the needs of our transpor- 
tation networks above and below ground, Gover- 
nor Cuomo created the Fix NYC Advisory Panel in 
October 2017. He directed the Panel to focus on 
strategies to address the severe traffic congestion 
problems in Manhattan’s CBD and to identify sourc- 
es of revenue to help fix the ailing subway system. 


The Panel has developed the following recommen- 
dations: 


A Phased Approach is Essential 

Phase One initiates investments to improve tran- 
sit connectivity between the CBD and the outer 
boroughs and suburbs and calls for immediate 
stepped up enforcement by NYPD of existing traf- 
fic laws. Phase Two calls for a surcharge on taxi 
and FHV trips in the CBD at the conclusion of a ten 
month period to allow transportation service com- 
panies to install the appropriate GPS technology in 
all vehicles. Phase Three features the installation 
of a zone pricing program, first for trucks, and then 
for all vehicles, entering Manhattan’s CBD below 
60th Street. 


In Phase One, the Panel offers six recommenda- 
tions: 


1. Identify Public Transportation Improvements 

for the Outer Boroughs and Suburbs 

The Panel has learned lessons from internation- 
al examples that strongly support first investing 
in public transportation alternatives before im- 
plementing a zone pricing plan to reduce con- 
gestion. These investments, once identified, 
will enhance the capacity of public transporta- 
tion alternatives to accommodate those who 
may choose to leave their vehicles at home 
upon implementation of a pricing zone and 
will yield significant private economic benefit 
to surrounding properties and businesses. The 
Panel recommends that the Legislature support 
the Governor’s budget proposal to authorize 
Tax Increment Financing for the MTA. Plus, the 
Panel strongly endorses the Governor’s recom- 
mended procurement process modifications. 


2. 


Improve Enforcement of Traffic 

Laws within the CBD 

NYC can have an immediate impact on conges- 
tion by adequately enforcing existing laws and 
regulations such as spillback (blocking the box) 
and bus lane enforcement. 


Overhaul the NYC Placard Program 
The State of New York should empanel a joint 
NYS/NYC review board to reevaluate the distri- 
bution of all government issued parking plac- 
ards eligible for use in New York City. 


Assess and Address the Impact 

of Bus Congestion the CBD 

The NYS Department of Transportation, in con- 
sultation with the NYC Department of Transpor- 
tation and the Port Authority of New York and 
New Jersey (PANYNJ), should perform a com- 
prehensive review of conditions and regula- 
tions related to commuter, intercity, charter and 
tour buses that have a particularly detrimental 
impact on congestion on the West Side of Mid- 
town and in lower Manhattan. 


TERMS USED THROUGHOUT THIS DOCUMENT: 


Central Business District (CBD) — the commer- 
cial and business center of a city. In the context 
of this report, CBD refers to an area of Manhattan 
bounded by 60th Street on the north and Battery 
Park on the south, the Hudson River on the west 
and the East River on the east. 


Dynamic Pricing — A pricing system where rates 
are continually adjusted according to traffic con- 
ditions to maintain a free-flowing level of traffic. 
Rates are determined in real-time throughout the 
day. 


For Hire Vehicles (FHVs) — There are three class- 
es of FHV service in NYC: Community Cars (Liv- 
eries), Black Cars (including application-based 
transportation services), and Luxury Limousines. 


Peak Pricing — A variable pricing system that 
charges higher rates during times of peak traffic 
or peak congestion. 


5. Reform Taxi and Limousine 


Commission (TLC) Regulations 

The City Council of New York and the TLC 
should review the existing FHV class catego- 
ries to ensure they accurately reflect techno- 
logical advancements with the objective of a 
consistent policy framework. 


. Begin Early Work on Zone Pricing 


Infrastructure Installation 

The installation of the zone pricing infrastruc- 
ture will require approximately 24 months for 
planning, design, and construction, including 
completion of an Environmental Impact State- 


ment (EIS). 


Transportation Service Companies — Includes 
yellow and green taxis, and all classes of For Hire 
Vehicles. 


Variable Pricing — A pricing system that estab- 
lishes different rates for various times of the day 
or week that are based on a predetermined set of 
conditions, such as traffic speed, congestion lev- 
els, traffic demand, or other measurable param- 
eters. Variable rates do not change in real-time. 


Zone Pricing — An area that is encircled by a 
boundary or cordon with trips that cross into the 
area being charged a fee during certain times of 
the day and/or week. In the context of this report, 
the term zone represents the area within Man- 
hattan encompassed by the precise boundary 
line of the Central Business District (CBD). 


In Phase Two, the Panel recommends implemen- 
tation of a surcharge policy for taxis and FHVs op- 
erating within the CBD with revenues dedicated to 
the MTA for transit improvements. 


7. Implement a Congestion Surcharge 
on FHV and Taxi Trips in the CBD 
Transportation service companies should be 
afforded a period of ten months to install the 
equipment necessary to fulfill the requirements 
of a surcharge policy on trips entering or origi- 
nating in the CBD. Options for consideration in- 
clude: the geographical boundaries of the sur- 
charge zone, the amount of the surcharge, and 
the hours of the day and days of the week the 
surcharge will be in effect. The panel also urges 
consideration of a significantly reduced rate for 
pool trips, as well as methods for reducing the 
amount of time FHVs spend cruising the CBD 
without passengers. All revenues from the sur- 
charge should be dedicated to the MTA for the 
Subway Action Plan and transit improvements 
identified under Recommendation 1. 


In Phase Three, the panel recommends implemen- 
tation of a pricing zone, with the boundary defined 
as the CBD, to reduce traffic congestion and pro- 
vide another dedicated stream of revenue to the 
MTA for system improvements. The Panel sug- 
gests that FDR Drive be exempt from the pricing 
zone from the Brooklyn Bridge to 6Oth Street. In 
addition, the Panel recommends that drivers using 
tolled facilities to enter the pricing zone (the Lin- 
coln, Holland, Hugh L. Carey, and Queens Midtown 
Tunnels) receive a credit against the zone charge 
for the amount of the toll already paid. 


8. Implement Zone Pricing for 

Trucks Entering the CBD 

Once the infrastructure is in place, the panel 
recommends initiating the zone charging pro- 
gram inside the CBD with an assessment on 
trucks that enter the zone during certain peak 
hours. A brief period of truck-only charging will 
permit potential operational issues to be identi- 
fied and corrected. 


9. Implement Zone Pricing for All 
Vehicles Entering the CBD 
Once the pricing zone infrastructure is oper- 
ating properly and smoothly, the Panel rec- 
ommends implementation of zone pricing for 
all vehicles. The panel urges consideration of 
variable and dynamic pricing options in order to 
maximize congestion reduction. 


Performance Measures 

Fair and frequent review of the program and oppor- 
tunities to make modifications when necessary are 
critical to earning and maintaining public support 
for the congestion reduction program. The panel 
recommends evaluation of these metrics twice a 
year, published in a report available to all, which 
assesses the efficacy of the surcharge and zone 
pricing programs. 


Conclusion 

To remain a world-class city and region, New York 
must address the increasing congestion on our 
roadways and bring the subway system back to a 
reliable state. We encourage leaders at all levels of 
government to work collaboratively to sustain the 
region’s economic competitiveness, enhance the 
quality of life for all New Yorkers, and help our city 
retain its place as the greatest city in the world. 


Traffic Congestion 


A 2016 study shows NYC’s traffic congestion ranks 
second worst among cities in America and third 
worst among cities in the world, surpassed only 
by the congestion levels measured in Los Ange- 
les and Moscow: Our clogged roadway network is 
crippling our economy. A recent study estimates 
traffic congestion will cost the New York metro area 
economy $100 billion over the next five years.” 


Travel speeds in the CBD dropped more than 17% 
in 2016 to an average of 6.8 mph.? In Midtown, 


the most congested area of the city, the situation 
is even worse. Vehicular speeds in the Midtown 
Core, defined as the area from 59th Street to 35th 
Street, from Ninth Avenue to the East River, aver- 
age 4.7 mph* — slightly faster than walking speed 
(see Figure 1). 


Over the years, NYC has implemented a series of 
initiatives aimed at increasing livability by install- 
ing dozens of pedestrian plazas, conventional and 
protected bike lanes, and dedicated bus lanes. In 


FIGURE 1. Average Taxi Speeds in Manhattan CBD and the Midtown Core 2010-2016 
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* “Mayor de Blasio Announces Initiatives to Help Ease Congestion,” October 22, 2017. Transcript at http://www1.nyc.gov/office-of-the-mayor/news/681-17/transcript-mayor-de-bla- 
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* Empty Seats, Full Streets, Fixing Manhattan’s Traffic Problem,” Schaller Consulting, December 2017 


Source: NYC Department of Transportation. “New York City Mobility Report,” October 2016. 


fact, 23 pedestrian plazas,° 17 bus lanes,® and 109 
miles of bike lanes’ are located within or include 
portions within the CBD. 


Pedestrians, too, are flooding the sidewalks, spill- 
ing over into the streets and bike lanes, particularly 
in Midtown. Between 2009 and 2015, the number 
of pedestrians increased 18 percent on weekdays 
and 31 percent on the weekends.?® This influx of 
pedestrians into the streets slows traffic, increases 
congestion, and obstructs vehicles attempting to 
turn corners at crowded crosswalks. The queuing 
of vehicles at pedestrian-packed intersections fur- 
ther impedes the flow of traffic and creates serious 
safety concerns. 


Despite dedicated bus lanes on numerous CBD 
streets, and upgrades to the bus fleet, bus speeds 
continue their steady decline. Bus movements are 
often impacted when unauthorized vehicles enter 
or park in the bus lanes or when vehicles “block the 
box” at intersections. The MTA bus system lost 100 
million passenger trips over the last eight years, 
according to an October 2016 report by the Office 
of the NYC Comptroller.? Manhattan has seen the 
greatest decline in bus ridership, down 16 percent 
since 2011.° 


Truck volumes into NYC are increasing, fueled by 
the rise of e-commerce. The New York Metropoli- 
tan Transportation Council (NYMTC) is forecasting 
a 46 percent rise in freight tonnage through 2040, 
which will increase congestion in the CBD caused 
by additional truck deliveries and through trips." 


The rapid growth in internet “app” or “on-demand” 
based transportation services has contributed sig- 
nificantly to recent congestion spikes. NYC TLC 
data indicates the number of trips and the number 
of total vehicle hours for app-based FHVs have 
both dramatically increased since 2013 (see Figure 
2), while the number of yellow taxi trips and vehicle 
hours in the CBD are in steep decline.’ The impact 
of app-based FHVs roaming within the CBD is un- 
deniable, according to a report issued in December 
2017 by former NYC Department of Transportation 
Deputy Traffic Commissioner Bruce Schaller: 


“These large increases in the number of 


vehicles (both occupied and unoccupied) 


in the CBD clearly have a very significant im- 
pact on CBD traffic flow. The growth in taxi/ 
TNC [FHV] vehicles is even more remarkable 
given that traffic counts at avenues crossing 
60th Street and the East River crossings 
show steady declines in the number of ve- 
hicles entering the CBD. As a result of these 
two trends — more taxis/TNC [FHV] vehicles 
but an overall drop in vehicles entering the 
CBD — taxis/TNC [FHV] vehicles have be- 
come a very large part of overall traffic.” 


FIGURE 2. Taxi and FHV Service Trips in the 
Manhattan CBD, 2013-17 
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Subway Challenges 


“The subway system is no doubt in distress and we’re 


here for solutions.” 


— MTA Chairman Joseph Lhota, June 2017 


Not unlike their fellow New Yorkers driving on the 
surface streets, NYC’s straphangers have been 
coping with breakdowns and delays on a subway 
system that is finding its way through a prolonged 
period of distress and disarray. 


The legal structure and operating procedures of 
the MTA and NYCTA are important to understand. 
While over the decades there have been many dif- 
ferent elected officials and appointed executives 
with varying opinions and strategies, what gov- 
erns are the legal responsibilities, especially for 
management, operating and capital costs. In 1953, 
legislation creating the New York City Transit Au- 
thority was enacted for the purpose of transferring 
operational management of the subways to the 
new Transit Authority from their owner/operator, 
the City of New York.“ The legislation confirmed 
the City’s continuing legal ownership and leased 
the operation to the NYCTA for management pur- 


poses. As owner, NYC retained the obligation to 
fund all capital projects, as well as other rights. Lat- 
er that year this enacted law was modified in order 
to vest with the board of estimate (now the Mayor 
under current law) approval authority over any cap- 
ital expenditures made by NYCTA exceeding five 
million dollars. This $5 million figure had no infla- 
tion adjustment and subsequent legislation never 
changed the figure."° 


Once the Transit Authority was up and running, the 
City’s leadership shifted its focus to the expansion 
of highway infrastructure. With little attention over 
the next two decades, the Transit Authority strug- 
gled. Construction and maintenance were deferred, 
trains broke down and entire lines were shut down. 
There were additional efforts to establish alterna- 
tive sources of capital for the subways, such as 
bonding authority for the Transit Authority and the 
new Metropolitan Transportation Authority in the 


FIGURE 3. Subway Action Plan — Operating and Capital Costs 
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1960s. Nothing modified the City’s contractual and 
statutory obligation to fund capital improvements. 


By the late 1970s, the subway system was plagued 
by crime and graffiti and in a state of total disre- 
pair. In the midst of its own historic economic crisis, 
the City was unable to meet the many needs and 
challenges facing the system. The state govern- 
ment stepped up in 1981 with desperately need- 
ed financial assistance and institutional reform.® 
These changes included the formation of a Capi- 
tal Program Review Board (CPRB) to examine and 
approve five-year plans submitted by the MTA for 
agencies and facilities. CPRB’s members represent 
the Governor, the Speaker, and the Senate Tem- 
porary President. In addition, a representative of 
the Mayor of New York was appointed to the board 
but only for review of the Transit Authority’s por- 
tion of the plan. The Governor’s, the Speaker’s and 
the Senate Temporary President’s members on 
the CPRB may veto any MTA plan or any plan of 
its subsidiary entities. The Mayor's member may 
only veto or approve the NYCTA plan. The Mayor- 
al appointee’s veto power was meant to unify the 
concept of mayoral approval for capital obligations 
over $5 million established in the 1950’s with the 
new CPRB structure. The State has no statutory re- 
sponsibility to fund the capital or operating plans 
separate from MTA finances. 


Throughout the 1980s and into the 1990s the City 
continued to have financial hardships and inter- 
im ad hoc negotiations between the city and the 
state instituted different financial arrangements 
with the State providing funding beyond its le- 
gal obligation to stabilize the NYCTA operation. 
Through the administration of Mayor David Din- 
kins a number of agreements were reached to 
provide temporary assistance. In 1995, Mayor Gi- 
uliani became more assertive of the City’s owner- 
ship and capital plan veto authority of the NYCTA, 
as evidenced by him shifting control of policing 
from the NYCTA Police Department to the New 
York City Police Department. 


During the spring of 2017, New Yorkers suffered 
through months of seemingly daily failures of the 
tracks, signals, switches or power systems, includ- 
ing three derailments. In June, Governor Cuomo 
took the unprecedented yet necessary step of de- 
claring the MTA — specifically the NYCTA — to be 
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in a state of emergency and directed its new lead- 
ership to produce a recovery plan within 30 days. 
Upon his return to the role of Chairman, Joseph 
Lhota submitted his SAP in July 2017 (see Figure 
3), and asked the State and the City of New York to 
each contribute half of the required funding. While 
Chairman Lhota’s request was not legally justifi- 
able, it reflected the historic response in the 1980s 
emergency situation in which the state stepped 
in to provide support. By law, if the NYCTA has an 
operating deficiency the MTA’s recourse is either 
to reduce operating costs or raise fare revenue. If 
the NYCTA has a capital needs request, the MTA 
can submit a capital needs plan to the CPRB, which 
can approve or disapprove, and the Mayor’s mem- 
ber has a unilateral veto/approval. The Mayor’s 
member can negotiate with the MTA to reduce or 
increase the total amount of the capital plan, or ne- 
gotiate the projects within the plan. 
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Chairman Lhota’s “emergency” plan had both cap- 
ital and operating needs and requested a 50/50 
State/City split which avoided a fare increase. Gov- 
ernor Cuomo, who had declared the emergency, 
agreed to fund 50% of the plan (capital and oper- 
ating) and has provided such funding in his 2019 
budget plan. The City has thus far refused to agree 
to fund its 50%. If the City refuses to fund 50% of 
the capital and operating cost, Chairman Lhota’s 
legal options are to reduce the scope and cost of 
improvements, extend the construction timeline to 
future years, or to increase fares to cover the City’s 
50% of the operating cost. 


MTA Subway Action Plan Status 

Phase One of the SAP was devised to stabilize and 
improve the system by addressing key drivers of 
79 percent of the major incidents causing failures 
and delays (see Figure 4). 


Several months in, there are signs the Plan is work- 
ing. Weekday major incidents are down 21 percent 
in October 2017 from June 2017 and down 10 per- 
cent from October 2016. Weekday major signal 
incidents decreased 36 percent in October 2017 
from June 2017 and 45 percent from October 2016. 
Using the same comparison periods, weekday 
major track incidents improved by more than four 
percent, and weekday major power incidents im- 
proved by 50 percent.” 


FIGURE 4. Primary Causes of Subway Delays 
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The repairs included in the SAP will fortify the ag- 
ing system and bring subway service back to a lev- 
el of reliability New Yorkers deserve and expect. 
The Panel is encouraged that the plan is already 
showing progress, but is concerned about the on- 
going debate over its funding. 


International Experiences 


The region’s commuters are tired of uncertainty 
and delays. We are glad the State has committed 
to contributing half of the $836 million Plan; we 
must work together to fund the remainder. Our 
elected leaders and officials must recognize that 
we are all in this together, and as such, we are all 
responsible. 


“The Stockholm charges went from the most expensive way 
ever devised to commit political suicide to something that the 


initially hostile media declared to be a success story.” 


— Jonas Eliasson, Director, Stockholm City Transportation Administration 


While heavy traffic is a sign of a bustling, expanding 
economy, there is a point at which too much con- 
gestion represents a threat to economic growth. 
The Manhattan CBD is only one example of many 
such areas around the globe where that threat 
is now real. While city streets are typically public 
goods, free for all to use, there is a point at which 
the next user reduces the utility value for everyone 
else, a situation often referred to as the “tragedy of 
the commons.” With each additional user, the level 
of service that the roadway provides becomes fur- 
ther and further eroded, as manifest in increasing 
levels of congestion, reduced vehicle speeds and 
increased pollution. 


Under conditions of severe congestion, commut- 
ing workers bear excess fuel and vehicle operating 
costs, which in turn increase employer costs by 
virtue of their having to pay higher wages. Higher 


delivery costs similarly add to business operating 
costs. Workers spending more on gasoline and 
auto maintenance will have less disposable in- 
come to spend on other goods and services. Simi- 
larly, the added commuting times reduce both time 
spent working and time spent engaging in leisure 
activities, resulting in a reduction in productivity 
and reduced sales for businesses in the leisure 
and hospitality sector. 


The precipitous decline in vehicle speeds within 
the Manhattan CBD to near walking speed is a sig- 
nal that those who choose to drive into the most 
congested part of the City are not bearing the full 
cost of that choice. In the economics literature, this 
situation represents a classic case of a negative 
externality and indicates the presence of a severe 
market failure. A fee set at the appropriate level 
addresses that failure by compelling drivers to in- 
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ternalize the full social cost of their travel choices, 
which is why several international cities have opt- 
ed for zone pricing. 


As the examples below demonstrate, zone pricing 
improves the flow of traffic by imposing a charge on 
drivers that can vary with the level of congestion or 
time of day. Drivers pay a higher price to drive into 
the zone when traffic is heavy and a lower price 
when traffic is light. Drivers can choose to avoid 
the charge entirely by choosing to share rides, use 
mass transit, travel at off-peak times, or travel on 
alternative, less congested routes. Although zone 
pricing has yet to be employed in the U.S. as an 
approach to reducing excessive traffic congestion, 
it has been successfully implemented in several 
large international cities. 


Singapore 

Singapore first implemented a congestion pricing 
plan, known as the Area Licensing System, in 1975; 
the system was redesigned in 1998 and renamed 
the Electronic Roadway Pricing (ERP) system.® 
The ERP system operates from 7am to 7pm and 
charges vehicles $2 per crossing. Upon imple- 
mentation of the ERP system, Singapore saw a 24 
percent reduction in weekday traffic entering the 
Central Business Zone and increases in average 
travel speeds. In 2020, Singapore will move to a 
satellite based system for congestion charging. 


London 

London implemented their congestion charging 
system in 2003 after first studying the problem as 
far back as 1964." Starting with a cordon that cov- 
ered an eight-square-mile portion of their heavily 
congested CBD, London started charging drivers 
£5 ($7.50) per day for entering the charging zone 
area between 7am and 6pm (the fee has since in- 
creased to $15). The cordon area was expanded by 
another eight square miles in 2005. London uses 
a camera-based collection system for recording 
vehicle license plates, which has proven more ex- 
pensive to operate and maintain than a transpon- 
der-based system. The initial cost of setting up the 
system was $260 million in 2003. 
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To prepare for the introduction of the congestion 
charge and ensure its success, London made sig- 
nificant transit investments upfront, by adding new 
bus routes to their network prior to implementa- 
tion. More than five hundred extra buses were put 
in service during peak hours to receive passengers 
choosing mass transit over cars, thus relieving ca- 
pacity pressures that would have been absorbed 
by the London Underground. 


Once zone charging went live, London saw an im- 
mediate congestion reduction of 25 percent with 
average speeds increasing by 30 percent. Carbon 
dioxide emissions dropped by 20 percent. Imple- 
mentation was so successful that the system fell far 
short of its initial revenue target of $195 million due 
to the reduction in the number of autos entering 
the zone;”° first year collections totaled only $98 
million. Taxis and FHVs are exempt from London’s 
congestion fee. Nevertheless, the London strategy 
succeeded in making the city more “multimodal” 
by encouraging and expanding the supply of bus 
service and allowing car lanes to be converted to 
bus and bike lanes without increasing traffic con- 
gestion, implying environmental as well as purely 
economic benefits.”' 


Stockholm 

After careful study of the approach taken in Lon- 
don, Stockholm implemented Sweden’s first con- 
gestion charging system for its CBD, an area ac- 
cessible only by a series of bridges. 


In the face of strong initial public opposition to the 
program, the City opted to implement its system 
as a seven-month pilot program in 2006. They 
invested $136 million in new bus purchases, and 
introduced new bus routes running parallel to their 
most crowded subway lines. The charges ranged 
from $1.33, $2.00, and $2.67 for vehicles entering 
the CBD from 6:30am to 6:30pm with a maximum 
of three charges per day. Taxis were exempt from 
the congestion charge. The system of overhead 
gantries and transponders required a capital in- 
vestment of $410 million with annual operating 
costs of approximately $30 million.?? 


Stockholm’s zone pricing program proved suc- 
cessful from day one. Congestion dropped by 25 
percent and average speeds rose 25 percent. Use 
of public transportation increased between six and 
nine percent. Carbon dioxide emissions dropped 
by 10 percent to 14 percent in the inner city.?° 


In late 2007, a public referendum easily passed 
making the program permanent. Program reve- 
nues presently total approximately $100 million on 
an annual basis. 


Unlike the London system, Stockholm implement- 
ed time-varying prices, which along with the city’s 
smaller size has been cited as allowing Stockholm 
to sharply cut congestion while charging much less 
than London.”4 


Road Pricing Concepts Considered 


The Panel reviewed several types of road pricing 
systems that have been used successfully in the 
United States and internationally. Most road pricing 
concepts are used on highway corridors, bridges, 
and tunnels. The experience in the United States 
has mainly been focused on priced managed lanes 
(sometimes called High-Occupancy Toll (HOT) 
lanes) to help manage traffic demand and maxi- 
mize capacity. A second focus of road pricing in 
the United States is conventional toll facilities for 
roads, bridges, and tunnels to fund their construc- 
tion. Internationally, various cities have introduced 
cordon or zone-based charging to help control 
congestion in the Central Business Districts. In ad- 
dition, numerous countries have introduced truck 
tolling programs to help offset the costs of high- 
way deterioration and environmental degradation 
caused by trucks. The Panel also reviewed the use 
of adjusting parking surcharges and vehicle regis- 
tration fees for their potential impact on congestion 
and revenue. 


Conventional toll facilities to help pay for the con- 
struction of infrastructure were not considered ap- 
propriate for the Fix NYC Program since specific 


Milan 

A zone pricing system was implemented in Milan 
with a focus on both reducing congestion and 
vehicle emissions. In 2008, Milan launched a trial 
system called “Ecopass,” which charged vehicles 
based on emissions class and banned the worst 
polluting vehicles. Like Stockholm and sister city 
Gothenburg, the charge zone is surrounded by 43 
gantries supporting cameras, but like London, the 
charge does not vary over the course of the day. A 
three-year trial period was followed by a successful 
referendum in 2011. The Milan system underwent a 
redesign in 2012, reopening under the name “Area 
C,” and has been successful in improving the city’s 
air quality.?° 


infrastructure is not being constructed (such as a 
new road, bridge, or tunnel). Given the nature of 
Manhattan’s street system, where it is difficult to 
channelize traffic given the required access to resi- 
dences, businesses and attractions, price managed 
lanes would be extraordinarily difficult to imple- 
ment and enforce. Finally, increasing registration 
fees would unfairly penalize residents of the CBD 
who own Cars and are not the only contributors to 
roadway congestion. 


Given the indisputable success of congestion 
charging using a cordon or zone-based system, the 
Panel finds this option best suited for controlling 
congestion within the CBD especially with Man- 
hattan’s street network layout and access options 
from points east and west. However, the panel rec- 
ognizes that we now live in the new era of urban- 
ized transportation where more and more of the 
congestion on city streets is the result of increased 
use of app-based transportation companies. These 
vehicles are now the most significant source of 
congestion and the panel suggests unprecedent- 
ed approaches for tackling the challenge head on. 
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Fix NYC Advisory Panel Report — January 2018 


A Phased Approach is Essential 


“Enhanced public transportation services are an 
essential component of a zone-based pricing system 
and must be comprehensively planned and deployed 


well in advance of zone-based charging.” 


— Federal Highway Administration, February 2017 


The Panel recommends a comprehensive, phased 
congestion reduction plan that steps up enforce- 
ment of existing traffic laws and initiates transit im- 
provements for the outer boroughs and suburbs. 
As confidence is restored in the subway system, it 
becomes appropriate to implement a surcharge on 
taxi and FHV trips in the CBD, followed by the in- 
stallation of a zone pricing program, first for trucks, 
and then for all vehicles entering Manhattan’s CBD 
below 60th Street. 


While expectations are high for the introduction of 
a traffic reduction plan that will provide immediate 
relief from congestion, the Panel has concluded 
that there are lessons to learn from experiences 
abroad. London and Stockholm invested in public 
transportation improvements in advance of imple- 
menting a zone pricing system, including substan- 
tial capacity expansion to accommodate diverted 
commuters. We must commit to doing the same in 
NYC, recognizing that such projects cannot hap- 
pen overnight. 
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Similarly, the installation of infrastructure such as 
gantries, E-ZPass equipment, and cameras in sup- 
port of a zone pricing program require extensive 
planning and environmental review, as well as in- 
put from local communities. 


Most importantly, the installation of zone pricing 
infrastructure and the implementation of public 
transportation improvements require capital invest- 
ments for which no funding is currently identified. 


For these reasons, the Panel suggests that a 
phased approach is essential for a congestion re- 
duction and revenue generation program in NYC. 
A methodical approach, coupled with an ongoing 
awareness of how the myriad other transportation 
projects underway around NYC impact residents 
and their mobility, will ensure the congestion re- 
duction program’s success in the long run. 


Phase One Recommendation: Create a Plan Foundation 


The first phase includes identifying capital invest- 
ments needed to improve public transportation in 
the outer boroughs and suburban counties, and 
increasing enforcement of existing traffic laws. 
Phase 1 should begin in 2018. 


1. Identify Public Transportation 
Improvements for the Outer Boroughs 


and Suburbs 

Having learned from the experiences of cities 
that have already successfully implemented cor- 
don pricing, the Panel recommends investments 
in public transportation to connect the outer bor- 
oughs and suburbs to the CBD and to each oth- 
er to accommodate commuters willing to change 
their mode of travel. 


Decisions on appropriate investments must include 
input from elected officials, business groups, tran- 
sit experts, community representatives, the MTA, 
PANYNJ, the NYS Department of Transportation 
and the NYC Department of Transportation. 


The City and State should consider investments 
that will Support the diverted trips resulting 
from the installation of the zone pricing system. 
It should consider, for example, investments in 
transportation options and technologies serving 
residents of Staten Island, Brooklyn, Queens, and 
the Bronx, as well as the suburban counties within 
the MTA district. Non-capital-intensive solutions, 
including alternative fare structures, should also 
receive consideration. 


The MTA’s infrastructure must be maintained in a 
state of good repair, while necessary upgrades are 
made to improve service especially in the outer 
boroughs and our transit deserts. In order to meet 
these goals, the MTA is constantly making histor- 
ic and significant investments into its facilities, but 
it faces two challenges in maximizing returns on 
such investments. 


First, these investments yield significant private 
economic benefit to surrounding properties and 
businesses, but these are not returned to the 
MTA. It is only fair that the customers of the MTA 
recoup these significant benefits, paid for by their 
fares and tolls. Therefore, the Panel recommends 
that the Legislature support the Governor’s budget 
proposal to authorize Tax Increment Financing for 
the MTA. Doing so would allow the MTA to recoup 
significant returns on its capital investments, which 
could then be leveraged into future projects. 


Second, the MTA’s current procurement process- 
es required by law are cumbersome, inefficient, 
and obsolete. The Governor has recommended 
changes to these processes that will allow the 
MTA to make necessary investments identified 
as part of this recommendation at a faster pace. 
The Panel strongly supports the Governor’s rec- 
ommended procurement process modifications. 
Time is of the essence, and the Panel suggests 
wasting no time in delivering these necessary in- 
vestments for NYC residents. 


2. Improve Enforcement of Traffic Laws 


Within the CBD 

Throughout the day, vehicles clog intersections by 
“blocking the box,” illegally weaving in and out of 
designated bus lanes to make pickups and drop 
offs, and parking illegally in travel lanes and at the 
curb. All of these actions restrict the free flow of traf- 
fic and prevent responsible use of curbside space 
for deliveries. To point fingers at the drivers of cars, 
trucks and buses alone while assessing blame for 
the outrageous level of congestion in the CBD ig- 
nores human nature: no one will change their be- 
havior when no one is holding them accountable. 
NYC is responsible for issuing violations for these 
offenses, which are broken into two classes — mov- 
ing violations and parking violations. 
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FIGURE 5: SELECT NYPD MOVING VIOLATIONS (CITYWIDE 2016) 


Disobey Traffic Control Device 194,388 
2 Speeding 137,260 
3 Improper Turn 82,360 
7 Tinted Windows 75,128 
15 Defective/Improper Brake Lights 11,167 
26 Passing Stopped School Bus 3,420 
28 Spillback (Blocking the Box) 2,544 
29 Driving in Bus Lane 1,948 


Source: New York City Police Department; Traffic Data Archive - Moving Violations Report, Citywide December 2016. 


The disparity seen in NYPD’s enforcement efforts, 
which are overwhelmingly focused on parking 
violations, is stunning. According to the Office of 
the NYC Comptroller, NYPD issues about 10 times 
more parking tickets than moving violations. In 
2016, NYPD issued only 1,042,703 tickets for mov- 
ing violations, compared to 13,193,113 parking viola- 
tion tickets issued in the same period.”® 


NYC revenues from moving violations averaged 
just 3 percent of the revenues collected for park- 
ing tickets over the last five years. While several 
offenses can draw a moving or parking violation, 
the fines and penalties associated with parking vi- 
olations tend to be less onerous than those associ- 
ated with moving violations. Issuance of a parking 
violation, therefore, represents less disincentive to 
change behaviors. 


Of the more than one million summonses issued by 
NYPD for moving violations in 2016, less than one 
quarter of one percent (2,544) were handed out for 
a violation called spillback, more commonly known 

s “blocking the box,” an offense understood to 
contribute considerably to traffic congestion. Even 
fewer moving violations, 1,948 or O19 percent, 
were issued to drivers illegally using bus lanes (See 
Figure 5). 
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The Panel believes that increased enforcement 
of existing traffic laws can have significant posi- 
tive impacts on congestion relief in the CBD in the 
short term. Proper adherence to and enforcement 
of all traffic safety laws and regulations increases 
road safety for both drivers and pedestrians while 
eliminating factors leading to gridlock. Though the 
Panel is encouraged that expanding block-the-box 
enforcement has been identified by the Mayor as 
a key component of his October 2017 congestion 
reduction announcement, more must be done to 
improve enforcement in the CBD. 


The Panel recommends a thorough review of all 
available technologies for monitoring and en- 
forcing moving violations. Specifically, the Panel 
recommends that the State give the City broad 
authorization for camera enforcement to capture 
spillback/block the box infractions that most im- 
pact congestion within the CBD. The State should 
also consider reducing its share of revenues from 
moving violations in an effort to encourage NYC 
enforcement agencies to modify their priorities on 
issuing tickets (see Figure 6). 


FIGURE 6. New York City Parking Ticket & Moving Violation Revenues (FY 2012-2016) 


($ in millions) 


FY 2012 FY 2013 


|| Parking Tickets 


FY 2016 


FY 2014 


FY 2015 


Fred Moving Violations 


Source: New York City Comptroller Scott Stringer; New York City Fine Revenues Update; May 3, 2017. 


3. Overhaul the NYC Placard Program 


The Panel strongly recommends that NYS and NYC 
create a joint review board to assess the impacts of 
parking placard use within the CBD and establish 
criteria for the retention of existing placards and 
the distribution of new ones. NYC has issued ap- 
proximately 160,500 placards, with roughly 114,600 
of those held by NYC employees.’ All too often, 
these placards are used illegally. Cars with plac- 
ards are often seen parked illegally at bus stops, 
in loading zones, and at unpaid meters, none of 
which are allowable uses. Placard abuse signifi- 
cantly contributes to congestion, by taking up 
curbside parking without paying the meter, which, 
in turn, forces buses to stop in travel lanes to serve 
riders and trucks to double park instead of access- 
ing the curb to make deliveries. 


4. Assess and Address the Impacts of 


Bus Congestion in the CBD 

The significant rise in the number of buses in the 
CBD and the evolution of their function have nega- 
tive impacts on street congestion, road safety, and 
air quality. The increase in volume has occurred at 
the same time as parking lots and spaces available 
for commuter, charter and tour buses on the West 


Side are disappearing. The Hudson Yards develop- 
ment is rapidly shrinking the capacity to handle bus 
volumes due to loss of road space, parking lots and 
suitable curb space.?® With no place to park, buses 
are routinely circling around West Side neighbor- 
hoods, parking illegally, or heading out to New Jer- 
sey to park. The trip to NJ creates two additional 
trans-Hudson trips, exacerbating congestion in the 
already crowded Holland and Lincoln Tunnels. 


As New York continues to see record high tourism 
numbers, more intercity and private charter buses 
are clogging traffic lanes than ever before, particu- 
larly on the West Side of Midtown and Lower Man- 
hattan. The number of tour buses licensed to op- 
erate in NYC has risen from 54 in 200379 to 237 in 
2016.°° Making matters worse, tour buses fall into 
a murky regulatory area where they evade many 
regulations, leading to numerous safety violations 
and accidents in recent years. 


The panel recommends that NYSDOT initiate a 
comprehensive review, along with PANYNJ and 
NYCDOT, of parking and operating regulations and 
licensing of motor coaches operating in Midtown 
and in downtown. 


5. Reform TLC Regulations 

Massive shifts have taken place within NYC’s trans- 
portation service industry and action must be tak- 
en to reexamine State and local laws and regula- 
tions that guide it. As an example, the lines between 
livery, black car, and app-based transportation 
companies have now blurred beyond recognition; 
regulations must be updated to accurately guide 
the industry. 


Incentives currently exist to increase the 


supply of transportation service vehicles 


during peak hours. Now that the 
supply exceeds demand, these 
incentives should be examined. 


6. Begin Early Work on Zone Pricing 


Infrastructure Installation 

Work must begin now on the development of poli- 
cies, environmental and legal reviews, and design 
for the zone pricing program. The Panel has re- 
ceived estimates of approximately 24 months for 
the planning, environmental work, design, and 
construction of the infrastructure and establishing 
the software systems and business processes re- 
quired for a pricing program. Much of this work 
can proceed in advance of final decisions on pric- 
ing rates, times of the day, exemptions, special 
conditions, and other aspects of the zone pricing 
program. The Panel recommends that the early 
work commence as soon as possible, undertaken 
by the MTA. 


The Panel recommends that the zone encompass 
the CBD in Manhattan extending from 60th Street 
to the south, with the exception of FDR Drive from 
the Brooklyn Bridge to 60th Street (see Figure 7). 
Vehicles will be charged electronically to enter this 
zone by a system of cameras or transponders and 
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readers, which we already know as E-ZPass. The 
fee can vary by time of day, route, and vehicle type. 
This is consistent with all previous congestion re- 
duction proposals for NYC. 


The panel recommends that the existing Payroll 
Mobility Tax (PMT) be dedicated to the MTA to cov- 
er the bonding and debt service costs of the in- 
frastructure necessary to operate the zone pricing 
program. Right now, the PMT must be appropriated 
annually by the State legislature. This step is un- 
necessary; every dollar of the PMT belongs to the 
MTA. Eliminating this appropriation ensures that 
if PMT revenue is pledged to bondholders, it will 
flow in a timely manner, making bonds secured by 
it stronger. The Panel commends the Governor for 
including this proposal in his budget submission. 


FIGURE 7. Potential Zone Pricing Boundary 


Potential 
Zone Pricing 
Boundary 


Does Not 
Include 
FDR Drive 
North of the 
Brooklyn Bridge 


Phase Two Recommendation: Implement Surcharges on Taxi and FHV 


Trips in the CBD 


Once the SAP is well underway and a sense of 
reliability and dependability has returned to the 
subway system, more attention and resources can 
be focused on the congestion crisis above ground. 
We now know that app-based FHVs are a signifi- 
cant contributor to the dramatic increase in road 
congestion. The goal of Phase Two is to raise ad- 
ditional revenues to provide funding to meet on- 
going subway and transit improvement needs and 
potentially reduce the number of vehicles in the 
CBD. Phase 2 should begin in 2019. 


7. Implement a Surcharge on FHV and 
Taxi Trips in the CBD 


“No anti-congestion plan will be successful 


unless it deals head-on with the prolifera- 
tion of on-demand ride services.” 
— Bruce Schaller, NY Daily News, December 28, 2017 


The widely held belief that the unchecked pro- 
liferation of app-based FHVs in the CBD is a 
significant contributor to congestion has been 
confirmed. A recent report found that taxis and 
app-based FHVs now contribute to as much as 
half of the congestion in the CBD.*' The Panel rec- 
ommends that the State introduce a uniform sur- 
charge policy for all transportation service trips 
(taxis, limousines, liveries, black cars, and app- 
based FHVs) that touch the CBD. 


All vehicles must have the appropriate GPS tech- 
nology installed within ten months for accurate 
tracking to ensure swift implementation, uniform 
enforcement and monitoring of conditions within 
the CBD. Potential methods of enforcement must 
also be considered. 


Options for consideration for the initial FHV and 
taxi surcharging program should include a charging 
zone with a northern boundary at 60th Street or 
96th Street (see Figure 8). As traffic congestion in 
Manhattan is hardly a weekday-only phenomenon, 
consideration should also be given to extending 
the effective hours into weekday evenings and 


weekends (see Figure 9). Revenue raised under 
these various surcharge options should flow to 
the MTA to be utilized for the SAP and for transit 
improvements in the outer boroughs or suburban 
counties, including bus systems. A significantly 
lower surcharge should apply to pooled trips and 
pool services. 


Cruising Charges 

The tremendous rise in FHV trip volumes has con- 
tributed to increasing congestion in yet another way 
— an increase in time spent idling in the CBD with- 
out passengers, waiting for the next fare. Schaller 


FIGURE 8. Potential Taxi and FHV 
Charging Zones 


Potential Taxi 
and FHV 
Charging 


Potential 
Zone Pricing 
Boundary 


Does Not 
Include 
FDR Drive 
North of the 
Brooklyn Bridge 
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FIGURE 9. ESTIMATED FHV & TAXI TRIP SURCHARGE GROSS REVENUE (IN $MILLIONS) 


Below 60th Street Below 96th Street 


SURCHARGE 
OPTIONS 


Within CBD/Touching CBD 
weekend rate 


Mon-Fri 
6am—8pm 


Mon-Fri 
6am—11pm 


$2.00 fee 
(all CBD-touching trips) 


Sat and Sun 
12pm-—10pm 


Mon-Fri Mon-Fri 
6am-1ipm 6am-11ipm 


Sat and Sun 
12pm-—10pm 


Mon-Fri 
6am—8pm 


Mon-Fri 
6am—11pm 


$4.00/$2.00 
$2.00 weekends 


$4.00/$2.00 
weekdays and weekends 


$5.00/$3.00 (6am - 8pm) 
$2.50/$1.50 (8pm - 11pm) 
$2.00 weekends 


$5.00/$3.00 
$2.00 weekends 


$5.00/$3.00 
weekdays and weekends 


$5.00 fee (all trips) 
$2.00 weekends 


estimates that unoccupied FHV hours rose from 
virtually zero in 2013 to 36,500 by 2017. He also 
estimates that FHV drivers spend an average of 11 
minutes between dropping off one passenger and 
picking up the next. The result is a “proliferation 
of waiting drivers ... in the CBD, particularly in Mid- 
town”? (see Figure 10). 


To reduce the duration of idling within the CBD, the 
Panel recommends exploring both regulatory and 
fee-based solutions that permit app-based compa- 
nies and their drivers to determine the most effi- 
cient strategy for achieving the desired goal. New 
strategies would likely emerge as dispatch technol- 
ogies become even more sophisticated. 


FIGURE 10. Taxi and App-Based Transportation Services unoccupied vehicle 
hours (between passengers) in Manhattan CBD, 2013-17 


2013 34,148 Taxi 


2017 28,541 Taxi 
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Schaller, Bruce. “Empty Seats, Full Streets. Fixing Manhattan’s Traffic Problem,” Schaller Consulting, December 2017 
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Phase Three Recommendations: Implement Zone Pricing for Vehicles 


Entering the CBD 


The goal of Phase Three is to reduce the number 
of vehicles into the CBD during peak hours and 
raise additional revenues to provide the necessary 
funding for the MTA to meet ongoing subway and 
transit improvement needs. Phase 3 should begin 
in 2020. 


8. Implement Zone Pricing for Trucks 


Entering the CBD 

The Panel believes that trucks are a significant con- 
tributor to congestion in the CBD. Once the design 
and construction of the zone pricing infrastructure 
is complete the Panel recommends that zone pric- 
ing begin with a congestion fee only on trucks. 
While truck volumes into the CBD represent less 
than 8 percent of total vehicles, truck emissions 
account for 18 percent of total emissions from the 
transportation sector in NYC.%? Based on the analy- 
sis performed by the technical team supporting the 
Panel, the suggested zone entry fee E-ZPass rate 
for trucks should be 2.2 times the automobile rate, 
consistent with the existing range of rates for the 
toll tunnels connecting lower Manhattan to the out- 
er boroughs and New Jersey, where trucks are cur- 
rently tolled at approximately 2.2 times automobile 


tolls. A one-way charge of $25.34 is equivalent to 
2.2 times the MOVE NY suggested two-way charge 
of $5.76 (see Figure 11). This scenario would raise 
more than $100 million gross revenue, depending 
on the hours of operation. 


In addition to consideration of the pricing schedule 
shown below, the Panel recommends consider- 
ation of the use of truck zone pricing to encourage 
shifts in delivery schedules and reductions in con- 
gestion during the peak periods. 


The Panel looks forward to the study of traffic 
congestion resulting from truck deliveries in Man- 
hattan below 59th Street undertaken by the NYC 
Department of Transportation due later this year. In 
the meantime, the Panel encourages the Governor 
and Mayor to undertake a comprehensive review 
of options to incentivize companies to receive de- 
liveries during the overnight periods. Any review, 
however, must also focus on ensuring that resi- 
dents within the CBD continue to receive essential 
and urgent deliveries without any delay related to 
road pricing. 


FIGURE 11. ESTIMATED TRUCK ZONE ENTRY PRICE GROSS 


REVENUE (ASSUMES ONCE PER DAY) (IN $MILLIONS) 


Mon-Fri 


6am—8pm 


$105 


$25.34 fee 


*Chart above presumes MOVE NY’s two-way automobile E-ZPass toll rate of $11.52 


Mon-Fri 
6am—8pm 


All days 


Sat and Sun 24hrs/day 


12pm—10pm 


$180 
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9. Implement Zone Pricing for All 


Vehicles Entering the CBD 

After an appropriate period of truck-only zone pric- 
ing, during which the system is deemed to be func- 
tioning properly and smoothly, zone pricing should 
be extended to all vehicles. This should coincide 
with the re-opening of the L Train connecting Man- 
hattan with Brooklyn. 


Proposed Zone Pricing Program 


To bring about a meaningful reduction in traffic 
congestion within the CBD, the Panel considered a 
one-way pricing zone E-ZPass charge of $11.52 for 
passenger vehicles, once per day, Monday through 
Friday, between the hours of 6am to 8pm. This 
charge is identical to the two-way charge of $5.76 
suggested by MOVE NY, and aligned with average 
E-ZPass toll rates for automobiles at the MTA and 
PANYNJ tolled tunnels. In addition to raising reve- 
nues, the program is designed to incentivize driv- 
ers to shift to either commuting to work or making 
deliveries during off-peak hours where possible. 


The Panel recommends that all buses, taxis and 
FHVs be exempt from the zone charge. 


It is also recommended that the program exempt 
drivers using the FDR Drive from the Brooklyn 
Bridge to 60th Street. An example of this route 
would be a car entering Manhattan via the Brook- 
lyn Bridge, immediately accessing the FDR Drive 
and driving north to a doctor’s office on the Upper 
East Side. 


This scenario is estimated to raise gross revenues 
of $705 million from autos and $105 million from 
commercial vehicles for a total of $810 million, not 
including FHVs. The plan is expected to reduce en- 
tries into the CBD between 6am and 8pm by an 
estimated 13 percent. The economic benefit asso- 
ciated with an increase in average vehicle speeds 
of 9 percent will help to mitigate the new cost to 
drivers engendered by this plan (See Figure 12). 


Congestion in the CBD, of course, is not limited to 
weekdays alone. The Panel recommends explo- 
ration of expanding the period during which the 
drivers face a zone charge if congestion reduction 
targets are not being met. This could include the 
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By then, the infrastructure and back office opera- 
tions of the zone pricing program will have been 
operational for several months, ensuring a smooth 
transition to an all-vehicles policy. The revenues 
collected from the zone pricing program shall flow 
to the MTA and will provide funding for both the 
on-going transit improvements supporting diver- 
sion and continued rehabilitation and restoration 
of the subway system for future generations. 


weekend hours between 11am and 9pm, consis- 
tent with Port Authority’s weekend peak toll rates 
at the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels. Due to week- 
end mass transit service plans offering slightly less 
frequent services relative to weekday options, the 
Panel suggests a lower charge for weekend travel- 
ers. Expanding to weekends raises gross revenues 
collected from autos and trucks to $1.025 billion. 


Another option for consideration is a variable pric- 
ing schedule. Under such a scenario, higher rates 
are charged during peak traffic periods and lower 
rates are charged outside of this peak period. Un- 
der this scenario, the zone fee is in effect 365 days 
a year, 24 hours a day. An analysis of traffic data in- 
dicates that the volume of cars entering the CBD is 
greatest between 6am and 9am on weekdays and 
12pm to 10pm on weekends. This scenario raises 
gross revenues of $111 billion from autos and trucks, 
not including revenues from FHVs (see Figure 13). 


Moreover, those who choose to highlight these 
proposals as regressive also choose to ignore the 
facts. Census data indicate that only four percent of 
outer borough working residents commute to jobs 
in Manhattan in a vehicle, or approximately 118,000 
residents. Of those 118,000, more than half are 
higher income individuals, more than a quarter are 
moderate income individuals and less than 5,000 
of them qualify as working poor. Compare those 
numbers to the 2.2 million New York City residents, 
including 190,000 of the working poor, who rely on 
mass transit to get to work day in and day out, and 
who would benefit from transit improvements paid 
for by the zone pricing plan.** Consideration should 
be given to a tax benefit for these lower income 
commuters most impacted by the pricing zone who 
have no choice but to commute in vehicles. 


FIGURE 12. ESTIMATED ZONE FEE GROSS REVENUE 
(ASSUMES ONCE PER DAY) (IN $MILLIONS) 


Below 60th Street 


Mon-Fri Variable Pricing — 


Mon-Fri 6am-8pm See Rate Tables Below 
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Congestion reduction and average speed increase estimates are based on a flat $2 pickup charge on CBD originating taxi and FHV trips. 
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Chart above presumes MOVE NY’s two-way automobile E-ZPass toll rate of $11.52 unless otherwise specified 


FIGURE 13. Variable Zone Pricing Rate Tables 
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Performance Measures 


A successful congestion reduction program will 
require attention well beyond enactment of a bud- 
get agreement. Fair and frequent review of the 
program, and the opportunity to make modifica- 
tions when necessary, are critical to earning and 
maintaining public support. This evaluation must 
pay particular attention to determining whether the 
program is having disproportionate impact on any 
particular set of individuals. 


To this end, the panel suggests consideration of 
performance measures utilized by the U.S. Depart- 
ment of Transportation, and endorsed by the U.S. 
Government Accountability Office, to monitor and 
evaluate similar projects.2° These metrics provide 
an approach for ensuring that the established poli- 
cies are successful in achieving their goals: 


1) Availability of funds for transportation pro- 
grams: The implemented program must raise 
sufficient funding to produce measurable and 
perceptible improvements in the NYC transit 
system. 


2) Driver behavior, traffic volumes, and travel 
speeds: Similarly, a zone pricing program must 
produce measurable and perceptible declines 
in traffic volume and improvements in CBD 
travel speeds. 


3) Transit ridership: If disincentives for driving 
into the CBD are appropriately presented with 
significant transit improvements, daily trips on 
public transportation should rise as a result. 


4) Air quality: Reduced traffic congestion should 
improve the NYC air quality and have positive 
impacts on public health. 


5) Equity for low-income individuals: Congestion 
reduction should have a positive impact on 
the City’s economy and all of its residents. 

If the impact of zone pricing is shown to be 
overly burden-some on any subgroup, the 
program must be reformed and amelioration 
should be considered. 
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Fortunately, certain data on vehicle movements 
and vehicular speeds in the CBD are already col- 
lected on a routine basis and can be used to de- 
termine the impacts of the zone pricing charges. 
These include: 


Vehicle-miles traveled for each trip within the 
CBD, collected by TLC; 


Volume of vehicles entering the CBD annually, 
collected by NYMTC; and 


Transit ridership and average bus speeds for 
routes within the CBD, collected by the MTA. 


The Panel recommends twice yearly evaluation of 
these metrics, as well as data from newly required 
GPS technologies implemented in Phase 2. These 
should be published in public reports that assess 
the efficacy of the zone pricing program. If the 
stated goals are not met, the MTA should recom- 
mend to the Governor a set of policy adjustments 
designed to improve the program. 


Conclusions 


Zone pricing very effectively reduced congestion in London, Stock- 
holm and Singapore. It also increased average speeds, spurred in- 
creased mass transit use and improved air quality in each city. The 
level of congestion within Manhattan’s CBD requires action, and 
it is time to move forward on the concept which has been studied 
and debated in NYC for over a decade. To remain a world-class city 
and region, New York must address the increasing congestion on 
our roadways and bring the subway system back to a reliable state. 
The Fix NYC Panel’s proposed strategies in this report are the first 
step toward tackling congestion and providing a dedicated funding 
stream for the region’s future transportation needs. The strategies 
presented in the report are proposed for implementation in a phased 
manner that will require political will and transparency about the 
goals of the program. 


Implementing new fees and surcharges should always be viewed as 
a last resort, but the dire state of the NYC subway system demands 
action. Environmental author David Owen describes NYC as having 
the smallest carbon footprint of any city in the United States and one 
of the smallest in the world.%° The NYC subway system is critical to 
making that possible. The Fix NYC Panel’s recommendations help to 
put the MTA’s plan to fix that system on an affordable path. 


Though millions of New Yorkers will benefit from transit improve- 
ments paid for by the zone pricing plan, the State should consider 
ways to ease the burden on those outer borough commuters who 
must drive to work in Manhattan’s CBD. 


The recommendations contained herein are informed by internation- 
al examples of success and lessons learned in cities that have adopt- 
ed zone pricing as a means to reduce traffic in their business districts 
and generate revenues. The Panel encourages our City, State and 
regional leaders to carefully review these recommendations and 
work together in the coming months to improve NYC’s transit system 
— sustaining the region’s economic competitiveness, enhancing the 
quality of life for all New Yorkers, and retaining NYC’s place as the 
greatest city in the world. 
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Previous NYC Congestion Pricing Proposals 


Proposals for the implementation of congestion 
pricing in NYC have been in existence for more 
than a decade (see Figure 14). The first formal pro- 
posal was unveiled in 2006 by the Citizens Budget 
Commission.*” That was followed in 2007 by for- 
mer Mayor Michael Bloomberg’s PlaNYC propos- 
al.28 During Governor David A. Paterson’s adminis- 
tration in 2008, another proposal was advanced by 
then Lieutenant Governor Richard Ravitch.? While 
each concept had certain unique features, all three 
of these plans represented variations on the same 
theme: the implementation of cordon around the 
CBD, with charges for crossing into the CBD rang- 
ing up to $10. Another common feature of the three 
plans was the dedication of the revenues collected 
from congestion charging toward transportation 
improvements. 
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More recently, a proposal issued by Sam Schwartz 
and carried forward under the name ‘MoveNY’ in 
2015 includes tolls on the currently untolled East 
River bridges and a cordon charge at 60th Street 
to be applied in both directions at a charge of 
$5.76 each way (for a total trip charge of $11.52).*° 
Essentially, this plan eliminates the common prac- 
tice of “bridge shopping” where car and truck 
drivers weave their way around the City to utilize 
the cheapest crossing into the CBD. MoveNY’s 
proposal equalizes the total fee paid by drivers to 
enter and exit the CBD at about $11.50 no matter 
which crossing is chosen. The Schwartz plan also 
charges FHV trips in the CBD below 96th Street 
based on time and distance traveled, and reduces 
tolls on MTA bridges located outside of the CBD. 
Like other previous plans, MoveNY dedicates most 
of the revenue collected net of toll reductions to- 
ward transportation improvements, including MTA 
system upgrades and certain road and bridge re- 
pairs. The MoveNY plan estimates congestion re- 
duction to be 20 percent upon full implementation. 
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FIGURE 14. PREVIOUS NYC CONGESTION PRICING PROPOSALS 
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Zone Pricing Tolling Analysis Methodologies 


The traffic and revenue estimates of various toll- 
ing strategies were performed using the Balanced 
Transportation Analyzer, or BTA. This spreadsheet 
model, developed by Charles Komanoff, provides a 
framework for assessing the extent to which zone 
pricing can both generate revenue and improve 
traffic conditions in the Central Business District 
(CBD). The BTA was chosen as the tool for this 
study because it offers four key advantages in sup- 
porting the zone pricing analysis: 
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As a spreadsheet model, it can rapidly 
evaluate and compare multiple tolling 
strategies. 


The model draws from a broad array of 
well-documented sources of traffic and 
transportation data. 


It is transparent. The underlying data is clearly 
identified and the assumptions governing the 
use of this data are highlighted. 


It yields the outputs that are most relevant to 
our analysis—namely, increase in revenue, 
improvement in average vehicular speed, and 
reduction in congestion. 


The version of the BTA used to generate the 
results contained in this report includes: 


Updated taxi and FHV data to include 2017 
conditions. 


Updated data on through traffic (i.e. traffic 
passing through the CBD without making an 
intermediate stop). 


A revised volume of truck traffic. 


The most recent Hub-bound traffic volumes 
available from NYMTC (2016). 


Updated time- and price-elasticities based on 
the latest available research. 


The team’s efforts were focused on validating and 
running pricing scenarios using the latest version 
of the BTA which entailed the following tasks: 


The team reviewed the functionality of 

the BTA, including a review of the model’s 
structure, its key formulas, and the 
relationships among the various tabs that 
comprise the model. Though HNTB had 
performed a similar review in 2015, the model 
had evolved in the interim. It was essential to 
understand how the model had changed. 


Reviewed the key assumptions made by the 
BTA, the input data used, and the limitations 
of the model. This was especially critical 
given the exponential growth in app-based 
transportation services, accompanied by a 
gradual decline in the use of yellow cabs. 


Identified and updated data sources to latest 
available data. This involved a detailed scrub 
of taxi and for-hire vehicle (FHV) data captured 
by the Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC). 


Identified preliminary pricing scenarios. 


Modified the model as needed to 
accommodate unique characteristics of the 
various pricing scenarios. 


Ran initial model validation scenarios to 
develop baseline test cases and to test 
sensitivities of key variables. 


Interacted with the developer (Charles 
Komanoff) to provide feedback on 
functionality, to identify potential modifications 
to the model, and to update data sources as 
required. 


Ran zone-based and surcharge based pricing 
scenarios varying truck volumes, time-based 
elasticities and cost-based elasticities. 


Evaluated results, which included gross 
revenue estimation, reduction in vehicular 
congestion, and increases in average vehicle 
speed. 
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A critical component of the analysis was to under- 
stand and validate the BTA’s handling of trip elas- 
ticities. The model uses various elasticity values to 
help estimate the following: 


- First, the “price-elasticity” values measure how 
vehicles respond to the imposition of new 
tolls. When drivers are faced with an additional 
charge, they may choose to either (a) not make 
the trip at all, (b) change modes (if that is an 
option), or (c) change their time of travel (if 
they have the flexibility to do so). 


« Second, the “time-elasticity” values measure 
how vehicles respond to a change in travel 
time. As drivers are “tolled off” the roadway 
network, the vehicles that remain experience 
faster travel times. This improvement in 
performance will entice some vehicles to re- 
enter the network. 


The BTA captures the current volume of vehicles 
that enter the CBD in Manhattan, the current toll 
and taxi and FHV fare structures as the baseline 
scenario. The team then input various zone pric- 
ing scenarios that represent new fees to enter the 
CBD, including new toll rates and taxi and FHV fare 
structures. Using the price and time elasticities, the 
BTA estimates how drivers will respond to these 
changes and generates post zone charging vehicle 
volumes. These volumes are then used to generate 
estimates of revenue for each scenario. Using the 
new vehicular volumes, the BTA can also estimate 
the reduction in vehicle miles traveled (VMT) and 
the associated increases in average speeds. 


Because the model’s results are strongly relat- 
ed to the assumed values for price-elasticity and 
time-elasticity the team considered a range of elas- 
ticity values to evaluate the sensitivity of the key 
outputs to these assumed values. The team also 
studied available elasticity data from the MTA and 
the PANYNJ from previous reports and studies. 


The end result of the analysis was an updated and 
reliable BTA model that could readily generate re- 
sults tailored to a diverse array of pricing scenarios. 
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Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup Report 


December 18, 2018 


Dear Governor Andrew Cuomo, Assembly Speaker Car! Heastie, 
Senate Majority Leader John Flanagan, Senate Majority Leader-elect 
Andrea Stewart-Cousins, Assembly Minority Leader Brian Kolb, 
Mayor Bill de Blasio, NYC DOT Commissioner Polly Trottenberg, 
NYS DOT Commissioner Paul Karas, MTA President Pat Foye: 


On behalf of the members of the Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability 
Advisory Workgroup, I am transmitting our report and recommendations 
regarding the region’s mobility crisis. The report summarizes extensive research 
and discussions we have had over the past 16 weeks focusing on transit and 
traffic problems and possible solutions. We hope this information is helpful to 
your deliberations in the coming legislative session and to the broader public 
understanding of actions required to ensure the continued livability and 
economic vitality of our New York metropolitan region. 


The efforts of this diverse panel are intended be a useful resource to you and 
your colleagues and to result in better informed public discussion about 
important transit and mobility issues. We have had the full cooperation of the 
MTA and its operating agencies in gathering data and developing insight into the 
deterioration of transit services and what will be required to fix them. We have 
also benefited from the input and data of anumber of other public, private and 
nonprofit sector experts. 


Members of the panel were not in full agreement on all the recommendations in 
the report, but the majority endorsed recommendations for substantial reform 
and reorganization of the MTA and transit operating agencies and for reducing 
traffic congestion and generating a new, sustainable revenue source through 
creation of a congestion pricing district in the Manhattan Central Business 
District. 


My thanks to members of the Workgroup for giving an enormous about of time 
and intellectual energy to this effort and for approaching our advisory work with 
acommitment to get the facts, understand their implications, and develop our 
recommendations solely on that basis. 


Sincerely, 


aameanae 


Kathryn S. Wylde, Chairperson, MTSAW 
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Executive Summary 


Transit delays and traffic gridlock are not simply daily annoyances for New Yorkers. They are a 
manifestation of the failure to keep pace with the rapid growth of the city and region over the past 
two decades. 


The Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup (“the Workgroup”) was 
established in the fiscal year 2019 New York state Enacted Budget for the purpose of highlighting 
issues and recommending actions, where possible, that state and local government could take to 
deal with the multiple challenges confronting the transportation system upon which the New 
York metropolitan region depends. The Workgroup included appointees of the governor, the state 
Legislature, the New York City mayor, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) and the New 
York state and New York City Departments of Transportation. Its charge was to explore regional 
transportation needs, including excess traffic congestion, and to suggest new sources of sustainable 
funding that will be required to stabilize, modernize and expand the region’s public transit system. 


The MTA is the state authority created in 1968 to oversee the region’s subway, bus, commuter rail, and 
bridge and tunnel systems. It essentially functions as a holding company for five operating entities: 
Triborough Bridge & Tunnel Authority (TBTA), New York City Transit (NYC Transit), Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR), Metro-North Railroad (Metro-North) and MTA Bus. MTA Capital Construction (MTACC) 
is also a subsidiary of the authority. 


MTA agencies are currently in the process of updating their projected needs for system modernization, 
expansion and state of good repair over the next twenty years and preparing their five-year Capital 
Plan for 2020-2024. The capital program is the primary source of funding for both upgrading of 
the existing system and expansion projects such as the Penn Station Access (which calls for the 
construction of four new stations in the Bronx along Metro-North’s New Haven Line), completion of 
the Third Track on the LIRR, and a new LIRR depot under Grand Central Terminal known as East Side 
Access. 


In addition to their long-term planning process, the MTA’s operating agencies are working on 
accelerated investment proposals to make more immediate improvements that respond to the public 
outcry over deterioration in regional transit services. New York City Transit needs to aggressively 
upgrade the subway signal system to restore dependable service and increase system capacity and 
subway station accessibility, re-organize bus routes to better meet community needs, and improve 
the customer experience through more aggressive maintenance and management of stations and 
equipment. Similarly, the LIRR and Metro-North have plans to purchase new rolling stock, build and 
renovate yards and maintenance facilities, and fast-track repair of the Grand Central Terminal Train 
Shed and Park Avenue Tunnel and Viaduct. 


MTA leadership has shared with the Workgroup their early budget projections and the difficult 


choices they believe they will be forced to make if substantial new funding is not available. Absent 
full funding, they make clear that transit priorities would be deferred or eliminated and services will 
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continue to decline. MTA estimates of the size of their 2020-2024 capital funding needs range from 
$41 billion on the low side to as much as $60 billion. This is a substantial increase over the 2015-2019 
Capital Plan, which was funded at $33 billion. 


Since the Workgroup convened in September 2018, MTA estimates of its capital and operating needs 
have beena moving target. Its executives acknowledge that their capital plan is essentially an inflation 
adjusted update of current plan costs. Their estimate for Fast Forward is not adjusted for overlap with 
the capital plan and its costs will depend on whether new technology will work. As of the date of this 
report, only 21 percent of funding for the current five-year plan that ends December 2019 has actually 
been expended and another 57 percent is committed, casting doubt on MTA capacity to execute on 
an even larger capital program within five years. On the operating side, the MTA is legally required to 
break even, but as of November is projecting a deficit that could reach $1 billion by 2022, even with 
regular fare and toll increases. 


No final conclusions about the accuracy of the MTA’s estimates of their funding needs can be reached 
without independent verification and value engineering of cost projections and timing. It is still the 
Workgroup’s unanimous view that a serious and significant effort to find stable, dedicated funding for 
the regional transit system must proceed, recognizing that defining precisely how much is required— 
and how quickly the agencies can actually deploy it—remains open to question. It will ultimately 
be up to the governor, the New York City Mayor and the Legislature to determine the appropriate 
allocation of state and city resources respectively to ensure adequate funding is made available. The 
state and city will have to make this determination and satisfy themselves that the money will be well 
spent. To do so, a far greater degree of transparency and accountability will be required on the part of 
the MTA. Therefore, elected officials and the mayor should evaluate the MTA’s estimates and funding 
needs for future MTA capital plans and determine the appropriate funding levels. 


The transit agencies must also bear significant responsibility for closing their budget gaps and not 
depend solely on growing public subsidies. The MTA must be better managed and be far more 
entrepreneurial in generating revenues from its real estate, advertising and other assets. It should 
seek to replicate the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey’s success in leveraging private 
investment and expertise, which reduced the need for public funds in rebuilding the Goethals Bridge 
and LaGuardia Airport. In partnership with local government, the MTA should aggressively pursue 
opportunities to share in the appreciation of property values that future major transit improvements 
create. 


In terms of generating new, sustainable funding, a majority of the members of the Workgroup agreed 
that the most promising option is the creation of a congestion pricing zone in the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) and recommend its adoption. The experiences of other jurisdictions around 
the world demonstrate the utility of congestion pricing, both to reduce excess traffic and to raise 
funds for transit. By encouraging people to move from cars to transit, introducing congestion pricing 
will also contribute to increases in bus and subway fare revenues and provide significant benefits to 
the economy and the environment. Annual proceeds from a pricing zone are projected to exceed $1 
billion, contingent on the size of the zone and the congestion charge, which would support at least 
$15 billion or more in bonded capital financing for the MTA over ten years. 
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The Workgroup discussed other ideas to modify or expand existing mechanisms of revenue generation, 
but reached no agreement on recommending them. For example, a “cruising” charge on all for-hire 
vehicles (FHVs) spending time in the Manhattan CBDs could raise $400 million a year, which would 
support another $6 billion in bonding over ten years. This would be in addition to the flat per ride 
charge imposed on all for-hire vehicles doing business in Manhattan south of 96th Street that was 
enacted in last year’s budget. 


The state and local governments will also need to determine how much of their own capital budget 
authority should be dedicated to funding regional transit. The MTA estimates that the federal 
government will continue to fund about 20 percent of their capital budget. Certainly, there should 
be collective advocacy to increase federal support for mass transit. Given the particularly desperate 
condition of the subways, the Workgroup urges the governor, mayor, New York City Council and 
legislative leaders to work together to quickly find the funds that they determine are necessary to 
support the MTA. 


The decline in subway, bus and commuter rail services is attributable to many things, of which a 
shortage of predictable, long-term funding is only one. Contributing factors include the age of the 
system and its equipment; investment decisions that sacrificed maintenance and state of good 
repair to spending on capital projects that were often poorly executed and grossly over budget; 
outdated management practices and contract requirements; the dysfunctional structure of the MTA; 
bureaucratic resistance to innovation; and loss of revenues due to decline in certain tax receipts, loss 
of ridership to app-based vehicles, and, recently, significant increases in fare evasion. 


It will require the combined and sustained efforts of state and local officials, legislators and organized 
labor—with support from the general public—to correct the dysfunction of the MTA and assure 
adequate funding for transit. Equally important is to contain costs that are growing at unsustainable 
rates. The Workgroup has done considerable research, carefully considered the issues and made 
recommendations that are intended to advance a comprehensive approach to achieving the high- 
quality transportation system that New Yorkers deserve. 
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Introduction: The Transit Crisis 


Across America, aging public infrastructure is breaking down, particularly in older urban centers. The 
nation has $4.6 trillion in unmet infrastructure needs, but the federal government has done very little 
to address this fundamental threat to public safety, jobs and the economy. In contrast to countries 
in the rest of the world, the U.S. government is effectively putting the burden for funding essential 
infrastructure on state and local governments and the private sector. 


In New York, nowhere is this public infrastructure crisis more acute than in the metropolitan region’s 
mass transit and commuter rail systems. The MTA is responsible for the 6th busiest transit system in 
the world, and also one of the oldest. The original subways—still in service—date back to 1904. With 
annual economic output of $1.7 trillion and a population of over 20 million, the New York metro region 
is among the largest and fastest growing urban centers in the world. This places huge demands ona 
transit system which has failed to keep pace. 


Deterioration of the subways and commuter rail accelerated as population growth and increased 
economic activity put new demands on an aging system. Multiple subway lines are currently operating 
at capacity during peak times. Without additional investment, even more of the system is expected 
to be over capacity by 2035. Damage to the Lower Manhattan subway infrastructure after 9/11 and 
again after Superstorm Sandy brought new federal recovery funding, but further distracted from the 
routine capital requirements of the rest of the system. Simultaneously, there was huge acceleration 
in demand for expanded transit services from new centers of employment and housing in areas that 
are not well served by the existing system, most notably in boroughs outside Manhattan. 


The MTA has struggled and largely failed to meet expectations of the tristate region for dependable, 
modern and accessible transit. Customer dissatisfaction culminated in 2017, when breakdowns, 
derailments, fires and service interruptions reached a level that became unbearable, especially to 
commuters and their employers. 


In response to the crisis, Governor Andrew M. Cuomo in June 2017, declared a state of emergency for 
the mass transit system. Executive Order 168 allowed the MTA agencies to expedite contracts and 
agreements to immediately repair critical infrastructure assets such as tracks, signals and switches, in 
order to rapidly improve service on the subway, bus and commuter rail network with new innovative 
means. The largest intervention was the Subway Action Plan which required more than $800 million 
to put boots on the ground for expedited repair of tracks and equipment and is now delivering 
positive results. 
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Exhibit 1: Subway Action Plan Accomplishments, July 2017-December 2018 


e Aggressive focus on critical subway system components, performing overdue corrective repairs in 
accelerated timeframe and instituting an ongoing maintenance cycle 


° Implemented operational improvements by better coordinating work and resources, maximizing efficiency 
and increasing productivity while maintaining safety such as increasing active work hours from 2.2 to 5+ 


hours per night 


° Gathered data and built foundation for better maintenance planning, such as developing a database of 
drainage maps for the full system for the first time ever 


Track: Cleaning track and improving ride quality 


Cleaned over 450 miles of track 


Repaired over 18,000 high priority defects 


Installed nearly 39 miles of seamless Continuous 
Welded Rail, minimizing the number of rail 
joints and providing strong tracks requiring less 
maintenance, and a smoother ride for customers 


Signals: Improves signal reliability 


Repaired over 1,700 signal components and 
rebuilt over 200 signal stops 


Inspected over 700 air switches, and instituted a 
30-day inspection cycle 


123 new signal positions added, including 91 for 
maintenance and repair 


Installed nearly 135,000 friction pads to prevent 
fractured rails 


Added 11 specialized, multidisciplinary teams for 
a total of 19, to improve incident response and 
recovery times 


Infrastructure: Remediates conditions that 
damages track, signals and power sources 


Grouted over 3,600 leaks 


Cleared 381 track miles, freeing it of debris 
blocking drain boxes and pipes 


Cleaned nearly 41,000 street grates systemwide 


Power: Ensure supporting infrastructure reliability 


Installed nearly 350 voltage correctors and nearly 
1,250 transformers, to mitigate the impact of 
electric voltage variations that could cause signal 
failures 


Inspected and repaired more than 600 Energy 
Distribution and Signal Relay Rooms 


Inspected and repaired over 14,600 pieces of 
signal equipment along 692 track miles 


Cars: Reduce downtime and upgrade critical 
components 


Accelerated the major car overhaul cycle from 7 
years to 6 years for nearly 2,200 cars 


Inspected over 6,400 doors to help reduce 
preventable door failures 


Completed replacing unreliable equipment in 
our fleet—including nearly 1,000 limit switches, 
and installing improved shielding on 700 master 
controllers 


Refurbished 38 work trains, increasing 
the availability of flat cars for essential 
maintenance and capital work 
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Despite these actions, New York’s transit crisis is far from over. Solving it is made more difficult by 
the pervasive lack of trust in the MTA that has built up over many years and persists regardless of 
who is running the system. Virtually all concerned parties have recognized that any new commitment 
of funds to the agency must be conditioned on profound changes in its organizational structure, 
management practices and financial controls. 


When asked, “What is the single factor that could do the most to change the perception and 
performance of the agency?” MTA executives cite the need for “culture change”—away from risk- 
averse bureaucrats and toward innovators, decision-makers, strong managers and team builders. 
Overhaul of organizational culture is necessary to keep pace with the needs of customers, ensure 
efficient business operations, and establish and develop systems that include the most up-to-date 
technology trends. Senior management must foster an environment where employees are encouraged 
to share new ideas and perspectives. The “old way of doing business” is no longer acceptable. 


Recommendation: Reform the Governance Structure of the MTA 


While there is no consensus on how the MTA should be reorganized, there is universal agreement 
among the Workgroup that the current structure does not provide for transparency, discipline or 
efficiency that is required to run a complex regional transportation system. Additionally, the resultant 
makeup diffuses accountability. 


The MTA was created in state statute as a public authority and is made up of 17 board members. The 
governor nominates the chairman and five other members of the board, each entitled to cast full 
votes, while certain other members are nominated by local governments: the New York City Mayor 
nominates four members; Nassau, Suffolk and Westchester counties each appoint one member, each 
of whom are entitled to cast a full vote; and Putnam, Orange, Dutchess and Rockland counties each 
appoint one member, and such four members cast one collective vote. Board nominees are subject 
to approval by the governor and the State Senate. 


The MTA Board’s job is to exercise budget and oversight responsibility for the authority and its five 
independent operating entities that collectively employ about 75,000 people, the majority in NYC 
Transit. With respect to the capital budget, there is additional oversight through the Capital Program 
Review Board (CPRB), a six-member body (two non-voting) with appointees from the governor, 
Senate, Assembly, and the NYC Mayor. The appointees of the governor, Senate or Assembly may veto 
the entire MTA capital plan, whereas the mayor’s appointee may veto only the NYC Transit and Staten 
Island Railway portion of the capital plan. 


The MTA has intergovernmental relationships with units of government that require coordination ona 
daily basis. One example of such a relationship is policing. The New York Police Department (NYPD) 
polices the subway, while the MTA Police control terminals (Grand Central and Penn Station) and the 
commuter lines, and also have joint jurisdiction in the subways. Another example is engaging the 
homeless population which is a multi-agency effort at all MTA facilities that includes social service 
agencies, not-for-profit organizations and law enforcement. Likewise, emergency operations require 
coordination. The MTA management is responsible for managing the stations, but is reliant on close 
cooperation from government and non-government partners to address this issue. One final example 
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is labor and civil service. The MTA has 70 union contracts and all hiring for the New York City subway 
and bus system is handled through New York City’s civil service process, which designates the city as 
the municipal oversight entity for the Transit Authority pursuant to state law. It should also be noted 
that in most instances MTA and its subsidiaries own respective assets while in other instances assets 
are controlled pursuant to a master lease. 


The operational and governance structure is not conducive to effective management for an 
organization of this size and import. The need for major reform is evident but beyond the scope of 
the Workgroup. In addition to all of the aforementioned, the operating agencies have to deal with 
layers of MTA bureaucrats who routinely intervene in agency management and slow decision-making. 
Each agency has its own legal division and other professional managerial staff with no streamlined 
operation to eliminate redundancy. 


There are a variety of options for governance reform that the governor and Legislature should explore. 
The most obvious is moving to a more centralized organization, with integration and consolidation of 
redundant agency functions, such as shared procurement and legal functions. A more radical move 
would be to merge the separate operating agencies into a single organizational structure under the 
MTA Board and executive leadership, or at least merge the commuter railroads. Capital construction 
functions, which have been so problematic, could be put in an entirely separate entity, like the New 
York City School Construction Authority. 


Alternatively, restructuring could go in the other direction: acknowledge that the MTA construct has 
failed and call for its dissolution. Some, including the New York City Council Speaker, have suggested 
that the city should assume control of NYC Transit or enter into a permanent joint management and 
funding arrangement with the state. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey is an example 
of joint control of a transportation agency with clear lines of responsibility and accountability that 
seems to be working relatively well. 


In short, the Workgroup concluded that optimizing investment in the MTA requires a new, more 


accountable and streamlined governance structure. Whatever direction this takes, organizational 
reform of the MTA needs to be part of any major new funding commitment. 
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Unsustainable Growth 
in Operating and Capital Costs 


The MTA has a $17 billion annual operating expense budget. Over the past five years, MTA operating 
costs have grown 4.2 percent per year. Despite initiatives undertaken since 2010 that the MTA indicates 
have achieved $2 billion in recurring cost savings, the MTA has recently projected an operating deficit 
of $510 million in 2020, growing to $1 billion by 2022 even with the proposed 4 percent fare increases 
in 2019 and 2021. (These figures have not been subjected to independent scrutiny.) 


Chapter 314 of the Laws of 1981 set forth a capital planning framework that generally authorized the 
MTA to develop capital plans and to finance them through the issuance of bonds. The MTA currently 
has bonded debt of $39 billion and debt service is 16 percent of its operating budget. It has little 
capacity for additional borrowing without new revenue streams to support it. The MTA receives over 
$6 billion a year from dedicated city and state taxes. 


While still a strong credit, the MTA rating has been downgraded by S&P twice in the past year and 
remains on “Negative Outlook”. The MTA’s overall expenses are expected to increase 3 percent next 
year, while debt service is projected to grow by 5 percent. 


Exhibit 2: MTA Operating Budget Expenses-2019 Final Proposed Budget 
in millions 


Total Operating Expenses: $16,732M 
Below the line adjustments of ~$251M 


$400 
Other Labor 


$811 
Overtime 


$1,354 
Pension 
$5,392 
Payroll 
$2,129 
Health & Welfare 


$2,692 


Debt Service 
$4,205 


Non-Labor 
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Labor is 60 percent of the MTA expense budget. The authority and its agencies have 70 union 
contracts with 32 unions and 82 locals/lodges. The important Transport Workers Union Local 100 
contract covering NYC Transit employees is coming up for renewal the first quarter of 2019. The MTA’s 
collective bargaining partners in labor tend to share the public’s distrust of the agency. 


Exhibit 3A: MTA Funding Sources-2019 Final Proposed Budget 
in millions 


Total Revenue Sources: $16,750M 


Farebox Revenue i $6522 
Dedicated Taxes |S s5.096 
Toll Revenue a 52.045 


State & Local Subsidies [J $1,252 
Other Revenue [$705 


Other [$429 


$1.0B $2.0B $3.0B $40B $5.0B $6.0B $7.0B 


Exhibit 3B: MTA Dedicated Tax Revenues 


$244M 
Payroll Mobility Tax 


$308M Replacement Funds 


MTA Aid 


$365M 
New York City Transportation 
Assistance Fund 


$1.8B 
$445M MMTOA 
Mortgage Recording Tax 
Total 
6.0B 
$625M $ 
Urban Tax 
$1.6B 


$637M Payroll Mobility Tax 


Petroleum Business Tax 
Details in appendix 
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Exhibit 4: MTA Operating Costs Per Trip Versus Fare by Transit Mode 


Operating 

Cost per Trip Fare Per 

Operating (Operating Rider 

Expense* Ridership Revenue Expense/ | (Revenue/ 

Transit Mode (2017) (2017) (2017) Ridership) Ridership) 

MTA Subways $4,709,987,000 | 1,727,366,607 | $3,546,908,000 $2.73 $2.05 

MTA Express Bus $230,143,000 10,863,369 $60,584,000 $21.19 $5.58 

MTA Bus Service $2,716,625,000 591,756,987 $945,754,000 $4.59 $1.60 
(Select/Regular) 

LIRR $1,912,893,622 89,158,421 $727,600,000 $21.45 $8.16 

Metro-North Railroad $1,301,476,881 86,494,753 $733,409,000 $15.05 $8.48 


Note: This chart and these calculations are based on operating costs only and do not include capital costs. 


The MTA and its agencies have a checkered history when it comes to management of their capital 
program, as noted in the October 2018 report by the New York State Comptroller, “Financial Outlook 
for the MTA”. The approach to construction procurement has been conventional design-bid-build, 
with all risk and liability on the contractor. While this sounds advantageous to the authority, it has 
not turned out that way. MTA projects, whether expansion projects or improvements to the existing 
system, have been generally late and over budget for as long as anyone can remember. Reports 
from contractors, workers and unions directly involved in both mega projects and upgrades of the 
existing systems are consistent. This has been the case regardless of the leadership of the authority, 
suggesting that the problems are endemic to the procurement, contracting and project management 
system of the MTA. Unsurprisingly, contractors build these risks and dysfunctions into their bids. 


The MTA created the Capital Construction subsidiary (MTACC) in 2003 to apply special expertise to 
the management of mega projects, but the results have been unimpressive. Most notably, East Side 
Access—which was originally conceived as a $4.3 billion project to bring Long Island Rail Road into 
Grand Central Terminal—is now projected to cost $11 billion when completed in late 2022. This has led 
some to call for complete separation of the MTACC from the MTA or even a spinoff of the function. 


New York state has moved to design-build procurement for its capital construction program with 
incentives for early delivery and sanctions for delay. The state’s new system has been proven effective 
on projects ranging from both the new Governor Mario M. Cuomo and Kosciuszko Bridges to dozens 
of road projects. The state’s “debarment” sanction for failed contractors is practical and effective. 
Losing all state agency and authority work is a powerful disincentive to contractors. The MTA has 
been slow to change, resulting in extended time for its capital projects, which translate into delayed 
commutes, traffic congestion, and cost New Yorkers BILLIONS. 


The experience on delivery of Phase 1 of the Second Avenue Subway illustrates the problem. After the 
MTACC missed multiple deadlines for completion, Governor Cuomo effectively assumed operational 
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control of the project, holding weekly meetings and instilling a culture of accountability on the project 
managers. The governor instituted a new policy of performance requirements on the firms building 
the subway and achieved a massive, although isolated, “culture change”, which resulted in unusual 
on time completion. 


The MTA must similarly re-engineer its approach to construction activity, employing design-build and 
other innovative contracting techniques that promise to bring down the projected costs of its capital 
program. Where they have done it, success has been achieved, with the LIRR’s 15 mile Farmingdale 
to Ronkonkoma Double Track project being delivered 15 months early. But the MTA must move much 
more quickly to implement new contracting and project delivery options that have been available to 
the agency for along while, but seldom utilized. 


Recommendation: Perform Independent Audits 
of Capital Costs & State of Good Repair 


Despite any organizational changes within the MTA, there remains a skepticism of the MTA’s 
assessment of its capital costs. Independent third parties should be utilized to examine the MTA’s 
infrastructure and identify which resources require renovation or replacement in order to maintain 
a state of good repair. An independent audit of capital costs would help ensure appropriate and 
efficient investments and help reestablish public confidence. 


The MTA should require that all capital projects, including maintenance and good repair, are subject 
to standardized performance metrics for planning, design, approvals, change orders, project 
management and delivery with strict transparency and reporting requirements. To avoid deferred 
maintenance in the future, the MTA should establish and publish a state of good repair budget and 
spending plan (indexed to inflation) by asset, to report quarterly on expenditures and disclose in 
financials. These documents should be prepared for readership by the public and not just financial 
and engineering experts. Furthermore, a chief engineer should sign and stamp certifying the accuracy 
of the report. 


Recommendation: Management and labor should identify mutually 
beneficial ways to contain costs, increase productivity and provide 
increased upward mobility opportunities for all employees 


Like most public agencies, the MTA faces ahuman resource challenge—how to attract and grow the next 
generation of skilled and tech savvy transit workers and executives—within the confines of outdated 
civil service classifications and restrictions on compensation, hiring and promotion. Union leaders 
note that there is limited upward mobility opportunity for their members in supervisory positions and 
point to the aging out and retirement of the real experts on system equipment and operations. This 
suggests the need for additional investment in professional development of the workforce to reflect 
changing needs that have come with technology and new equipment. Management is concerned 
about the disincentives for employees who will not leave the represented ranks due to compensation 
concerns. The collective bargaining process should consider these issues and also include discussion 
of updating work rules, many of which are obsolete and add unnecessarily to MTA expenses. 
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Recommendation: Reform Procurement Practices 


This year, committees of the MTA Board focused on the need for administrative reforms of construction 
contracting and procurement practices and came out with recommendations to achieve cost savings 
and efficiencies. Management should adopt the administrative actions and the Legislature should 
consider actions it can take to support them in areas that will have significant impact on timely and 
more cost-effective construction and service delivery. In addition to design-build contracting, the 
MTA should make better use of “best value” procurements. Historically the use of traditional “low bid” 
procurements has been seen as a way to save on costs, but this selection process does not allow for 
comprehensive assessment of the means and methods of the project, at times resulting in overruns 
and delays. Another issue is over-customization of specifications for procurement and construction, 
adding to cost by limiting flexibility and standardization. 


Recommendation: Contain Unsustainable Growth in Costs 


Cost containment is critical to the MTA’s long-term financial sustainability. There are a number of 
major expenditure items that should be carefully examined to identify opportunities for curbing 
unsustainable growth in operating costs. For example, it is reported that New York City has worked 
with its municipal unions to substantially reduce health care costs without reducing benefits. The 
MTA’s final proposed budget for 2019 includes $1.448 billion for health and welfare (principally health 
insurance for active employees), an increase of almost 20 percent compared to 2017 actuals. An 
additional $682 million is projected for retiree health care or other post-employment benefits, more 
than a 20 percent increase over 2017 actuals. The MTA’s unfunded actuarial accrued liability for all its 
Postemployment Benefit Plans was $19.5 billion as of the end of 2017, up 7.3 percent from 2016. 


The MTA should also examine other cost containment opportunities, including but not limited to, 
consolidating civil service administration, leveraging alternative strategies for managing MTA assets, 
and measures to help control litigation costs, which run about $500 million a year for claims associated 
with loss and injury for which the MTA is largely self-insured through its captive insurance company. 


Recommendation: Establish an Entrepreneurial Unit 
to Champion Commercial Revenue Opportunities 


Unlike most other systems in global cities, the MTA has no office of “Strategic Partnerships” with 
revenue targets and charged with initiating and pursuing commercial endeavors or private sector 
sponsorships. The New Jersey Legislature recently enacted a law that requires New Jersey Transit (NJ 
Transit) to establish an office of real estate and transit-oriented development charged with turning 
property it owns into revenue-generating opportunities. The bill soonsor declared, “Exploring ways 
to increase NJ Transit revenue without hiking fares on riders is absolutely critical to reforming the 
agency.” The same could be said of the MTA. 


Only 3 percent of MTA revenues are associated with income earned from its estimated $1 trillion in 


physical assets. This includes advertising, retail rentals, real estate payments in lieu of taxes (PILOTs) 
and contributions from private developers. Grand Central Terminal, which is the highlight of the MTA’s 
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asset monetization efforts, represents 42 percent of all its system wide retail and land license revenue 
income. The majority of MTA stations have no commercial activity. 


London, Boston and many other transit systems around the world reduce operating costs and 
generate commercial revenues through strategic partnerships with the private sector to develop 
commercial activities, including retail and advertising, in stations and other facilities. 


In 2017, the MTA concluded a new deal to install digital advertising and customer information signage 
throughout the entire bus, subway and commuter rail system. However, the revenue potential hinges 
on the pace of installation, which the MTA needs to accelerate. 


On the real estate front, a few years ago the MTA made a first attempt with “Turnstyle”, a small cluster 
of food stands that a private developer created in an unused subway passage under Columbus Circle. 
While a charming amenity, the project was so encumbered with MTA bureaucratic requirements and 
delays that it almost failed and the MTA had to reduce its rent to avoid the project going bankrupt. 


Until recently, Turnstyle had no advocate within the MTA and its developer struggled to navigate 
pervasive bureaucratic resistance to accommodating business intrusion. The MTA offices responsible 
for this type of development need to be empowered to aggressively promote and expedite commercial 
projects like this that could be sources of income and make stations far more attractive to the riding 
public. 


Recommendation: In Certain Cases, the MTA Must Invest to Save 


The Workgroup heard from experts about a number of areas where timely investment can result in 
significant ongoing savings. These opportunities are often tied to upgrades in technology, preventive 
or “predictive” maintenance, and prudent capital investments. 


One example is the NYC Transit plan to accelerate investments in making subway stations more 
accessible, which will allow more people with disabilities and mobility needs, such as the growing 
aging population of New York, to use the subway system. Improving accessibility—with capital 
investments such as elevators or ramps, improved Paratransit service, and other audio and visual 
improvements—will require a significant investment. At the same time, mandated services currently 
provided through the MTA Access-A-Ride program cost the MTA $77 per trip, or a total of $474 million 
in 2017. Despite the cost, there is a high level of customer dissatisfaction with the current service. 


The MTA is conducting an e-hail pilot offering on-demand trips with a limited group of customers that 
costs a fraction of the traditional service on a per ride basis. It has been so well received that customer 
utilization has increased dramatically, driving overall costs up. It is important to refine the model for a 
cost effective on-demand paratransit services program, which tech mobility companies are prepared 
to help with, at the same time accelerated investment in station accessibility moves forward. 


Technology and communications systems also require big up-front investments but can result in 


significant long-term savings and productivity gains. One place this principle should be applied is 
upgrading the subway Rail Control Center which relies on a system of yellow Post-its, pagers and 
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walkie talkies to manage system emergencies. Half of the subway lines cannot be tracked on real- 
time dynamic screens. The MTA and the governor’s Genius Transit Challenge are exploring alternative 
new technologies that could, if proven, expedite signal system innovation even further. The process 
for amending the capital plan should be transparent with regard to which projects are being added 
or removed, and how additional projects will be paid for. 


Recommendation: Reduce Fare Evasion 


In 2018, NYC Transit estimates $215 million of revenue loss on subways and buses due to fare evasion. 
Official observations are conducted on a quarterly basis where staff visit a sample of subway stations 
and bus routes to record various instances of evasion. In addition, special Eagle teams for Select 
Bus Service conduct periodic exercises where there are counts of paid versus unpaid passengers 
boarding a bus. Based on these methods, NYC Transit estimates 350,000 (16.3 percent) daily evaders 
on the bus system and approximately 200,000 (3.8 percent) daily evaders on the subway. There 
are legitimate concerns about the disproportionate impact on racial and ethnic minorities in the 
criminal prosecution of fare evaders. At the same time, tolerance of fare evasion is unfair to other 
riders and taxpayers who have to subsidize fare evaders. Since summer 2018, the NYPD has changed 
its Theft-of-Service policy to provide officers with greater discretion to write summonses rather than 
make arrests, with the effect of officers soending more time in the transit system. Nonetheless fare 
evasion continues to increase. Non-criminal sanctions for discouraging fare evasion should be jointly 
developed by the state, MTA and the NYPD. 


Recommendation: MTA Should Not Absorb Losses 
from Fare & Toll Discounts 


Fare and toll discounts are a substantial cost to the MTA, totaling a net unreimbursed annual loss of 
$314 million, exclusive of discounts for seniors and the disabled the MTA must provide as conditional 
on federal grants. The MTA has some discount mandates associated with federal funding, including 
discounts for seniors in off peak hours. It also provides student subway discounts and resident 
discounts for certain bridge tolls that are partially offset by city and state funding. In the future, 
funding for any additional discount programs not originated by the MTA should be funded by entities 
other than the MTA. 
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Exhibit 5: Current Fare and Toll Discounts 


MTA Net Revenue 
Agency Program/Outside Contributions Loss* (2017, in $M) 
Agency Provided Discounts 
NYCT Student Fares $167.4 
Contributions: City $47M, State $25.3M 
NYCT Peak Period Reduced Fare & Zero-Fare MetroCard $49.5 
Contributions: City $13.8M for overall Reduced Fare program 
Metro-North School/Student Programs $1.2 
Metro-North Charity/Military Program $0.1 
LIRR School/Student Programs $1.0 
LIRR Charity/Military Program $0.4 
B&T Staten Island Resident Discount/Carpool Discount $80.5 
Contributions: State $10.4M 
B&T Verrazano Commercial Vehicle Discount $3.5 
Contributions: State $3.4M 
B&T Rockaway Resident Discount $10.4 
Total (Agency Provided Discounts) $314.1 


* MTA Net Revenue Loss does not include City or State contributions noted in “Program/Outside 


Contributions” 
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Recommendation: Eliminate the 25 Percent “MTA Premium” 


To compensate for poor construction practices at the MTA, the construction industry has reportedly 
incorporated a roughly 25 percent premium into their bids for MTA projects. This was largely confirmed 
by the MTA Board’s intensive review last year of the reasons for high construction costs and delayed 
project delivery. The board came out with recommendations that can and should be implemented 
through administrative actions. 


Exhibit 6: Cost Containment-Recommended Reforms 
Reforms Underway 


Empower project leadership 


Streamline change order process 


Accelerate payments to contractors 


Make contract and design specifications less prescriptive 


Reduce bond performance requirements from 100% to 50% 


Guarantee track outages 


Allow partial payments for undisputed portion of invoices 


Allow contractors to submit alternate forms of security 


Move to performance-based compensation with bonuses for success and penalties for poor performance 


Revise contracts and use expedited dispute resolution process with neutral, third-party arbiter 


Recommendation: Encourage Public Support for More Flexibility in 
Closing Lines for Construction & Maintenance 


NYC Transit is one of only a handful of systems in the world that runs 24/7, and one of a few that 
operates all lines in such a manner. A major reason for high construction costs and delayed delivery 
is the pressure to keep the system running or only interrupt service for short periods in the middle 
of the night or weekends. Closing services can be a significant inconvenience, but the benefits are 
huge in terms of the ability to complete maintenance and repair upgrades can be greatly accelerated, 
resulting in far better service over the long term. The MTA has recently almost doubled the amount of 
time actually worked during planned subway outages, from what had been under three hours to five 
hours in an eight-hour shift. This is a start on what must be a much greater increase in productivity. 


Recommendation: Encourage Expanded Private Sector Innovation 


The MTA has taken several steps to modernize its approach to operations and project development 
in the past year, including the governor’s Genius Award competition and co-venturing with the 
Partnership for New York City to set up the Transit Innovation Partnership and Transit Tech Lab. In 
October 2018 close to 100 early stage tech companies responded to an invitation to compete for a 
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spot in the Transit Tech Lab, where winners will have an opportunity to test their solutions for better 
bus service and subway communications. 


One current opportunity for partnering with the private sector is on rapid replacement of the subway 
signal system in order to run more trains closer together: a higher frequency of train traffic to 
accommodate high volume demand. This requires a new signal system to be designed and installed 
on 600 miles of track. Higher subway frequency also requires more safety precautions. There is no 
proven technology that achieves the combined goals of frequency and safety and a technological 
solution is unlikely to come from traditional MTA vendors. One idea that emerged from the governor’s 
Genius Award competition and shows great promise is the deployment of ultra-wide band technology, 
which could significantly reduce the time and cost to re-signal subway lines starting as early as 2019. 
The state should assemble experts in the field to assess the situation and expedite its testing and 
development. 


Recommendation: Establish Intergovernmental Planning 
& Real Estate Coordination Office 


Coordination between the MTA and local governments on capital planning and construction has been 
an ongoing challenge ever since the MTA’s creation. The need for coordination will only intensify 
as the MTA seeks to take advantage of innovative project financing and delivery strategies such 
as public-private partnerships and tax increment financing that necessarily implicate municipal 
assets and interests. And it is essential for the region’s future that MTA investments and local land 
use policies be coordinated to maximize “bang for the buck”’—opportunities for Transit-Oriented 
Development (TOD) to support a healthy and sustainable pattern of growth. 


To provide an institutional framework for enhanced coordination and local input going forward, the 
Workgroup recommends the establishment of an agency-wide “Intergovernmental Planning and Real 
Estate Coordination Office” empowered to perform several key functions. Examples could include: 


° Planning and executing TOD projects in close cooperation with local government. 


° Coordinating and expediting agency review of real estate develooment/construction projects 
undertaken by local government or private developers that require approvals from MTA 
offices before plans can be finalized, permits issued and construction can proceed. Often, 
MTA agency processes hold these projects up for several years and add considerably to 
development costs. A faster, more predictable process could also generate revenues, since 
fast track approvals are likely something that developers would be willing to pay for. 


° Enlisting local input into the planning process. During recent months, the MTA and NYC 
Department of Transportation (NYC DOT) have started working together on allocation of the 
$50 million a year that will be available for “transit desert” improvements in the four boroughs 
outside Manhattan, funded by FHV fees. NYC Transit has recently engaged in community 
town meetings for ideas to inform major reconfiguration of bus routes. These efforts can be 
institutionalized to increase trust in the MTA and improve its response to local needs. 
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° Structuring station enhancement and other improvements generated by private development, 
such as the $200 million in subway improvements generated by development of One 
Vanderbilt, next to Grand Central Terminal; the pending deal to develop the MTA’s former 
Madison Avenue headquarters; and the TOD projects advancing on MTA parking lots in both 
Westchester and Long Island. 


« The Democratic majority that will take over the U.S. House of Representatives in January 
has as its top priority the funding of a major national infrastructure program. The MTA and 
New York City and state need to be ready with projects that are in a position to move quickly 
on a cost-effective basis and able to leverage substantial private funds. The MTA should be 
preparing RFPs for release immediately upon passage of such a program. The MTA should 
also be looking to access private investment through the new federal Opportunity Zones 
program, which, if applied appropriately, should be a source of long term, lower cost funding 
for transit and TOD in low income areas. 


Recommendation: Optimize the Value Created by Transit 
Improvements 


History demonstrates that transit capital improvements generate significant increases in nearby 
property values, which in turn boost real property tax receipts. In recent decades, transit agencies 
worldwide have leveraged incremental increases in tax receipts to help finance transit improvements. 
The Workgroup recommends that the MTA and the localities it serves work together, pursuant to 
existing law, to realize the full potential of such financing alternatives. 


New York City has specific, successful experience with tax increment financing. The city used both 
tax increment financing and a PILOT arrangement to finance the cost of extending the #7 line to 
the Far West Side and other infrastructure improvements in support of the massive Hudson Yards 
redevelopment. There are pending projects in the city and around the region that offer similar 
opportunities for the MTA. Specifically, tax increment financing could support transit-oriented 
development near new stations along Metro-North’s lines, the later phases of the Second Avenue 
Subway, or the LIRR’s Third Track, subject to municipal approval of any forgone taxes. 


State law already authorizes tax increment financing for MTA capital improvements. New York State 
General Municipal Law Section 119-r, enacted in 2016, authorizes local governments in the MTA 
Commuter Transportation District to enter into contracts with the MTA that redirect local real estate 
tax revenues to finance future transit improvements within designated mass transportation capital 
project districts. 
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Other Recommendations 


Recommendation: Provide New York City and other Localities with 
Greater Flexibility to Enforce Traffic Laws 


Local government controls the infrastructure for surface transit (streets, bus lanes) and has 
responsibility for the enforcement actions that the MTA relies on for surface transit. To maximize 
congestion relief in the CBD, the city and MTA need additional automated enforcement authority 
for bus lane camera enforcement and, for New York City, new automated enforcement authority 
for block-the-box violations. Any such expanded automated enforcement authority should take 
into consideration due process rights, adequate public awareness, fair adjudication procedures, 
reasonable penalties & fines, procurement standards, public safety concerns and privacy protections. 


Recommendation: Lock Box and Dedicate New Revenues 
Exclusively for MTA Capital 


Funding from congestion pricing should be deposited in a “lock box” for capital needs and associated 
operating costs of the MTA and for installation and necessary upgrading of the congestion pricing 
system. The same conditions should be applied to any other new revenues that the Legislature 
might authorize and the dedicated city and state taxes that are already in place. Funds meant for the 
MTA should not be diverted for other purposes. Assurance of predictable funding is critical to MTA 
planning, contracting and leveraging of other resources. 


Recommendation: End Placard Abuse to Reduce Congestion 


New York City and New York State Departments of Transportation should make recommendations 
regarding vehicle placards, including a ceiling on the number of placards that are allowed by city, 
state and federal agencies. Reserved or dedicated parking for private cars should be eliminated and 
there should be strict enforcement of penalties for placard abuses by an entity with independence 
from the civil servants it would need to enforce. Use of government vehicles for official commutation 
should be greatly reduced. Private cars with government placards and free E-ZPasses should not be 
automatically exempted from congestion pricing if implemented. Thousands of government vehicles 
are used for daily commuting. 


Recommendation: Relieve Congestion Caused by Tour & 
Sightseeing Bus Activity 


Tour buses, which obstruct public buses and clog streets in the most congested parts of Manhattan, 
should be severely limited. There are plenty of transit options for tourists and Manhattan simply cannot 
accommodate tour bus activity without creating hardship for business and residents. With respect 
to private commuter buses, there must be an effort to find adequate off-street parking to reduce 
their contribution to congestion. They should not be assigned curb space needed for commercial 
deliveries and other purposes. 
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Recommendation: Recognize Commuter Rail Interstate Challenge 


Services that Metro-North provides to customers in the northern suburbs are inter-connected with 
operations of commuter rail in Connecticut and New Jersey. West of Hudson service in New Jersey, 
however, is a significant problem. With more than 1.6 million West of Hudson riders in 2017, NJ Transit 
trains that provided the service were over-crowded and unreliable. There is also a need to improve 
service where lack of adequate sidings causes conflicts between NJ Transit and New York commuters 
using the Pascack Valley Line. New York state needs to extend more assistance to Metro-North and 
work with promising new leadership at NJ Transit to improve rail services to Rockland and Orange 
County residents. 


Recommendation: Allow MTA to Migrate to a Ten-Year Capital 
Planning Process 


The MTA has a five-year capital planning process that they would like to extend, since planning and 
execution of complex capital projects frequently takes longer than five years. It should be possible 
to move to a ten-year capital planning process without reducing CPRB oversight. This could still 
require legislative review and CPRB approval mid-way through a capital program—much like the 
current process for amending the capital plan—or the MTA could be required to submit rolling ten- 
year capital soending programs every five years. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
has a ten-year planning and budget cycle. It may be helpful to move the MTA to a fiscal year that is 
consistent with the state, April 1 through March 31, rather than the calendar year. 


Recommendation: Accelerate Expanded Commuter Rail and Bus 
Service to Transit Deserts 


For congestion pricing to be equitable to all New York residents, it is essential that those who cannot 
afford the charge for driving into or through the pricing zone have reasonable public transit options. 
The MTA and NYC Transit have initiated a planning process to ensure that the needs of “transit 
deserts”—specifically those areas of the boroughs underserved by subways—are addressed. 


A good model for prioritizing specific projects for underserved areas has been developed by the MTA 
and the New York City and state Departments of Transportation to determine how the $50 million 
generated annually from the new FHV charges that will begin in 2019 will be allocated for transit 
improvements in the four boroughs outside Manhattan. This same type of process should be used 
to determine the additions to the MTA capital plan that will be necessary to deal with transit deserts. 


NYC Transit has also instituted borough consultation to gain community input on its Fast Forward 
plan for updating bus routes, a process that is reportedly providing communities and legislators with 
welcome input into the MTA capital planning process. A similar process is being developed by the 
commuter rail lines for consultation with elected officials in the suburbs. 


In the longer term, after stabilization and modernization of the transit system, higher prioritization of 
certain projects with potential to solve the problem will be required—for example, the Metro-North 
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Penn Station Access project that will provide direct commuter rail connections to four underserved 
areas of the East Bronx. 


The LIRR and Metro-North commuter rails run through transit deserts in Queens and the Bronx where 
stations should be opened to accommodate riders who have no subway alternative. This will likely 
add to capital and operating costs of the MTA and raises concerns about capacity of the rail lines 
and lengthening the commute of suburban passengers. Completion of East Side Access and Penn 
Station Access should allow for additional capacity. Increasing commuter rail service to city riders is 
a complicated issue, but worth pursuing. 


Recommendation: Reduce Subway Delays & Improve Station 
Conditions 


New leadership at NYC Transit is focused on addressing issues that contribute to train delays and 
make the customer experience on subways uncomfortable or unpleasant. Several require close 
cooperation from the NYPD and other city agencies. Routine delays occur when someone gets sick 
on a train or has a health or personal issue. It can take a long time to address these issues. The 
NYPD and New York Fire Department have personnel devoted to rail operations 24/7 to address sick 
passengers and crime scenes and are working closely with NYC Transit to reduce extended service 
interruptions, balancing law enforcement and transit operational needs. The NYPD, FDNY and MTA 
Police should enhance their protocols for emergency response. 


There is also a growing presence of homeless in the subway system that requires a combination 
of efforts by the NYPD, the city and nonprofit outreach organizations to bring the homeless to 
appropriate shelters. The Department of Homeless Services and NYC Transit have established a 
cooperative pilot project at the terminal station of the E line where homeless individuals are engaged 
and encouraged to seek services. This pilot should be expanded. 
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Sustainable Funding Options 


In 2009, the state authorized new funding that was intended to provide both operating and capital 
program funding. The Payroll Mobility Tax has been completely used to fund operating expenses, pay- 
as-you go capital funding and debt service for both the 2010-2014 and 2015-2019 Capital Programs. 
Since that time, MTA expenses have grown faster than these revenues. The MTA’s ability to finance 
the next capital plan will be very limited unless it receives new dedicated and sustainable sources of 
funding. 


There are no easy solutions to the MTA’s funding needs. A majority of the Workgroup recommends 
that the governor and Legislature adopt a congestion pricing plan. The Workgroup has considered a 
number of other proposals to generate new revenues and to modify or expand existing revenues, but 
did not reach consensus. 


Recommendation: Establish a congestion pricing zone in the 
region’s commercial center, with revenues exclusively dedicated to 
the MTA capital program and associated operating expenses 


The theory behind congestion pricing is that, as cities grow, their streets are an increasingly scarce 
resource and should be priced accordingly. Owners of private and commercial vehicles that traverse 
the city contribute far less than their fair share toward funding the high-value infrastructure and public 
services that are necessary to maintain the Manhattan CBD and the rapidly growing communities 
that surround it. Congestion pricing should be a win-win solution since those who pay the charge 
benefit directly from the productivity gains and cost reduction that result from reduced traffic. This 
is not a small benefit, since excess congestion currently costs the region more than $20 billion a year. 


The size and density of economic activity in Manhattan makes it the biggest concentration of excess 
traffic congestion and a source of much of the traffic in the surrounding region. One of the worst 
consequences of excess congestion is that it slows down bus service, both local and express, which 
has caused a huge loss of ridership and increase in cost of bus operations. With few protected bus 
lanes and severe restrictions on local authority to enforce bus lanes, New York enjoys none of the 
efficiency and predictability of bus systems in most major cities. 


A cordon pricing zone that would charge vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD and could generate 
$1 billion a year or more, contingent on the size of the zone and the congestion charge, for the MTA 
and a 15 percent to 20 percent increase in average vehicle speed (currently 7.1 miles per hour). This 
assumes charges during periods of high traffic volume that are roughly comparable to current tolls 
on tunnels and bridges. Variable pricing that correlates the size of fees with traffic congestion would 
result in minimal charges on most weekends and evening hours, while peak period trips would be at 
a premium. 


Any congestion pricing zone plan must consider the transit capacity required to absorb additional 
ridership, the need to provide new services to areas that currently lack adequate transit, the possible 
need for hardship exemptions, and the responsibility of New York City for the management of its 
streets and equipment installed to control traffic. 
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Exhibit 7: Models of Pricing and Gross Revenue Options for Congestion Mitigation in Manhattan’s 


Central Business District 
in 


Map shows cordon zone 
south of 60th Street as 
proposed by FixNYC 
Panel. Calculations were 
made using this zone 
for illustration. The FHV 
congestion zone south 
of 96th Street will be 
implemented in 2019. 


/ / 


am \raffic entering Manhattan from 
@ the Queensboro Bridge, but 


} Traffic entering Manhattan from 
NTS fga/ A) Brooklyn Bridge and directly 
I} "Wp Tia | taking FDR north of 60th Street 
! > » would not be charged a toll. 


Option 1: Today’s Rates Option 2: 8% Toll Increase 
Rate* $5.76 charge on cordon entry/exit or Rate $6.22 charge on cordon entry/exit or 
$11.52 charge on cordon entry only $12.44 charge on cordon entry only 

Estimated gross Estimated gross 

Pricing options by time of day revenue Pricing options by time of day revenue 

24/7/365 $1.45B 24/7/365 $1.56B 

Monday-Friday, 6 a.m.-8 p.m. $1.0B Monday-Friday, 6 a.m.-8 p.m. $1.08B 

Weekends 12 p.m.-10 p.m. Weekends 12 p.m.-10 p.m. 

Monday-Friday, 6 a.m.-8 p.m. $0.79B Monday-Friday, 6 a.m.-8 p.m. $0.85B 

Estimated traffic speed gains: 15-20% Estimated traffic speed gains: 15-20% 


* Current toll on Queens Midtown Tunnel and 


Hugh Carey Tunnel'is $5.76 each way with'E-ZPasé The 8 percent reflects an increase that is being 


considered for MTA-controlled bridges and tunnels. 
This figure could be higher for the CBD. 
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Additional Funding Measures Raised for Consideration without 
Consensus: 
Accelerate Existing State and City Commitments to the Capital Program 


The MTA faces growing operating deficits and short-term capital needs, particularly for Fast Forward 
and priority measures to improve commuter rail. To secure the resources necessary to move forward 
with these important capital initiatives while also providing operating budget relief to the MTA in the 
form of reduced additional debt service, the state and city should consider accelerating their existing 
capital commitments to provide bonding relief to the MTA’s capital program. In 2015, New York state 
and city committed $8.3 and $2.5 billion, respectively, to help fund the 2015-2019 MTA Capital Plan. 
Only a portion of these commitments has been drawn down because the terms of funding required 
the MTA to advance its resources first. The MTA currently estimates the potential savings from 
acceleration of the estimated $9.2 billion state and city funding during the plan years at $31 million in 
2019; $176 million in 2020; $391 million in 2021; and $532 million in 2022. The acceleration would not 
increase funding for or the size of the MTA capital program, but simply defer MTA spending its own 
funds to later years, however, any acceleration must be accompanied with sureties that the MTA will 
execute the capital plan on time and on budget. 


Exhibit 8A: MTA 2015-2019 Capital Plan Commitments (as of Q3 2018) 


% Of 

Encumbered 

% already 

Agency Budget Encumbered | Encumbered Expended Expended 
NYCT/SIR $16,741,997,862 $9, 782,163,517 58% | $3,511,536,511 36% 
LIRR $2,858,956,601 | $1,998,518,224 70% | $1,040,425,663 52% 
MNR $2,464,452,346 | $1,413,741,549 57% $332,411,005 24% 
MTA CC $7,650,171,942 | $4,098,804,254 54% | $1,457,796,811 36% 
MTA Interagency $242,776,128 $68,691,561 28% $16,771,987 24% 
B&T $2,936,305,926 | $1,531,335,298 52% $595,816,732 39% 
MTA Bus $375,965,811 $96,432,534 26% $6,159,112 6% 
Total $33,270,626,616 | $18,989,686,937 57% | $6,960,917,821 37% 


Notes: The current capital plan commenced 18 months after the original start date and 20 months after its 
proposal; the award of contracts and the disbursement of funds was delayed. 


Funds are encumbered when contracts have been awarded. 
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Exhibit 8B: Historic MTA Capital Program Funding Levels (2010-2014) 
in millions 


$361 $770 


$1,746 
MTA Cash 


$11,772 
MTA Bonds 
$7,289 
Federal 
Exhibit 8C: Current MTA Capital Program Funding Levels (2015-2019) 
in millions 
$2,666 
City 
$3,759 
MTA Cash $8,640 
State 
$7,301 
Federal 
$7,968 
MTA Bonds 


Note: These charts do not include MTA B&T and Sandy Recovery Funds. 
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A Cruising Charge on FHVs 


The number of FHVs operating in the city has increased 104 percent since 2014, reaching 107,000. 
FHVs have been identified as significant contributors to excess traffic congestion and to reductions 
in subway and bus ridership. Beginning in 2019, an estimated $300 million a year will be provided 
to the Subway Action Plan from new, flat fees on all FHVs doing business in Manhattan below 96th 
Street that was enacted in the fiscal year 2018 state budget. Transit experts have proposed imposing 
an additional roaming charge on these vehicles based on vehicle miles traveled or time spent in CBD. 
Many FHVs wait for fares at curbside forcing trucks to double park. A “time in CBD” charge would 
discourage FHVs from lingering within the CBD without passengers, a practice known as “cruising.” 
Any FHV policy should also encourage pooled trips and shared rides. 


Reconfigure the “Urban Tax” 


Currently, as part of what is known as the “Urban Tax,” the MTA is a beneficiary of a property transfer 
tax (1 percent) and a mortgage recording tax (0.625 percent) on commercial property transactions 
over $500,000 in New York City. Because many high-end and non-resident commercial property 
owners do not take mortgages, they avoid that portion of the tax. Recasting the mortgage tax as a 
transfer tax would likely capture more revenues from those who are benefiting most from real estate 
appreciation in the city. 


Expand the Real Estate Transfer Tax 


In addition to the urban tax imposed by New York City, New York state currently imposes a tax on 
the transfer of any residential and commercial real property. Some have proposed that this tax could 
be adjusted to add progressive tax rates on the sale of properties over $5 million, with some or all 
additional revenue dedicated to the MTA. 


Capture Federal Corporate Tax Reduction ‘Windfalls’ 


Federal tax code changes enacted in 2017 reduced corporate taxes and could create opportunities to 
amend New York state tax law to capture any “windfalls” it confers. During 2019, the implications of 
federal tax code changes will become clearer, as will the potential for a serious national infrastructure 
program that the MTA can tap into. 


MTA Share of New Revenues 


A number of new sources of revenues are in public discussion, such as taxes on the sale of marijuana, 
if legalized; pollution taxes; proceeds from expanded gaming revenues and taxes specific to New 
York City residents, among others. Transit should be a priority for any new authorized funding source. 


Monetization of MTA Assets 


Many MTA assets are located in and around buildings that have historic landmark or historic district 
status. Many of these properties have potentially valuable air rights, but currently no way to monetize 
them because of a lack of development opportunities on contiguous sites. Working with the MTA 
and owners of historic properties, the city might consider expanding the area eligible for air rights 
transfer for historic properties, in compliance with local zoning and land use requirements, in order 
to generate new funding from private development for both historic properties and to support the 
transit system. 
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Conclusion 


Failure of the public transportation system is the single biggest threat to the continued livability 
and prosperity of the New York metropolitan region. It is, therefore, imperative that state and 
local government work together to ensure that the transportation system is adequately funded, 
effectively run, and that its priority investments are consistent with the transit needs of the region 
and its communities. The members of this Workgroup have reached consensus on a number of 
recommendations that are intended to jump start collaborative deliberations over transportation 
system funding, reorganization, and reform in 2019. 


The option of funding transit through congestion pricing is particularly attractive because it reduces 
the economic and environmental costs of excess traffic, while allowing surface transit to move faster 
and increasing transit ridership. A cordon pricing zone in the Manhattan CBD would raise the most 
money for the MTA capital program among the options currently available, but may not completely 
solve immediate and longer-term capital funding needs. At the same time, there is almost universal 
concern that funds sent to the MTA disappear down a black hole. To generate necessary support 
for congestion pricing and any additional new funding sources it will be necessary to restore public 
trust in the MTA and the operating agencies that build and run the system. This will take independent 
verification of cost projections and better oversight of execution on the MTA’s capital program. It will 
require the MTA and its subsidiaries, or their successor agencies, to be responsive to the communities 
they serve, transparent in planning and finance, and far more efficient in carrying out their work 
and reining in costs. This will require significant changes in organizational structure, operations and 
management practices, many of which are suggested in this report. 


The members of the Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup worked hard 
to come up with the recommendations set forward in this report. This reflects the importance every 
member attaches to prompt resolution of the funding and operational crisis that the regional transit 
system is experiencing. It will be up to state and local elected officials and leadership of the MTA and 
other relevant agencies to similarly reach agreement on the actions they need to take to ensure that 
the New York metropolitan region has a transportation system that is second to none. 
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Appendices 


Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory 
Workgroup Enacting Language 


(Chapter 59 of the laws of 2018) 
§ 7. Metropolitan transportation sustainability advisory workgroup. 


1. There is hereby established the metropolitan transportation sustainability advisory workgroup (the 
“workgroup”) which shall consist of ten members, two of whom shall be appointed by the governor, 
two of whom shall be appointed by the speaker of the assembly, two of whom shall be appointed 
by the temporary president of the senate, one of whom shall be appointed by the mayor of the city 
of New York, one of whom shall be appointed by the chairman of the metropolitan transportation 
authority, one of whom shall be appointed by the commissioner of the New York city department 
of transportation and one of whom shall be appointed by the commissioner of the New York state 
department of transportation. The chair of the workgroup shall be nominated by the governor. 


2. The advisory workgroup shall undertake a review of the actions and measures that are necessary 
to provide safe, adequate, efficient, and reliable transportation within the city of New York and the 
metropolitan commuter transportation district within any available resources and shall review and 
make recommendations regarding: (a) the adequacy of public transportation provided by the MTA, 
the Metro-North Commuter Railroad, the New York City Transit Authority and the Long Island Rail 
Road, including but not limited to the reliability, sustainability, and transparency on project selection; 
(b) sustainable funding for public transportation needs; (c) motor vehicular traffic within the city of 
New York, including, but not limited to, taxicab and for-hire vehicle trips; (d) transportation strategies 
to advance the furtherance of environmental goals; (e) tolling of intra-borough bridges within the 
city of New York; (f) taxicab and for-hire vehicle trips including those originating and/or terminating 
within, or transiting, particular geographic areas using publicly available information; and (g) the 
feasibility of a reduced fare program for transportation on New York city transit authority systems, 
the Long Island Rail Road and the Metro-North Commuter Railroad for students attending a university, 
college, community college, or post-secondary vocational institution, which is located within the city 
of New York. 


3. The advisory workgroup shall, on or before December 31, 2018, by a majority vote approve and 
issue a final report and recommendations to the governor, the temporary president of the senate, 
the speaker of the assembly, the mayor of the city of New York, and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority. 


4. For the purposes of this section, the following terms shall have the following meanings: (a) 


“Metropolitan Commuter Transportation District” shall mean the commuter transportation district as 
established by section 1262 of the public authorities law; (b) “Metropolitan transportation authority” 
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” 


or “MTA” shall mean the corporation created by section 1263 of the public authorities law; (c) “Taxicab 
shall have the same meaning as such term is defined by section 148-a of the vehicle and traffic law 
and section 19-502 of the administrative code of the city of New York; and (d) “For-hire vehicle” shall 
mean a motor vehicle, other than an ambulance as defined by section 100-b of the vehicle and traffic 
law and a bus as defined in paragraph 34 of subdivision (b) of section 1101 of the tax law, carrying 
passengers for hire. 


§ 8. This act shall take effect immediately; provided that: a. the amendments to section Tlll-c of the 
vehicle and traffic law made by section six of this act shall not affect the repeal of such section and 
shall be deemed repealed therewith; and b. the provisions of section seven of this act shall expire and 
be deemed repealed April 1, 2019. 
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Chief Safety 
Officer 


Dedicated Taxes 


Metropolitan Mass Transportation Operating 
Assistance Fund (MMTOA) 

Includes a surcharge on corporations and a 
general sales tax applied in the 12-county MTA 
region. The MTA receives 82% of total MMTOA 
receipts, with the other 18% available to other 
transportation properties within the MTA 
district. 

Rate: 28.6% surcharge; 

0.375% sales tax 


Payroll Mobility Tax 

Tax on employers and self-employed individuals 
in the 12-county MTA region. 

Rate: 0.11%-0.34%, 

depending on payroll size 


Petroleum Business Tax 

A portion of the state’s petroleum business tax, 
which taxes each gallon of petroleum products 
sold. 


Urban Tax 


Two-part tax that only applies in New York 
City on commerical properties valued at over 
$500,000. Includes a tax on property transfers 
and a tax on mortgage recordings. 

Rate: 1% property transfer tax; 

0.625% mortgage recording tax 


Mortgage Recording Tax 


Tax on mortgages recorded in the 12-county 
MTA region. 

MRT 1 Rate-Tax Paid on all mortgages by 
borrower: 0.3% 

MRT 2 Rate-Tax paid on mortgages for 
residential properties with six or fewer units: 
0.25% paid by the mortage lender 

Rate: 0.55% 


New York City Transportation Assistance Fund 


Beginning January 1, 2019, a surcharge of 
$2.75 per ride for all for-hire vehicles within or 
traversing the congestion zone, $2.50 per ride 
for yellow cabs within the congestion zone 

and $0.75 per ride on for-hire pool vehicles 
within the congestion zone will be added. The 
congestion zone is defined as the area south of 
96th Street in Manhattan. 


MTA Aid 

Includes fees on auto rentals, vehicle 
registrations, driver’s licenses, and taxicab 
rides. 


Payroll Mobility Tax Replacement Funds 


Funding from state to replace revenue lost from 
2011 cut to Payroll Mobility Tax. 


Metropolitan Transportation Sustainability Advisory Workgroup Report 37 


Appendix 2, Project Alternatives 


2B, MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


New York State Vehicle and Traffic Law as amended, Title 8, Respective Powers of 
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State and Local Authorities 
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General, 


le 38, Regulation of Traffic by Public Authorities and Commissions, 
on 1630(4) 


le 44-c, Central Business District Tolling Program (Sections 1701 — 1706) 
State Public Authorities Law as amended, Article 3, Bridge and Tunnel 

es, Title 3, Triborough Bridge Authority 

on 553(9-s and 12-a) — Powers of the authority 


on 553-j — Additional powers and provisions in relation to central business 


on 553-k — Traffic mobility review board 


on 566-a — Tax contract by the state 


State Public Officers Law, Article 6, Freedom of Information Law, Section 


State Tax Law as amended, Article 22, Personal Income Tax, Part 1, 
Section 606 — Credits Against Tax 


Appendix 2B, Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


New York State Vehicle and Traffic Law, as amended, 
Title 8, Respective Powers of State and Local Authorities 


- Article 38, Regulation of Traffic by Public Authorities and Commissions, Section 
1630(4) 


- Article 44-c, Central Business District Tolling Program (Sections 1701 — 1706) 
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Appendix 2B, Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 
New York State Vehicle and Traffic Law, as amended, 
Title 8, Respective Powers of State and Local Authorities 


Article 38, Regulation of Traffic by Public Authorities and Commissions 
Section 1630(4) 


§ 1630. Regulation of traffic on highways under the jurisdiction of certain public authorities and 
commissions. 


The New York state thruway authority, a county park commission, the Niagara Falls bridge commission, a 
parkway authority, a bridge authority, including the Buffalo and Fort Erie public bridge authority, the 
metropolitan transportation authority, the Long Island Rail Road, the Metro-North Commuter Railroad, 
the office of parks, recreation and historic preservation, the department of environmental conservation, 
the department of agriculture and markets, the industrial exhibit authority or a bridge and tunnel authority 
may by ordinance, order, rule or regulation prohibit, restrict or regulate traffic on or pedestrian use of any 
highway, property or facility under its jurisdiction. The provisions of section sixteen hundred of this title 
shall be applicable to such ordinances, orders, rules and regulations, provided, however, that such 
ordinances, orders, rules and regulations shall supersede the provisions of this chapter where inconsistent 
or in conflict with respect to the following enumerated subjects: 


4. Charging of tolls, taxes, fees, licenses or permits for the use of the highway or any of its parts or entry 
into or remaining within the central business district established by article forty-four-C of this chapter, 
where the imposition thereof is authorized by law. 
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Appendix 2B, Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


New York State Vehicle and Traffic Law, as amended, 
Title 8, Respective Powers of State and Local Authorities 
Article 44-c, Central Business District Tolling Program (§§ 1701 — 1706) 


§ 1701. Legislative findings and declaration. 


The ongoing failures of the tracks, signals, switches, electrical power, and other transportation 
infrastructure throughout the subway system in the city of New York continue to have a significant 
deleterious impact on the health, safety, and livelihood of commuters, tourists, resident New Yorkers, as 
well as business and commerce in the metropolitan commuter transportation district, which is the 
recognized economic engine of the state of New York, and thereby have adversely affected the economy 
of the state of New York. Temporary actions have been taken to address the safety of subway, bus and 
commuter rail riders in the short term including an emergency declaration and increased capital funding 
for the subways in the most recently adopted state budget. The legislature, however, determines that a 
long-term and sustainable solution is necessary in order to ensure stable and reliable funding to repair and 
revitalize this significantly important mass transit asset. 


The legislature further finds and declares that traffic congestion in the city of New York ranks second worst 
among cities in the United States and third worst among cities in the world, and results in significant cost 
to the New York metropolitan area economy and in turn the state's economy at estimates exceeding one 
hundred billion dollars over the next five years. Travel speeds in the city of New York's central business 
district have dropped more than seventeen percent in two thousand sixteen to an average of 6.8 miles per 
hour and in Midtown Manhattan, the most congested area of the city-the area from fifty-ninth street to 
thirty-fifth street and from ninth avenue to the east river-the average vehicular speed is 4.7 miles per hour. 
Congestion in these areas is crippling and impacts the everyday lives of residents, commuters, taxi and for- 
hire vehicle traffic, bus transit and emergency services, and is a significant contributor to decreased air 
quality. 


These issues have been recognized by both the Fix NYC Advisory Panel and the Metropolitan Transportation 
Sustainability Advisory Workgroup as significant impediments to everyday New Yorkers. 


In order to ensure a safe and efficient mass transit system within the city of New York and to protect the 
public health and safety of New York's residents, a program to establish tolls for vehicles entering or 
remaining in the most congested area of the state is found to be necessary and to be a matter of substantial 
state concern. 


§ 1702. Short title. 


This act shall be known as and may be cited as "the traffic mobility act". 


§ 1703. Definitions. 


For the purposes of this article, unless the context otherwise requires: 
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Appendix 2B, Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


1. "City" means the city of New York. 


2. "Central business district toll" means a toll charged for entry into or remaining in the central business 


district as described in section seventeen hundred four of this article. 


3. "Central business district tolling program" means the program for charging tolls for vehicles that enter 
or remain in the central business district and includes the central business district tolling infrastructure, the 
central business district tolling collection system and the central business district tolling customer service 


center. 


4. "Central business district" means the area described in section seventeen hundred four of this article for 
which tolls shall be charged for a vehicle's entry into or remaining in such district. 


5. "Central business district tolling infrastructure" means the devices and structures including but not 
limited to gantries, clear signage delineating entry into the central business district and toll amounts, and 
power and communication lines that the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority will plan, design, 
construct, and use as part of the central business district tolling program. Such infrastructure shall be 
planned, designed, installed and constructed pursuant to the memorandum of understanding executed 
pursuant to subdivision two-a of section seventeen hundred four of this article. 


6. "Central business district tolling collection system" means the electronic system of collecting tolls or 
other charges using electronic data and/or images that the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority will 
plan, design, install and construct pursuant to the memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to 
subdivision two-a of section seventeen hundred four of this article, and that such authority shall operate 


as part of the central business district tolling program. 


7. "Central business district tolling customer service center" means the customer contact and back-office 
system and operation services for the collection of central business district tolls and enforcement of central 
business district toll violations that the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority will plan, design, implement 
and operate as part of the central business district tolling program. 


8. "Operation date" means the date determined by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority, which shall 
not be earlier than December thirty-first, two thousand twenty, for the beginning of the operation and 
enforcement of the central business district tolling program. The operation and enforcement date shall 
commence only after an initial program testing period of thirty days where no collection of any tolls, fees, 
or other charges shall be authorized. As of the commencement date of operation and enforcement, there 
shall be a period of sixty days where only the established tolls may be collected without the collection of 
other fees or charges or fines. 


9. "Triborough bridge and tunnel authority" means the corporation organized pursuant to section five 
hundred fifty-two of the public authorities law as consolidated pursuant to section five hundred fifty-two- 
a of the public authorities law or any successor corporation or corporation into which it may be 


consolidated. 
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§ 1704. Establishment of central business district tolling program. 


1. The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall establish the central business district tolling program. 


2. The central business district tolling program will operate in the central business district. The central 
business district shall include the geographic area in the borough of Manhattan south of and inclusive of 
sixtieth street to the extent practicable but shall not include the FDR Drive, and New York state route 9A 
otherwise known as the "West Side highway" including the Battery Park underpass and any surface roadway 
portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West St. The boundaries of the central business district 
shall not be modified, expanded, or reduced and shall incorporate the outer bounds of the aforementioned 
district to the extent practicable. 


2-a. The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall enter into a memorandum of understanding with the 
city department of transportation for purposes of coordinating the planning, design, installation, 
construction and maintenance of the central business district tolling infrastructure including required 
signage. The Memorandum shall address the use of existing systems, devices and other facilities owned 
and operated by the city for the purposes of a central business district tolling program, as well as 
reimbursable costs associated with the planning, design, installation, construction and maintenance of such 
program. Such memorandum of understanding shall be entered into no later than sixty days from the 
effective date of this article. 


3. (a) Notwithstanding any law to the contrary, the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority, pursuant to the 
memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section with the city 
department of transportation shall plan, design, install, construct, and maintain the central business district 
tolling infrastructure. The city of New York shall cooperate and consult with the Triborough bridge and 
tunnel authority to facilitate the planning, design, construction, timely implementation, and maintenance 
of the central business district tolling infrastructure and shall not unduly hinder or delay the planning, 
designing, installation, operation, construction, timely implementation, or maintenance of the same. 
Notwithstanding any provision of law to the contrary, the city of New York shall, pursuant to the 
memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section with the Triborough 
bridge and tunnel authority, be authorized to provide for the use of existing systems, devices and other 
facilities owned and operated by the city, including, but not limited to systems and devices installed 
pursuant to sections one thousand one hundred eleven-a, one thousand one hundred eleven-c, and one 
thousand one hundred eighty-b of this chapter to facilitate the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority's 
central business district tolling program and shall work with the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority to 
facilitate the same. 


(b) The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall, pursuant to the memorandum of understanding 
executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section with the city department of transportation, plan, 
design, install, construct, and maintain a central business district toll collection system and implement and 
operate the same to collect the central business district toll. 
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(c) The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall plan, design, implement and operate a central business 
district toll customer service center. 


(d) The central business district tolling program shall be planned, designed, implemented and operated to 
facilitate payment of central business district tolls by credit or debit card, check or automated clearing 
house payment, by telephone or over the internet or any other method of payment that the Triborough 
bridge and tunnel authority may implement. 


(e) All procurements of goods, services or construction of any kind by the Triborough bridge and tunnel 
authority for the central business district tolling program shall be deemed to be subject only to the same 
requirements that otherwise apply to procurements by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority. 


(f) Signage shall be clearly delineated to provide notice at a reasonable distance prior to, and upon entry 
into, the central business district and upon exit from the central business district. Signage prior to entry 
must include the toll rates to be charged. Additionally, signage shall be provided, where practicable, to 
provide drivers adequate notice to avoid entry into the central business district. Design, placement and 
installation of signage by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall be performed pursuant to the 
memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section with the city 
department of transportation. 


4. The central business district tolling infrastructure, the central business district toll collection system and 
the central business district tolling customer service center shall be completed by the operation date. 


5. Responsibility for maintenance of the central business district tolling infrastructure after the operation 
date shall be performed by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority pursuant to the memorandum of 
understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section with the city department of 
transportation. 


6. The planning, designing, constructing, installing or maintaining of the central business district tolling 
program and the planning, designing, installing, constructing, operating or maintaining of the central 
business district toll collection system by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority including the 
establishment by such authority of central business district tolls, and any other fees or rentals for the use 
of its projects and any changes thereafter shall not be subject to the provisions of article eight of the 
environmental conservation law, the provisions of chapter six of article forty-three or chapter five of title 
sixty-two of the rules of the city of New York, or the provisions of section one hundred ninety-seven-c of 
the New York city charter, relating to a uniform land use review procedure, nor the provisions of any other 
local law of the city of New York of like or similar effect including approvals or charges associated with the 
use of property owned and maintained by the city of New York necessary for the installation of central 
business district tolling infrastructure nor shall the determination of the central business district toll 
amounts by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority board be subject to any such provisions of law. The 
planning, designing, installing, constructing or maintaining of the central business district tolling program 
by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall be performed pursuant to the memorandum of 
understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of this section. 
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§ 1704-a. Central business district toll. 


1. Consistent with the goals of reducing traffic congestion within the central business district and funding 
capital projects the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall have the power, subject to agreements 
with its bondholders, and applicable federal law to establish and charge variable tolls and fees for vehicles 
entering or remaining in the central business district at any time and shall have the power, subject to 
agreements with bondholders, and applicable federal law to make rules and regulations for the 
establishment and collection of central business district tolls, fees, and other charges. For purposes of 
establishing a central business district toll or tolls the board shall, at minimum, ensure annual revenues and 
fees collected under such program, less costs of operation of the same, provide for sufficient revenues into 
the central business district tolling capital lockbox fund, established pursuant to section five hundred fifty- 
three-j of the public authorities law necessary to fund fifteen billion dollars for capital projects for the 2020 
to 2024 MTA capital program, and any additional revenues above that amount to be available for any 
successor programs. Additionally, no toll may be established and charged on passenger vehicles registered 
pursuant to subdivision six of section four hundred one of this chapter more than once per day for purposes 
of entering the central business district. 


2. No qualifying authorized emergency vehicle as defined pursuant to section one hundred one of this 
chapter or a qualifying vehicle transporting a person with disabilities shall be charged a central business 
district toll if it enters or remains in the central business district. Application for such toll exemption shall 
be made in such manner as prescribed by the Triborough bridge and tunnel authority and shall contain 
such information as the authority may reasonably require. 


3. (a) The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall implement a plan for credits, discounts and/or 
exemptions for tolls paid on bridges and crossings informed by the recommendations of the traffic mobility 


review board. 


(b) The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall be authorized to provide additional credits, discounts 
and exemptions informed by the recommendations of the traffic mobility review board and a traffic study 
that considers impact. 


4. The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall implement a plan to address credits, discounts, and/or 
exemptions for for-hire vehicles as defined by, and subject to a surcharge imposed by, article twenty-nine- 
C of the tax law for a for-hire transportation trip, informed by the recommendation of the traffic mobility 
review board. 


§ 1705. Disposition of revenue and penalties. 


The Triborough bridge and tunnel authority shall establish and collect central business district tolls, fees 
and other charges as provided in subdivision twelve-a of section five hundred fifty-three of the public 
authorities law. 
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§ 1706. Reporting. 


Beginning one year after the operation date and every two years thereafter, the Triborough bridge and 
tunnel authority, in consultation with the city department of transportation shall report on the effect of 
the central business district tolling program on traffic congestion in and around the central business district 
and on mass transit use and taxi and for-hire vehicle use including the vehicle-miles traveled for each trip 
within the central business district for taxis and for-hire vehicles; the current and historic volume and type 
of vehicles including, but not limited to, commercial trucks, transportation network companies, taxis, 
private cars, and tour buses, entering the central business district; environmental improvements, including 
but not limited to, air quality, and emissions trends in and around the central business district; congestion 
reduction measures; and transit ridership and average bus speeds within the central business district, and 
on all receipts and expenditures relating to the central business district tolling program. The department 
of transportation of the city of New York shall be required to assist in gathering and providing to the 
Triborough bridge and tunnel authority traffic impact data and other related data as directed by the 
Triborough bridge and tunnel authority for purposes of compiling such report. The report shall be readily 
available to the public, and shall be posted on the authority's website and be submitted to the governor, 
the director of the budget, the temporary president of the senate, the speaker of the assembly, the mayor 
and council speaker of the city of New York, the metropolitan transportation authority board and the 
metropolitan transportation authority capital program review board. 
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New York State Public Authorities Law, as amended, 
Article 3, Bridge and Tunnel Authorities, 
Title 3, Triborough Bridge Authority 


- Section 553(9-s and 12-a) — Powers of the authority 


- Section 553-j — Additional powers and provisions in relation to central 
business district tolling program 


- Section 553-k — Traffic mobility review board 


- Section 566-a — Tax contract by the state 
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New York State Public Authorities Law, as amended 
Article 3: Bridge and Tunnel Authorities 
Title 3: Triborough Bridge Authority 


§ 553. Powers of the authority. 


The authority shall have the power 


9-s. To acquire, design, construct, maintain, operate, improve and reconstruct, so long as its corporate 
existence shall continue, the following projects, 


(s) The central business district tolling program to the extent specified in article forty-four-C of the vehicle 
and traffic law and in this title. 


12-a. To establish and charge variable tolls, fees and other charges for vehicles entering or remaining within 
the central business district and to make rules and regulations for the collection of such tolls, fees and other 
charges, subject to and in accordance with such agreement with bondholders and applicable federal law 
as may be made as hereinafter provided. Subject to agreements with bondholders and applicable federal 
law, all tolls, fees and other revenues derived from the central business district tolling program shall be 
applied to the payment of operating, administration, and other necessary expenses of the authority 
properly allocable to such program, including the capital costs of such program, and to the payment of 
interest or principal of bonds, notes or other obligations of the authority or the metropolitan transportation 
authority issued for transit and commuter projects as provided in section five hundred fifty-three-j of this 
title, and shall not be subject to distribution under section five hundred sixty-nine-c of this title or section 
twelve hundred nineteen-a of this chapter. The provisions of section twenty-eight hundred four of this 
chapter shall not be applicable to the tolls and fees established by the authority pursuant to this subdivision. 
Any such fares, tolls, and other charges shall be established and changed only if approved by resolution of 
the authority adopted by not less than a majority vote of the whole number of members of the authority 
then in office, with the chairman having one additional vote in the event of a tie vote, and only after a 
public hearing. 
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New York State Public Authorities Law, as amended 
Article 3: Bridge and Tunnel Authorities 
Title 3: Triborough Bridge Authority 


§ 553-j. Additional powers and provisions in relation to central business district tolling program 


1. The authority shall establish a fund to be known as the central business district tolling capital lockbox 
fund which shall be kept separate from and shall not be commingled with any other monies of the authority. 
The fund shall consist of all monies received by the authority pursuant to article forty-four-C of the vehicle 
and traffic law, subdivision twelve-a of section five hundred fifty-three of this title, and revenues of the real 
estate transfer tax deposited pursuant to subdivision (b) of section fourteen hundred twenty-one of the 
tax law, and sales tax pursuant to subdivision (c) of section eleven hundred forty-eight of the tax law, 
subparagraph (B) of paragraph five of subdivision (c) of section twelve hundred sixty-one of the tax law, 
and funds appropriated from the central business district trust fund established pursuant to section ninety- 
nine-ff of the state finance law. 


* 2. Monies in the fund shall be applied, subject to agreements with bondholders and applicable federal 
law, to the payment of operating, administration, and other necessary expenses of the authority, or to the 
city of New York subject to the memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of 
section seventeen hundred four of the vehicle and traffic law properly allocable to such program, including 
the planning, designing, constructing, installing or maintaining of the central business district tolling 
program, including, without limitation, the central business district tolling infrastructure, the central 
business district tolling collection system and the central business district tolling customer service center, 
and the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 
2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs. Monies in the fund may be: (a) pledged by the 
authority to secure and be applied to the payment of the bonds, notes or other obligations of the authority 
to finance the costs of the central business district tolling program, including, without limitation, the central 
business district tolling infrastructure, the central business district tolling collection system and the central 
business district tolling customer service center, and the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority 
capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs, 
including debt service, reserve requirements, if any, the payment of amounts required under bond and 
note facilities or agreements related thereto, the payment of federal government loans, security or credit 
arrangements or other agreements related thereto; or (b) used by the authority for the payment of such 
capital costs of the central business district tolling program and the costs of any metropolitan 
transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any 
successor programs; or (c) transferred to the metropolitan transportation authority and (1) pledged by the 
metropolitan transportation authority to secure and be applied to the payment of the bonds, notes or other 
obligations of the metropolitan transportation authority to finance the costs of any metropolitan 
transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any 
successor programs, including debt service, reserve requirements, if any, the payment of amounts required 
under bond and note facilities or agreements related thereto, the payment of federal government loans, 
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security or credit arrangements or other agreements related thereto, or (2) used by the metropolitan 
transportation authority for the payment of the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority capital 
projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs, or (3) subject 
to approval by the board of the metropolitan transportation authority and the director of the budget, used 
by the metropolitan transportation authority in all or any of the fiscal years of the authority beginning in 
2020 through 2021 to offset decreases in revenue, including but not limited to, lost taxes, fees, charges, 
fares and tolls, due in whole or in part, or increases in operating costs due in whole to the state disaster 
emergency caused by the novel coronavirus, COVID-19. Such revenues shall only supplement and shall not 
supplant any federal, state, or local funds expended by the authority or the metropolitan transportation 
authority, or such authority's or metropolitan transportation authority's affiliates or subsidiaries for such 
respective purposes. Central business district toll revenues may be used as required to obtain, utilize, or 
maintain federal authorization to collect tolls on federal aid highways. Provided further that, in the event 
the authority or metropolitan transportation authority receives funds or reimbursements, including 
without limitation from the federal government or insurance maintained by the authority or metropolitan 
transportation authority, due in whole or in part to the novel coronavirus, COVID-19, any monies from the 
fund used to offset decreases in revenue or increases in operating costs due in whole or in part to the state 
disaster emergency caused by the novel coronavirus, COVID-19, shall be repaid after the authority or the 
metropolitan transportation authority fully repays any public or private borrowings, draws on any lines of 
credit, issuances of revenue anticipation notes, any internal loans, and use of corpus of OPEB Trust to pay 
current retiree healthcare cost necessitated by COVID-19 revenue shortfall. Such obligation to repay shall 
be limited to the availability of any excess monies, and any such funds or reimbursements in excess of the 
amounts needed to fully repay such amounts shall be transferred to the fund and used for the purposes 
originally intended for such fund. 


* NB Effective until April 3, 2022 


* 2. Monies in the fund shall be applied, subject to agreements with bondholders and applicable federal 
law, to the payment of operating, administration, and other necessary expenses of the authority, or to the 
city of New York subject to the memorandum of understanding executed pursuant to subdivision two-a of 
section seventeen hundred four of the vehicle and traffic law properly allocable to such program, including 
the planning, designing, constructing, installing or maintaining of the central business district tolling 
program, including, without limitation, the central business district tolling infrastructure, the central 
business district tolling collection system and the central business district tolling customer service center, 
and the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 
2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs. Monies in the fund may be: (a) pledged by the 
authority to secure and be applied to the payment of the bonds, notes or other obligations of the authority 
to finance the costs of the central business district tolling program, including, without limitation, the central 
business district tolling infrastructure, the central business district tolling collection system and the central 
business district tolling customer service center, and the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority 
capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs, 
including debt service, reserve requirements, if any, the payment of amounts required under bond and 
note facilities or agreements related thereto, the payment of federal government loans, security or credit 
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arrangements or other agreements related thereto; or (b) used by the authority for the payment of such 
capital costs of the central business district tolling program and the costs of any metropolitan 
transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any 
successor programs; or (c) transferred to the metropolitan transportation authority and (1) pledged by the 
metropolitan transportation authority to secure and be applied to the payment of the bonds, notes or other 


L 


obligations of the metropolitan transportation authority to finance the costs of any metropolitan 
transportation authority capital projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any 
successor programs, including debt service, reserve requirements, if any, the payment of amounts required 
under bond and note facilities or agreements related thereto, the payment of federal government loans, 


security or credit arrangements or other agreements related thereto, or (2) used by the metropolitan 


transportation authority for the payment of the costs of any metropolitan transportation authority capital 
projects included within the 2020 to 2024 MTA capital program or any successor programs. Such revenues 
shall only supplement and shall not supplant any federal, state, or local funds expended by the authority or 
the metropolitan transportation authority, or such authority's or metropolitan transportation authority's 
affiliates or subsidiaries for such respective purposes. Central business district toll revenues may be used 
as required to obtain, utilize, or maintain federal authorization to collect tolls on federal aid highways. 


* NB Effective April 3, 2022 


3. Any monies deposited in the fund shall be held in the fund free and clear of any claim by any person 
arising out of or in connection with article forty-four-C of the vehicle and traffic law and subdivision twelve- 
a of section five hundred fifty-three of this title. Without limiting the generality of the foregoing, no person 
paying any amount that is deposited into the fund shall have any right or claim against the authority or the 
metropolitan transportation authority, any of their bondholders, any of the authority's or the metropolitan 
transportation authority's subsidiaries or affiliates to any monies in or distributed from the fund or in 
respect of a refund, rebate, credit or reimbursement of monies arising out of or in connection with article 
forty-four-C of the vehicle and traffic law and subdivision twelve-a of section five hundred fifty-three of this 
title. 


3-a. Of the capital project costs paid by this fund: eighty percent shall be capital project costs of the New 
York city transit authority and its subsidiary, Staten Island Rapid Transit Operating Authority, and MTA Bus 
with priority given to the subway system, new signaling, new subway cars, track and car repair, accessibility, 
buses and bus system improvements and further investments in expanding transit availability to areas in 
the outer boroughs that have limited mass transit options; ten percent shall be capital project costs of the 
Long Island Rail Road, including but not limited to, parking facilities, rolling stock, capacity enhancements, 
accessibility, and expanding transit availability to areas in the Metropolitan Commuter Transportation 
District that have limited mass transit options; and ten percent shall be capital project costs of the Metro- 
North Commuter Railroad Company, including but not limited to, parking facilities, rolling stock, capacity 
enhancements, accessibility, and expanding transit availability to areas in the Metropolitan Commuter 
Transportation District that have limited mass transit options. 
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* 4. The authority shall report annually on all receipts and expenditures of the fund. The report shall detail 
operating expenses of the central business district tolling program and all fund expenditures including 
capital projects. If, during the period of the report, any monies in the fund were used by the authority or 
the metropolitan transportation authority to offset decreases in revenue lost in whole or in part due to the 
state disaster emergency caused by novel coronavirus, COVID-19, or increases in operating costs in whole 
due to the novel coronavirus, COVID-19, the report shall also provide: (a) details of such decreases in 
revenue in whole, (b) details of such decreases in revenue in part, (c) details of such increases in costs, (d) 
the methodology used by the authority or metropolitan transportation authority to calculate such changes, 
and (e) explanation for attributing a particular increase in cost or a particular decrease in revenue, to the 
state disaster emergency caused by coronavirus, COVID-19. The report shall be readily available to the 
public, and shall be posted on the authority's website and be submitted to the governor, the temporary 
president of the senate, the speaker of the assembly, the comptroller, the director of the budget, the mayor 
and council of the city of New York, the metropolitan transportation authority board, and the metropolitan 
transportation authority capital program review board. 


* NB Effective until April 3, 2022 


* 4. The authority shall report annually on all receipts and expenditures of the fund. The report shall detail 
operating expenses of the central business district tolling program and all fund expenditures including 
capital projects. The report shall be readily available to the public, and shall be posted on the authority's 
website and be submitted to the governor, the temporary president of the senate, the speaker of the 
assembly, the mayor and council of the city of New York, the metropolitan transportation authority board, 
and the metropolitan transportation authority capital program review board. 


* NB Effective April 3, 2022 


5. Any operating funding used for the purposes of a central business district tolling program from this fund 
shall be approved, annually, in a plan of expenditures, by the director of the budget. 
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New York State Public Authorities Law, as amended 
Article 3: Bridge and Tunnel Authorities 
Title 3: Triborough Bridge Authority 


§ 553-k. Traffic mobility review board 


1. The authority's board shall establish the "traffic mobility review" board (board), which shall consist of a 
chair and five members, that shall be made up of regional representation, one of whom shall be 
recommended by the mayor of the city of New York, one of whom shall reside in the Metro North Region, 
and one of whom shall reside in the Long Island Rail Road Region. Members of the board must have 
experience in at least one of the following areas: public finance; transportation; mass transit; or 
management. The chair and the members of the board shall be appointed by the authority. 


2. The board shall make a recommendation regarding the central business district toll amounts to be 
established pursuant to article forty-four-C of the vehicle and traffic law, which shall include a variable- 
pricing structure, no sooner than November fifteenth, two thousand twenty and no later than December 
thirty-first, two thousand twenty, or no later than thirty days before a central business district tolling 
program is initiated, whichever is later. Such recommendation shall be submitted to the board of the 
Triborough bridge and tunnel authority for consideration before the Triborough bridge and tunnel 
authority board may approve central business district toll amounts that may be established and adopted. 


3. For purposes of recommending a central business district toll or tolls in addition to the goal of reducing 
traffic within the central business district, the board shall, at minimum, ensure that annual revenues and 
fees collected under such program, less costs of such program, provide for revenues into the central 
business district tolling capital lockbox fund, established pursuant to section five hundred fifty-three-j of 
this chapter, necessary to fund fifteen billion dollars for capital projects for the 2020 to 2024 capital 
program, and any additional revenues above that amount to be available for any successor program. The 
board shall consider for purposes of its recommendations, factors including but not limited to, traffic 
patterns, traffic mitigation measures, operating costs, public impact, public safety, hardships, vehicle type, 
discounts for motorcycles, peak and off-peak rates and environmental impacts, including but not limited to 
air quality and emissions trends. The board shall recommend a plan for credits, discounts, and/or 
exemptions for tolls paid on bridges and crossings which shall be informed by a traffic study associated with 
the impact of any such credits, discounts and/or exemptions on the recommended toll. The board shall 
recommend a plan for credits, discounts, and/or exemptions for for-hire vehicles defined, and subject to a 
surcharge imposed by, article twenty-nine-C of the tax law for a for-hire transportation trip based on factors 
including, but not limited to, initial market entry costs associated with licensing and regulation, comparative 
contribution to congestion in the central business district, and general industry impact. The board shall 
produce a detailed report that provides information regarding the board's review and analysis for purposes 
of establishing its recommendations, including but not limited to, all of the considerations referred to in 
this subdivision. The board shall not recommend a toll that provides for charging passenger vehicles 
registered pursuant to subdivision six of section four hundred one of the vehicle and traffic law more than 
once per day. 
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4. The authority, its subsidiaries, affiliates, and subsidiaries of affiliates, the city of New York, and any state 
agency or authority shall provide any assistance necessary to assist in the completion of the board's work 


and promptly respond to any requests for information or consultation consistent with the purposes of this 
section. 


5. The Metropolitan Transportation Authority capital plan shall be reviewed by the traffic mobility review 
board. 


6. Members of the board shall serve without compensation. 
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New York State Public Authorities Law, as amended 
Article 3: Bridge and Tunnel Authorities 
Title 3: Triborough Bridge Authority 


§ 566-a. Tax contract by the state 


1. It is hereby found, determined and declared that the authority and the carrying out of its corporate 
purposes is in all respects for the benefit of the people of the state of New York, for the improvement of 
their health, welfare and prosperity, and, in the case of some of the said purposes, for the promotion of 
their traffic, and that said purposes are public purposes and, in the case of those purposes which consist of 
vehicular bridges, vehicular tunnels and approaches thereto and the central business district tolling 
program, the project is an essential part of the public highway system and the authority will be performing 
an essential governmental function in the exercise of the powers conferred by this title, and the state of 
New York covenants with the purchasers and with all subsequent holders and transferees of bonds issued 
after January first, nineteen hundred thirty-nine by the authority pursuant to this title, in consideration of 
the acceptance of any payment for the bonds that the bonds of the authority issued after January first, 
nineteen hundred thirty-nine pursuant to this title and the income therefrom, and all moneys, funds, tolls 
and other revenues pledged to pay or secure the payment of such bonds, shall at all times be free from 
taxation except for estate taxes and taxes on transfers by or in contemplation of death. 


2. Nothing herein shall be construed to repeal or supersede any tax exemptions heretofore or hereafter 
granted by general or other laws. 
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New York State Public Officers Law, as amended 
Article 6, Freedom of Information Law 


- Section 87(2)(p) — Access to agency records 
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New York State Public Officers Law, as amended 


Article 6, Freedom of Information Law 
Section 87(2)(p) 


§ 87. Access to agency records. 


2. Each agency shall, in accordance with its published rules, make available for public inspection and copying 
all records, except those records or portions thereof that may be withheld pursuant to the exceptions of 
rights of access appearing in this subdivision. A denial of access shall not be based solely on the category 
or type of such record and shall be valid only when there is a particularized and specific justification for 
such denial. Each agency shall, in accordance with its published rules, make available for public inspection 
and copying all records, except that such agency may deny access to records or portions thereof that: 


* (p) are data or images produced by an electronic toll collection system under authority of article forty- 
four-C of the vehicle and traffic law and in title three of article three of the public authorities law. 


* NB There are 2 par (p)'s 
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New York State Tax Law, as amended 
Article 2, Personal Income Tax 


Part 1, General 
- Section 606 -Credits Against Tax 


Appendix 2B-20 August 2022 


Appendix 2B, Project Alternatives: MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


New York State Tax Law, as amended 
Article 22, Personal Income Tax 
Part 1, General 


§ 606. Credits Against Tax. 


* (jjj) Central business district toll credit. 


(1) For taxable years beginning on or after January first, two thousand twenty-one, a resident individual 
whose primary residence is located in the central business district established pursuant to article forty- 
four-C of the vehicle and traffic law and whose New York adjusted gross income for the taxable year is less 
than sixty thousand dollars shall be entitled to a credit as calculated pursuant to paragraph two of this 
subsection. 


(2) The credit shall be equal to the aggregate amount of central business district tolls paid by the taxpayer 
during the taxable year pursuant to the central business district tolling program authorized by article forty- 
four-C of the vehicle and traffic law. Provided, however, that any toll that would constitute a trade or 
business expense under section 162 of the internal revenue code shall be excluded. 


(3) Ifthe amount of the credit allowed under this subsection for any taxable year shall exceed the taxpayer's 
tax for such year, the excess shall be treated as an overpayment of tax to be credited or refunded in 
accordance with the provisions of section six hundred eighty-six of this article, provided, however, that no 
interest shall be paid thereon. 


* NB There are 3 subsection (jjj)'s 
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TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE AND TUNNEL AUTHORITY 
. 2 Broadway 
New York, NY 10004 


-and- 


THE CITY OF NEW YORK 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
55 Water Street 
New York, NY 10041 


Memorandum of Understanding (“Agreement”) 


This Agreement, made and effective on the 11th day of June 2019 (the “Effective Date”), 
is entered into between the City of New York (the “City”), a municipal corporation acting on 
behalf of its Department of Transportation with offices at 55 Water Street, New York, NY 10041! 
(‘NYCDOT”), and the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority, a public benefit corporation of 
the State of New York with offices at 2 Broadway, New York, NY 10004 (““TBTA”). 


WHEREAS, pursuant to the MTA reform and traffic mobility act (the “Act”) TBTA is 
establishing a “central business district tolling program” (the “Program”), as defined in Article 44- 
C of the New York State Vehicle and Traffic Law (“VTL”) 


WHEREAS, TBTA will operate the Program in the “central business district” (the “CBD”), 
as defined in VTL §1703(4), commencing on the “operation date” (“Operation Date’), as defined 
in'VTL § 1703(8). 


WHEREAS, pursuant to VTL §1704(2-a), TBTA and NYCDOT enter into this Agreement 
for purposes of coordinating and facilitating the planning, design, installation, construction, and 
maintenance of the central business district tolling infrastructure as defined by VTL §1703, 
including required signage (“infrastructure”). 


WHEREAS, pursuant to VTL §1704(3), TBTA and NYCDOT enter into this Agreement 
for purposes of coordinating and facilitating the planning, design, installation, construction, and 
maintenance of the equipment and devices which are located in the Impacted Public Right of Way 
(as defined herein) to collect electronic data and/or images as part of the central business district 
toll collection system as defined by VTL §1703 (‘toll collection system equipment”). 


WHEREAS, TBTA, in consultation. with NYCDOT, shall plan, design, implement, and 
maintain the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment in such a way as to protect public 
safety. 


WHEREAS, this Agreement also addresses TBTA’s right to use existing systems, devices 
and other facilities owned and operated by NYCDOT for the purposes of the Program, as well as 
actual reimbursable costs to the City of New York, including NYCDOT and other agencies, 
associated with the planning, design, installation, construction, operation and maintenance of the 
Program, in accordance with VTL §1704(2-a), properly allocable to the Program; 
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WHEREAS, TBTA requires access to a portion of the street and sidewalk, as well as any 
other poles, lines or appurtenances (the “Impacted Public Right of Way”) in order to install, 
maintain, and repair the infrastructure; and 


WHEREAS, TBTA requires access to the Impacted Public Right of Way in order to install, 
maintain, and repair the toll collection system equipment; and 


WHEREAS, by this Agreement, NYCDOT has agreed to allow TBTA to use the Impacted 
Public Right of Way, subject to the following terms and conditions. 


IT IS HEREBY AGREED: 


I. Access Granted. (a) NYCDOT hereby grants to TBTA and its designees (e.g. contractors, 
subcontractors and suppliers) a license to use and maintain the Impacted Public Right of 
Way and within the same to install, inspect, maintain, repair or remove the infrastructure 
in strict accordance with Exhibit A attached hereto and Section 6, Permitting, herein. (b) 
NYCDOT hereby grants to TBTA and its designees (e.g. contractors, subcontractors and 
suppliers) a license to use and maintain the Impacted Public Right of Way and within the 
same to install, inspect, maintain, repair or remove the toll collection system equipment in 
strict accordance with Section 6, Permitting, herein, 


TBTA’s Right To Operate the Infrastructure and Toll Collection System Equipment. 


NYCDOT agrees that TBTA has the right to operate the infrastructure and toll collection 
system equipment in the Impacted Public Right of Way. 


Term. This Agreement is for a ten (10) year term, commencing on the Effective Date, and 
it will automatically renew for successive ten (10) year terms, unless terminated earlier in 
accordance with this Agreement, provided however that it shall not be terminated in whole 
or in part in any way that would prevent TBTA’s collection of Program tolls so long as 
there are any outstanding bonds, notes or other obligations that have been secured by funds 
in the Central Business District Tolling Capital Lockbox Fund established pursuant to 
Public Authorities Law §553-}. 


Reimbursement to NYCDOT and other City Agencies. TBTA shall reimburse NYCDOT 
and other City entities (“City Agencies”) for actual costs of work performed and services 
provided by. NYCDOT and other City Agencies, their consultants and contractors: (i) 
associated with the planning, design, installation, construction and maintenance of the 
infrastructure, including signage, and the toll collection system equipment that is subject 
to this Agreement, in accordance with VTL §1704(2-a); (ii) associated with the Traffic 
Study (described in Section 9, Traffic Study, herein), Evaluation Report (described in 
Section 10, Evaluation Report, herein) and Parking Study (described in §9 of the Act); and 
(iii) otherwise requested by TBTA and agreed to by NYCDOT, properly allocable to the 
Program as determined by TBTA. 


NYCDOT shall keep and cause their consultants and contractors to keep, for a minimum 
of six (6) years, all appropriate cost records and accounts relating to the NYCDOT’s 
reimbursable costs under this Agreement. NYCDOT will notify and request that other City 
Agencies require the same of their consultants and contractors. 
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NYCDOT shall submit quarterly reimbursement requests and projected costs for the next 
quarter to TBTA for costs pertaining to the Program. Upon approval of each reimbursement 
request pursuant to New York State Public Authorities Law § 553-j(2), TBTA shall make 
such payment to NYCDOT within three (3) months of receipt of each quarterly 
reimbursement request. NYCDOT shall submit such reimbursement requests within six 
(6) months of the cost being incurred. 


TBTA Special Obligation. 


a. TBTA is authorized to undertake this Program by virtue of the provisions 
of Article 44-C of the VTL, Central Business District Tolling Program. 


. For reimbursable costs payable to NYCDOT before the Program has begun 
collecting tolls, this Agreement constitutes a special obligation of TBTA, 
payable solely from the $100 million appropriated by the Legislature as an 
advance to the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“MTA”) for the 
capital project costs of the planning, design, acquisition and construction, 
required or expected to be required to implement the Program or from other 
financing mechanisms to be determined which will also be fully reimbursed 
from net revenues generated from the Program. TBTA represents that these 
monies will be adequate to fund the NYCDOT reimbursable costs under the 
Agreement. NYCDOT reimbursable costs under this Agreement are not 
payable from any other monies of TBTA, including, without limitation, 
monies received by TBTA from the operation of the other projects and 
facilities set forth in subdivision 9 of Section 553 of the New York State 
Public Authorities Law, other than the Central Business District Tolling 
Program, except as otherwise provided above. 


. For reimbursable costs payable to NYCDOT after the Program has begun 
collecting tolls, the Agreement constitutes a special obligation of TBTA, 
payable solely from monies deposited into the central business district 
tolling capital lockbox fund and available for use by TBTA thereunder 
(“Central Business District Tolling Program Receipts”), which fund has 
been established in accordance with Section 553-j of the New York State 
Public Authorities Law (the “CBD Lockbox Fund”), subject to agreements 
with bondholders secured by the Central Business District Tolling Program 
Receipts. NYCDOT reimbursable costs under this Agreement are not 
payable from any other monies of TBTA, including, without limitation, 
monies received by TBTA from the operation of the other projects and 
facilities set forth in subdivision 9 of Section 553 of the New York State 
Public Authorities Law, other than the Central Business District Tolling 
Program. TBTA represents that the estimated Central Business District 
Tolling Program Receipts to be deposited in the CBD Lockbox Fund will 
be adequate to fund the NYCDOT reimbursable costs under this 
Agreement. 


Permitting. 


a. TBTA voluntarily agrees to direct its contractors to obtain permits to 
occupy, open or close City roadways and sidewalks from the NYCDOT 
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Office of Construction Mitigation and Coordination (“OCMC”) for the 
installation, maintenance, repair or removal of the infrastructure and toll 
collection system equipment (“Contractor OCMC Permits”). 


. In accordance with NYCDOT’s obligation to not unduly hinder or delay 
the planning, designing, installation, operation, construction, timely 
implementation, or maintenance of the infrastructure, NYCDOT agrees 
that OCMC shall implement an expedited process for the issuance of 
Contractor OCMC Permits. OCMC shall dedicate the necessary staff to 
process Contractor OCMC Permits in an expedited and prioritized manner 
and shall issue Contractor OCMC Permits within two (2) business days of 
application from TBTA contractors, except for an event deemed to be a 
force majeure. NYCDOT will also provide a process for TBTA’s 
contractor to receive an immediate Contractor OCMC Permit for required 
work in the event of an emergency that imperils life, health, safety or 
operation of the infrastructure or toll collection system equipment. 


Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein, TBTA expressly reserves 
its right to assert in the Dispute Resolution process herein that it is not 
legally obligated to obtain Contractor OCMC Permits and pending a final 
determination rendered as a result of the Dispute Resolution process, to 
immediately direct its contractor to stop obtaining Contractor OCMC 
Permits for the installation, maintenance, repair or removal of the 
infrastructure or toll collection system equipment. 


d. All disputes regarding Contractor OCMC Permits shall be resolved solely 
in accordance with Section 24, Dispute Resolution, in lieu of any OCMC 
appeals process. 


NYCDOT Responsibilities and TBTA Responsibilities. In support of the Program, 
NYCDOT shall cooperate and consult with TBTA to facilitate the planning, design, 


construction, timely implementation, and maintenance of the infrastructure and toll 
collection system equipment, and shall not unduly hinder or delay the planning, designing, 
installation, operation, construction, timely implementation, or maintenance of the same. 
NYCDOT shall provide assistance for the planning, design, construction, timely 
implementation, and maintenance of the infrastructure and toll collection system 
equipment including, but not limited to the following: 


a. NYCDOT shall provide to TBTA detailed information on all NYCDOT 
planned projects that may impact the collection of Program tolls including 
but not limited to street improvement projects, capital street reconstruction 
projects, and capital bridge maintenance and repair projects in the vicinity 
of the 60" Street cordon, on FDR Drive south of 61° Street, on Route 9A 
south of 61 Street, on the Battery Park Underpass, and on the four East 
River Bridges or connecting ramps. NYCDOT will seek to schedule and 
implement such projects so as to minimize interference with the Program. 


. NYCDOT shall facilitate TBTA engagement with other City Agencies, 
including but not limited to the New York City Department of Parks and 
Recreation, the New York City Department of Design and Construction, the 
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New York City Department of Environmental Protection, the New York 
City Police Department, and the New York City Fire Department regarding 
the Program. This engagement shall include the identification and 
coordination of other City Agency construction and maintenance projects 
in the vicinity of the 60" Street cordon, the FDR Drive south of 61 St Street, 
on Route 9A south of 61 Street, the Battery Park Underpass and on the 
four East River Bridges or connecting ramps. 


. NYCDOT shall review in a timely manner all TBTA requests for street 
design changes in support of the Program, including but not limited to 
changes in street direction, street geometry, curb regulations, or turn 
restrictions. If NYCDOT finds such changes feasible, NYCDOT will 
implement such changes or allow the TBTA or its contractor to implement 
such changes. 


. NYCDOT shall provide to TBTA traffic impact data and other related data, 
as requested by TBTA, for the Evaluation Report and other uses relevant to 
the Program. 


. NYCDOT shall promptly furnish TBTA any necessary available records, 
engineering reports, inspection reports and other technical information that 
may be required for the planning, design, installation, construction and 
maintenance of the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment. 


Upon request by TBTA for specific locations, NYCDOT will provide to 


TBTA existing engineering drawings for bridges, streets, and other 
NYCDOT structures, as well as other street furniture drawings that 
NYCDOT may have. The drawings may be subject to non-disclosure 
conditions as determined by NYCDOT. 


. NYCDOT will provide to TBTA the locations of existing NYCDOT 
cameras, E-ZPass readers, and fiber optic communication network. The 
disclosure of the locations may be subject to non-disclosure conditions as 
determined by NYCDOT. 


. NYCDOT will provide the maintenance, repair and regular replacement of 
signage required for the Program within the City of New York in strict 
accordance with Exhibit C attached hereto. 


NYCDOT shall provide Contractor OCMC Permits for access required by 
TBTA’s designers and contractors for the purpose of planning, evaluating, 
surveying, designing, construction, maintaining and operating the 
infrastructure and the toll collection system equipment. Such Contractor 
OCMC Permits shall include lane closures, street closures, bridge closures, 
street opening, sidewalk closures and sidewalk opening, as set forth in 
Section 6, Permitting, herein. 


NYCDOT shall facilitate TBTA’s engagement with other City Agencies for 
the use of existing systems, devices and other facilities owned and operated 
by other City Agencies for the purposes of the Program. 
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Unless expressly set forth in this Agreement as a NYCDOT responsibility, TBTA will be 
responsible for installing, inspecting, maintaining and repairing or replacing the 
infrastructure. TBTA’s responsibilities shall also include providing utility support to the 
infrastructure, including electricity, and any and all changes in sewers or other subsurface 
structures necessitated by the construction or removal of the infrastructure, including the 
laying or relaying of pipes, conduits, sewers or other structures. TBTA shall protect all 
property, which may in any way be disturbed by the construction of the infrastructure or 
toll collection system equipment, and it shall replace or restore the Impacted Public Right 
of Way and any other affected property, which is disturbed during the construction of the 
infrastructure or toll collection system equipment, consistent with Section 19, Removal or 
Deactivation of the Infrastructure, herein. 


TBTA will be responsible for installing, inspecting, maintaining and repairing or replacing 
the toll collection system equipment. TBTA’s responsibilities shall also include providing 
utility support to the toll collection system equipment, including electricity, and any and 
all changes in sewers or other subsurface structures necessitated by the construction or 
removal of the toll collection system equipment, including the laying or relaying of pipes, 
conduits, sewers or other structures. TBTA shall protect all property, which may in any 
way be disturbed by the construction of the infrastructure or toll collection system 
equipment, and it shall replace or restore the Impacted Public Right of Way and any other 
affected property, which is disturbed during the construction of the infrastructure or toll 
collection system equipment, consistent with Section 19, Removal or Deactivation of the 
Infrastructure, herein. 


NYCDOT's review and consultation on any elements of the infrastructure or other 
components of the Program, or its failure to exercise its right to consult or seek changes in 
any elements of the infrastructure or other components of the Program, shall not relieve 
TBTA of its obligation to install, operate, inspect, maintain, repair or remove the 
infrastructure and to install, operate, inspect, maintain, repair or remove the toll collection 
system equipment as provided in this Agreement. 


Engagement with Federal Agencies. It is possible that approval from the United States 
Department of Transportation (“USDOT”), acting through the Federal Highway 
Administration (“FHWA”), will be required to implement the Program. If the USDOT 
determines that the Program requires federal approval: 


a. TBTA, NYCDOT and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(“NYSDOT”) shall jointly submit an application for such approval. 


. TBTA, NYCDOT and NYSDOT shall jointly negotiate any required 
agreement with USDOT for approval of the Program. 


. TBTA, NYCDOT and NYSDOT shall not execute any agreement for the 
Program with USDOT that bars or limits access to or the use of federal 
funding by the City, NYSDOT or the MTA. 


. TBTA and MTA have hired a consultant to prepare federally-compliant 
environmental documents for the Program, pursuant to the National 
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Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”), Section 4(f) of the Department of 
Transportation Act, Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, 
and any other relevant laws. TBTA, MTA and NYCDOT shall establish an 
environmental review working group that will collaboratively develop the 
environmental documentation, with NYSDOT. TBTA shall provide 
NYCDOT with the opportunity to review and comment on draft 
environmental documents prior to submission to USDOT. 


Traffic Study. Pursuant to §10 of the Act, TBTA and NYCDOT shall jointly undertake a 
Traffic Study (the “Traffic Study”) that includes the CBD and surrounding areas that shall 
be provided to the Traffic Mobility Review Board (as defined in Public Authorities Law 
§553-k) for purposes of allowing such Board to make recommendations consistent with 
Public Authorities Law §553-k. The Traffic Study will include an evaluation of the impact 
of various variable pricing structures and the impacts of any credits, discounts and/or 
exemptions on traffic and thus on the recommended toll as well as of traffic patterns and 
environmental impacts including but not limited to air quality and emission trends. 


Evaluation Report. TBTA may jointly with NYCDOT or individually prepare an 
Evaluation Report (the “Evaluation Report”) beginning one year after the Operation Date 
and every two years thereafter. Each Evaluation Report will include but not be limited to 
an evaluation of the effect of the Program after the Operation Date on traffic congestion in 
and around the CBD, travel patterns, mass transit usage, environmental improvements and 
receipts and expenditures relating to the Program. NYCDOT shall assist in gathering and 
providing TBTA with traffic impact and other related data. 


Public Outreach. NYCDOT and TBTA agree that the success of the Program depends on 
public acceptance and understanding and to that end, the parties agree to cooperate and 
collaborate on a public outreach campaign for the Program. 


a. TBTA or MTA will provide the draft Public Outreach Plan (POP) to 
NYCDOT for the purpose of review and consultation. 


. To the extent feasible, TBTA or MTA will provide five (5) days advance 
notice to NYCDOT of all public meetings relating to the infrastructure. 


. To the extent feasible, TBTA or MTA will provide outreach materials 
related to the infrastructure to NYCDOT for review and comment five (5) 
days prior to public release. 


. TBTA or MTA will notify NYCDOT of all meetings with stakeholders 
related to the installation and operation of the infrastructure. 


. NYCDOT will provide staff support to all public outreach meetings related 
to the infrastructure to the extent practicable and provided NYCDOT 
received advance notice as detailed above. 


Design Requirements. TBTA will site and design the infrastructure in accordance with the 
Design Requirements outlined in Exhibit A hereto, so far as practicable. TBTA will site 
and design the toll collection system equipment in accordance with applicable Design 
Requirements outlined in Exhibit A hereto, so far as practicable. 
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a. TBTA will provide proposed sites, designs, and engineering drawings to 
NYCDOT for review and consultation, in accordance with Exhibit A herein. 


. NYCDOT and TBTA will designate at least one technical subject matter 
expert to serve ona Technical Expert Panel and be available for consultation 
by the TBTA selection committee for the contractor that will design, build, 
and maintain the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment. The 
NYCDOT technical subject matter expert will attend all oral presentations 
by proposers and TBTA will provide to the NYCDOT technical subject 
matter expert portions of all proposals pertaining to the infrastructure. Each 
subject matter expert shall execute a Conflict of Interest/Non-disclosure 
Form. 


Construction Requirements. TBTA will perform all work in strict accordance with the 
Release for Construction Design Drawings (as defined in Exhibit A) for the infrastructure, 
in consultation with NYCDOT. 


TBTA will take all reasonable efforts to minimize disruption to activities on, and to prevent 
damage to, any personal property and structures of the NYCDOT and others located at, on 
or near the Impacted Public Right of Way. 


TBTA shall furnish, within ninety (90) days of receipt, to the NYCDOT as-built record 
documents, showing accurately and distinctly the location, size and type of such 
construction, and complete dimensions of the infrastructure and toll collection system 
equipment, as well as the location and dimensions of all substructures encountered during 
the progress of the work. 


Coordination with Full and Partial Road Closures. NYCDOT streets and bridges are 
regularly closed to traffic for maintenance, repair, capital reconstruction, special events 
(such as parades and street fairs), emergency response, and security purposes (such as 
during presidential visits and United Nations General Assembly). NYCDOT shall provide 
advance notice to TBTA of planned closures of any streets that could have an impact on 
the Program including but not limited to streets in the immediate vicinity of the 60th Street 
cordon, the FDR Drive, Route 9A, West Street, the Battery Park Underpass, and the Ed 
Koch Queensboro, Williamsburg, Manhattan, and Brooklyn Bridges. NYCDOT will close 
streets and bridges at its sole discretion, and it will not be liable for any damages or loss of 
revenue in connection with the Program resulting from such closures. NYCDOT will make 
reasonable efforts to mitigate the impact on the program due to such closures, and may 
facilitate engagement between TBTA and other City Agencies to do the same. NYCDOT, 
in coordination with NYPD, will develop a process to provide the TBTA Operations 
Command Center with notifications of unplanned closures as soon as NYCDOT becomes 
aware of such closures. 


Maintenance and Repair of Infrastructure and Impacted Public Right of Way. TBTA shall 


be responsible for the maintenance and repair of the infrastructure and toll collection 
system. 

a. The TBTA shall submit a maintenance and repair plan to NYCDOT five (5) 

to seven (7) days prior to the Operation Date for NYCDOT review and 

consultation. The plan shall detail TBTA’s standard procedures for routine 
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and emergency maintenance and repair of the infrastructure and the toll 
collection system equipment, including locations, equipment or vehicles to 
be used, typical maintenance and protection of traffic plans, time of day 
restrictions, and typical work duration. 


. TBTA shall address safety critical repairs, including a fallen or listing 
infrastructure or any other condition that poses an immediate threat to public 
safety, as soon as practicable upon notification. 


. TBTA shall keep the infrastructure, toll collection system equipment and 
the Impacted Public Right of Way in good, clean, graffiti-free, and safe 
condition at all times. 


. TBTA shall give written notice to the NYCDOT at least forty-eight (48) 
hours before it performs any work to replace any major structural 
component of the infrastructure, except that no such notice shall be required 
with respect to any routine maintenance of, or repairs made to, the 
infrastructure, however, TBTA and its contractors will obtain Contractor 
OCMC Permits associated with such work as described in Section 6, 
Permitting. 


NYCDOT’s Rights to Access Impacted Public Right of Way. TBTA shall allow NYCDOT 
a right of way under, through and above any and all parts of the infrastructure and any 
portions of the Impacted Public Right of Way subject to the terms below. 


NYCDOT will give written notice to TBTA if the infrastructure and toll collection system 
equipment may be disturbed by work, including but not limited to capital street 
reconstruction, water main and sewer maintenance, repair, or replacement, or sidewalk 
reconstruction. At the beginning of each fiscal year, NYCDOT shall provide TBTA with a 
list of anticipated capital street reconstruction, water main and sewer maintenance, repair 
or replacement or sidewalk reconstruction projects for the year. NYCDOT shall seek to 
stage its work in a manner so as to minimize any impact on the infrastructure and toll 
collection system equipment and shall assist the TBTA in coordination with other City 
Agencies regarding their work. TBTA or its contractor shall accommodate the work of 
NYCDOT and other City Agencies by protecting the infrastructure and toll collection 
system equipment or by replacing the permanently installed infrastructure with temporary 
infrastructure and toll collection system equipment, deploying mobile toll collection 
equipment, temporarily relocating the toll collection equipment, or by employing another 
strategy. The cost of all such replacement, protection, temporary relocation, or use of 
mobile toll collection equipment shall be at the sole cost and expense of TBTA. The 
NYCDOT will endeavor to provide thirty (30) day notice of such condition, but it reserves 
the right to require action sooner in cases of emergency. 


Preventing NYCDOT Interference with the Infrastructure, Toll Collection System 
Equipment and/or the Collection of Program Tolls. NYCDOT and its contractors shall not 
install any street light poles, traffic signal poles, gantries or other street furniture in 
locations that would interfere with, impair or impede in any way the infrastructure, toll 
collection system equipment and/or TBTA’s collection of Program tolls. 
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Appendix 2C-10 


Use_of NYCDOT Existing Systems. Devices _and_other Facilities. NYCDOT shall, 


consistent with this Agreement, grant TBTA permission to mount toll collection system 
equipment on existing NYCDOT infrastructure, including bridge structures and existing 
gantry structures. 


a. No toll collection system equipment will be placed on existing streetlight or 
signal poles if the poles cannot withstand the additional load or if the 
mounting of such equipment is technically infeasible. NYCDOT may grant 
TBTA permission to site infrastructure at the location of existing streetlight 
poles which cannot be used because they cannot withstand the additional 
load. 


. At locations where TBTA places infrastructure at the site of an existing 
NYCDOT streetlight pole, the infrastructure will include a streetlight 
luminaire to provide illumination of the vehicle detection area. TBTA shall 
maintain the luminaire as necessary at its sole cost. 


Removal or Deactivation of the Infrastructure. If TBTA ceases to use the infrastructure 
and toll collection system equipment for the Program or after the expiration or termination 
of this Agreement, within a reasonable period of time, TBTA shall remove the 
infrastructure and toll collection system equipment, and restore the Impacted Public Right 
of Way, as well as any other affected City property, to its condition immediately prior to 
the installation of the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment or to a condition 
otherwise agreed upon by NYCDOT and TBTA. The removal and restoration shall be at 
the sole cost and expense of TBTA. 


Notwithstanding the foregoing, TBTA shall be bound by all the terms and conditions of 
this Agreement, until the infrastructure is removed and the Impacted Public Right of Way 
and any such other affected City property is restored. 


Data Sharing. TBTA shall work to share data with NYCDOT. TBTA will provide 
NYCDOT with a real time data feed, as it becomes available, of vehicles entering the CBD 
at all entry points to the CBD. At NYCDOT’s sole cost (to be deducted by TBTA from an 
reimbursable costs due to NYCDOT under Section 4, Reimbursement to NYCDOT and 
Other City Agencies), TBTA shall anonymize the real time data to exclude any personally 
identifiable information, including license plate numbers or E-ZPass account numbers but 
the data will include vehicle classifications. On or before the Effective Date, TBTA shall 
provide NYCDOT with historical data from 2015 to the present of vehicle volumes and 
classifications on all TBTA crossings. 


Safety. TBTA shall cause its contractors and consultants to perform work to the 
infrastructure and toll collection system equipment in the Impacted Public Right of Way 
with regard to the safety of life and property. 


Labor. NYCDOT and TBTA agree that nothing in the Agreement or the Program shall be 
construed to impede, infringe or diminish the rights and benefits that accrue to employees 
and employers through collective bargaining agreements. 
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Notices. The parties agree that the following persons shall serve as designated persons for 

the giving or receipt of notices under this Agreement and all notices shall be provided by 
email and, unless receipt of the e-mail is acknowledged by the recipient by e-mail, by 
regular mail, as follows: 


If to NYCDOT: 


Senior Director for Special Projects 

New York City Department of Transportation 
55 Water Street, 9" floor 

New York, NY 10041 

Currently: wearry@dot.nyc.gov 


With copy to: 

Deputy General Counsel 

New York City Department of Transportation 
55 Water Street, 9" floor 

New York, NY 10041 

Currently: spondish@dot.nyc.gov 


If to TBTA: 


Senior Vice President, Business Operations & Transformation Officer 
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority 
2 Broadway, 23" Floor 


New York, NY 10004 
Currently: acdecerreno@mtabt.org 


With copy to: 

Senior Vice President and General Counsel 
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority 

2 Broadway, 24th Floor 

New York, NY 10004 

Currently: mterry@mtabt.org 


Dispute Resolution. 


a. Ifa dispute arises in connection with this Agreement, NYCDOT and TBTA 
will first attempt to resolve the dispute at the staff level. If the dispute 
cannot be resolved at the staff level, the parties will elevate the dispute to 
the NYCDOT Commissioner (or her/his designee) and the MTA Chairman 
(or her/his designee) (collectively “Parties’ Executives”). The Parties’ 
Executives will review the dispute with their respective staffs and 
participate in a meeting in an attempt to resolve the dispute. If the dispute 
cannot be resolved at the meeting between the Parties’ Executives, then 
either party may institute a legal action to resolve the dispute. 


. Choice of law. This Agreement shall be governed by and construed in 
accordance with the laws of the State of New York. 


11 


August 2022 Appendix 2C-11 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 2C, Project Alternatives: Memorandum of Understanding between TBTA and NYCDOT 


c.: Venue. Any action under this Agreement shall be brought in a Court of 
competent jurisdiction in the State of New York, County of New York. 


Agreement Subject to Existing Rights. This Agreement is subject to whatever right, title 
or interests the owners of abutting property or others may have and TBTA acquires no 
right, title or interest in the property occupied by the infrastructure and toll system 
equipment. 


Restrictions Against Transfer of Use of Agreement. This Agreement shall not, either in 
whole or in part, be sold, assigned, leased or sublet in any manner, without the express 


written consent of the NYCDOT, which may be granted in its sole, reasonable discretion. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, TBTA may freely transfer or sublicense its license to use, 
maintain and operate the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment to any 
subsidiary or affiliate agency of TBTA or any successor corporation or corporation into 
which it may be consolidated or the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (“MTA”) 
without the express written consent of NYCDOT. 


Laws. Rules and Regulations. TBTA shall strictly conform to all laws, rules and 
regulations in connection with the Program consistent with Article 44-C of the Vehicle and 
Traffic Law and it will require that its contractors and consultants obtain Contractor OCMC 
Permits, in accordance with the requirements of Section 6, Permitting, for all activities 
including site assessment, construction staging, construction activities, maintenance and 
repair work requiring TBTA’s contractor to occupy, open or close City roadways and 


sidewalks in connection with the infrastructure and toll collection system equipment in the 
Impacted Public Right of Way, subject to TBTA’s rights pursuant Section 6, Permitting, 
above. 


Indemnification and Insurance — TBTA. 


To the extent permitted by law, TBTA agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless the 
City, including its officials and employees, against claims for damages by reason of bodily 
injury or death or damage arising out of work performed by TBTA or its employees, agents, 
servants, contractors and subcontractors in connection with the infrastructure and/or toll 
collection system equipment of the Program in the Impacted Public Right of Way and 
Program signage, as defined in Exhibit C, installed by TBTA or its employees, agents, 
servants, contractors or subcontractors to the extent that claims for such damages are not 
covered and paid by insurers or paid by the third parties. However, this indemnification 
shall not include any damages that result from the acts, omissions or negligence of the City, 
its agents, employees or representatives. 


a. TBTA shall be solely responsible for the safety and protection of its 
employees, agents, servants, contractors and subcontractors, and for the 
safety and protection of the employees, agents, or servants, of its contractors 
and subcontractors for work performed by TBTA or its employees, agents, 
servants, contractors and subcontractors on the infrastructure and/or toll 
collection system equipment in the Impacted Public Right of Way and 
Program signage. 
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b. TBTA shall be solely responsible for taking all reasonable precautions to 
protect the persons and property of the City or others from damage, loss or 
injury resulting from any and all work performed by TBTA or its 
employees, agents, servants, contractors and subcontractors on the 
infrastructure and/or toll collection system equipment in the Impacted 
Public Right of Way and Program signage under this Agreement. 


. TBTA shall conduct operations in connection with work performed by 
TBTA or its agents and assigns on the infrastructure and/or toll collection 
system equipment in the Impacted Public Right of Way and Program 
signage in compliance with, and shall not cause or permit violation of any 
and all applicable federal, or state environmental, health and/or safety- 
related laws, regulations, standards, decisions of the courts consistent with 
Article 44-C of the Vehicle and Traffic Law, Contractor OCMC Permits or 
Contractor OCMC Permit conditions consistent with this Agreement, 
currently existing or as amended or adapted in the future which are or 
become applicable to operations under this Agreement (collectively 
“Environmental Laws”). Except as may be agreed by the NYCDOT as part 
of this Agreement, TBTA shall not cause or permit, or allow any of TBTA’s 
personnel to cause or permit any Hazardous Materials to be brought upon, 
stored, used, generated, treated or disposed of on any property in connection 
with operations under this Agreement. Existing Hazardous Materials which 
may be disturbed by the work shall be abated and disposed of in accordance 
with TBTA Standard Specifications. As used herein, “Hazardous 
Materials” means any chemical, substance or material which is now or 
becomes in the future listed, defined or regulated in any manner by any 
Environmental Law based upon, directly or indirectly, its properties or 
effects. 


. During the entire term of this Agreement, TBTA shall require that any of 
its contractors performing work in connection with the infrastructure and/or 
toll collection system equipment in the Impacted Public Right of Way and 
Program signage add the City, including its officials and employees, as 
additional insureds to any insurance policy required by NYCDOT pursuant 
to Exhibit B attached hereto. 


Indemnification and Insurance ~- NYCDOT. 


NYCDOT agrees to defend, indemnify and hold harmless TBTA, including its officials 
and employees, against claims for damages by reason of bodily injury or death or damage 
arising out of work performed by NYCDOT or its employees, agents, servants, contractors 
and subcontractors in or around the Impacted Public Right of Way that impacts the 
infrastructure or toll collection system equipment and in connection with Program signage, 
as defined in Exhibit C, to the extent that claims for such damages are not covered and paid 
by insurers or paid by the third parties, excluding, however, this indemnification shall not 
include any damages that result from the acts, omissions or negligence of TBTA, its 
employees, agents, servants, contractors and subcontractors. 


a. NYCDOT shall be solely responsible for the safety and protection of its 
employees, agents, servants, contractors and subcontractors, and for the 
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safety and protection of the employees, agents, or servants of its contractors 
and subcontractors for work performed in or around the Impacted Public 
Right of Way that impacts the infrastructure or toll collection system 
equipment and in connection with Program signage. 


. NYCDOT shall be solely responsible for taking all reasonable precautions 
to protect the persons and property of TBTA or others from damage, loss or 
injury resulting from any and all work by NYCDOT. 


. NYCDOT shall conduct operations in connection with the work performed 
in and around the Impacted Public Right of Way that impacts the 
infrastructure or toll collection system equipment and in connection with 
Program signage in compliance with, and shall not cause or permit violation 
of any and all applicable federal, state or local environmental, health and/or 
safety-related laws, regulations, standards, decisions of the courts, 
authorizations, currently existing or as amended or adapted in the future 
which are or become applicable to operations under this Agreement 
(collectively “Environmental Laws”). Except as may be agreed by TBTA 
as part of this Agreement, NYCDOT shall not cause or permit, or allow any 
of NYCDOT’s personnel to cause or permit any Hazardous Materials to be 
brought upon, stored, used, generated, treated or disposed of on any 
property in connection with operations under this Agreement. As used 
herein, “Hazardous Materials” means any chemical, substance or material 
which is now or becomes in the future listed, defined or regulated in any 
manner by any Environmental Law based upon, directly or indirectly, its 
properties or effects. 


. During the entire term of this Agreement, NYCDOT shall require that any 
of its contractors performing work in connection with Program signage to 
add TBTA, the Metropolitan Transportation Authority, including its 
subsidiaries and affiliates and their officials and employees, as additional 
insureds to any insurance policy required by TBTA. 


Notice of Claims. The parties will (i) notify each other promptly of any personal injury or 
property damage occurring to or claimed by any occupant, individual or entity on or 
relating to the Impacted Public Right of Way in connection with the Program of which it 
has knowledge; (ii) forward to each other copies of any summons, subpoena, or other like 
legal document received relating to the Impacted Public Right of Way and Program 
signage, as defined in Exhibit C, in connection with the Program; and (iii) notify each other 
promptly of any subpoena, demand for documents under the Freedom of Information Law 
(“FOIL”) or other like legal document received relating to Program documents that 
NYCDOT has obtained from TBTA, on the one hand, and that TBTA has obtained from 
NYCDOT, on the other. 


All Legal Provisions Deemed Included. Each and every provision required by law 
applicable to this Agreement is hereby deemed to be a part of this Agreement, whether 


actually inserted or not. 
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Severability/Unlawful Provisions Deemed Stricken. If this Agreement contains any 


unlawful provision not an essential part of the Agreement, the unlawful provision shall be 
deemed of no effect and shall, upon notice by either party, be deemed stricken from the 
Agreement without affecting the binding force of the remainder. 


Advertising. No advertisement or other materials unrelated to the operation of the Program 
shall be placed on, affixed to, programed from, or in any way displayed on the Impacted 
Public Right of Way by TBTA or its contractor unless expressly authorized in writing by 
the NYCDOT. 


Modification or Amendment. This Agreement may not be modified or amended except by 
written agreement executed by the parties hereto. 


No Third Party Beneficiaries. Nothing in this Agreement, express or implied is intended to 
confer on any person or entity, other than TBTA, MTA, the City and NYCDOT, any rights 
or remedies under or by reason of this Agreement. 


Counterparts. This Agreement may be executed in one or more counterparts which, when 
taken together, shall constitute one and the same. 


NYCDOT Signage. Notwithstanding any other provisions of this agreement, NYCDOT 
may place regulatory street signage on infrastructure in locations that do not obstruct the 
operation of the Program with prior written permission from TBTA. Upon request from 
TBTA, NYCDOT will remove any such signage from the infrastructure. 
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In Witness Whereof, the parties hereto have caused this Agreement to be executed. 


Accepted and agreed to: 
NYCDOT: 


The City of New York idge and Tunnel Authority 


By: 
(Signature) 
‘ eect 
TATR lak J. Fox lE- 
rint Name of Signatory) (Print Name of Signatory) 


CHAIR + CEO 


(Title) ry 12019 
(Date) 


ate: Oa 20 /4 
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Exhibit A: Design Requirements 


The design of the infrastructure shall adhere to the following principles and guidelines, so far as 
practicable: 


Design and Siting Principles: 
1. The infrastructure will be sited and designed so as to protect the safety of all road users, 


including pedestrians, cyclists, and motorists. 

2. The infrastructure will be sited and designed so as to not further impede pedestrian and 
cyclist circulation, the path of travel for persons with disabilities, bus boarding at bus 
stops, curb access for pick-ups and drop-offs, and access for emergency vehicles. 

. At surface street locations where sidewalk space is constrained and/or there are very high 
pedestrian volumes, TBTA will consider expanding the sidewalk to accommodate the 
infrastructure. 

. Infrastructure should be designed to have as minimal a visual profile where feasible as 
determined by TBTA. 

. At surface street locations, the infrastructure will have the same or similar appearance to 
the extent feasible as determined by TBTA as adjacent NYCDOT standard signal and 
streetlight poles or as NYCDOT’s family of street furniture. 

. At surface street locations within landmark districts, the infrastructure will have the same 
or similar appearance as the decorative light and signal poles or other street furniture used 
in that district to the extent feasible as determined by TBTA. 

7. Infrastructure on NYCDOT structures, including ramps and bridges, shall be designed so 
as to minimize any structural impacts on the underlying structures. 


Siting Guidelines: 
8. At surface street locations, new poles will be placed at the location of existing streetlight 


poles where feasible as determined by TBTA. The streetlight will be replaced with a new 
structure, which shall include a streetlight luminaire to provide illumination of the vehicle 
detection area. TBTA shall maintain the structure and the vehicle detection area 
luminaire. 

. At surface street locations, infrastructure will be placed in accordance with NYCDOT’s 
required clearances for street furniture, to the greatest extent possible. 

. At surface street locations, infrastructure will be placed so as not to block sightlines for 
traffic control signs and signals. 

. At surface street locations, supporting cabinets will be placed on poles, underground, or 
in adjacent buildings to the extent feasible as determined by TBTA. In areas with 
constrained pedestrian circulation, pole-mounted equipment should be placed above the 
pedestrian plane to the extent feasible as determined by TBTA. 

. Infrastructure will not be placed directly at intersections; TBTA will use mid-block 
locations to avoid conflicts with pedestrians, ADA requirements, and street user sightlines 
to the extent feasible as determined by TBTA. 

. Infrastructure will not be placed immediately in front of historic landmarks to the extent 
feasible as determined by TBTA. 

. Infrastructure will be placed so as to not block significant view corridors of historic 
landmarks, scenic landmarks, or open spaces, to the extent feasible as determined by 
TBTA. 

. TBTA will place infrastructure on the ramps of roadways with access and exit ramps and 
avoid placing structures in the immediate vicinity of where bridge ramps meet the surface 
street grid to the extent feasible as determined by TBTA. 
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16. On bridges, TBTA will consider maintenance access when siting cabinets and other 
supporting equipment so as not to necessitate lane closures for maintenance and repair. 


Design and Engineering Standards 


Notwithstanding anything to the contrary herein or in the requirements set forth below, in 
accordance with Vehicle & Traffic Law §1704(6), TBTA and its contractors shall not be subject 
to the provisions of article eight of the environmental conservation law, the provisions of chapter 
six of article forty-three or chapter five of title sixty-two of the rules of the City of New York, or 
the provisions of section one hundred ninety-seven-c of the New York City Charter, relating to a 
uniform land use review procedure, nor the provisions of any other local law of the City of New 
York of like or similar effect including approvals or charges associated with the use of property 
owned and maintained by the City of New York necessary for the installation of the infrastructure. 


The guidance documents below are generally listed in the order of precedence; however, in the 
event of a conflict among them, TBTA will consult with NYCDOT to resolve or reconcile the 
conflict. 


Only references to Materials, Products, Standards and Construction in the following documents 
apply. References to sections including but not limited to measurement, prices, items, pay units, 
payments, guarantees, lists of spare parts, delivery do not apply. 


General 
1, NYCDOT Specifications, including: 
o NYCDOT Standard Highway Specifications Vol. 1 and 2, specifically excluding 
Division 1 
o NYCDOT Standard Details of Construction 
o NYCDOT Specification for Traffic Signals and Intelligent Transportation Systems 
Construction and Equipment, specifically excluding Section GS.1 NYCDOT 
General Specifications 
o NYCDOT Standard Drawings for Traffic Signals 
NYCDOT Standard Typical Markings Specifications 
. FHWA Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
. AASHTO Policy on Geometric Design of Highways and Streets (Green Book) 
. NYCDOT Street Design Manual 
. Other Relevant NYCDOT Specifications 


Bridge Specific 
1. NYSDOT bridge and construction standards which can be found at the NYSDOT website: 


https://www.dot.ny.gov/publications, with TBTA Exceptions. 
2. AASHTO: LRFD Bridge Design Specifications, Manual for Bridge Evaluation, Standard 


Specifications for Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires, and Traffic Signals 


General Guidance Documents 
l. NACTO Street Design Guide 


NYCDOT Review and Consultation. 
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TBTA intends to conduct a five step process for the design of the infrastructure. At each step, 
TBTA shall provide design documents to NYCDOT upon completion of TBTA’s initial review 
of design documents from TBTA’s contractor for completeness and applicability. TBTA shall 
convene a design review meeting with NYCDOT, and document NYCDOT design comments 
and TBTA responses to those comments. NYCDOT shall designate a team of design reviewers 
empowered to make design decisions on behalf of the agency. NYCDOT’s design reviews shall 
be limited to ensuring compliance with the Contract Documents. The NYCDOT design review 
team will be afforded the same number of days to perform their reviews as the TBTA design 
review team, 


The NYCDOT liaison team shall coordinate reviews among other City Agencies, such as but not 
limited to, the New York City Department of Design and Construction, the New York City 
Department of Environmental Protection, the New York City Department of Parks and 
Recreation, the New York City Fire Department, and the New York City Police Department, and 
provide consolidated comments to TBTA and assist in the timely resolution of such comments. 


In the event that TBTA proposes placing infrastructure or toll collection system equipment on a 
NYCDOT bridge ramp, bridge, or bridge or highway gantry, TBTA shall conduct an inspection 
and structural analysis in accordance with the design and engineering standards, provide the 
analysis, including calculations, to NYCDOT for review, and document NYCDOT comments 
and TBTA responses to those comments. In the event that TBTA proposes placing toll collection 
system equipment on existing streetlight poles or on new poles or structures, TBTA shall 
conduct a structural analysis in accordance with the design and engineering standards, provide 
the analysis to NYCDOT for review, and document NYCDOT comments and TBTA responses 
to those comments. NYCDOT shall review and provide its response for both types of structural 


analyses within five (5) calendar days. NYCDOT shall not unreasonably withhold consent for 
TBTA’s use of the existing streetlight poles, signal poles and sign gantries. 


The TBTA design process is shown below. TBTA shall direct its contractor to incorporate 
NYCDOT reviews into the Design Review Plan. Design documents for steps 2-5 shall include at 
a minimum: civil, MPT, signage, street marking, and utility plans and elevations and sections of 
the infrastructure. 


Step Description Review Period 
of the respondents to the DBOM RFP 
submission; level to be determined 

3. Detailed Design Selected TBTA contractor’s second 
submission; level to be determined 

4. Final Design 100% design 5 calendar days 


5. Release for Construction | Final review prior to construction 5 calendar days 
Desig 
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Exhibit B 


A. Insurance — TBTA’s Contractor’s Insurance 


TBTA shall cause its contractor, at its contractor’s sole cost and expense, to procure policies 
of insurance to be in force and maintained at all times during the installation and maintenance 
of the infrastructure and/or toll collection system equipment in the Impacted Public Right 
of Way and Program signage in accordance with the terms set forth below: 


Appendix 2C-20 


TBTA’s contractor shall maintain or cause to be maintained Commercial General 
Liability (CGL) insurance protecting the insureds from claims for property damage 
and/or bodily injury, including death, arising out of or in connection with this 
Agreement or the construction, existence, use or removal of the infrastructure, toll 
collection system equipment and Program signage, as defined in Exhibit C. This 
insurance shall be in the amount of at least Two Million Dollars ($2,000,000) per 
occurrence and Ten Million Dollars ($10,000,000) aggregate. Coverage shall be at 
least as broad as that provided by the most recently issued Insurance Services Office 
(“ISO”) Form CG 0001. 


The CGL insurance shall name the City of New York, together with its officials 
and employees, as an Additional Insured with coverage at least as broad as the most 
recent edition of ISO Forms CG 2026 and 2037. The City’s limits of coverage for 
the CGL insurance required shall be the greater of (i) the minimum limits set forth 
in this Agreement or (ii) the limits provided to TBTA under all primary, excess and 
umbrella policies covering operations under this Agreement. 


Prior to commencement of any work within the Impacted Public Right of Way or 
in connection with Program signage, TBTA’s contractor shall submit proof of the 
required insurance in a form acceptable to the NYCDOT prior to the beginning of 
any work within the Impacted Public Right of Way and/or in connection with 
Program signage. This shall include (i) a Certificate of Insurance certifying the 
issuance and effectiveness of such insurance with the specified minimum limits and 
the status of the City of New York as additional insured (with coverage at least as 
broad as the most recent edition of ISO Forms CG 2026 and 2037), and (ii) a duly 
executed Certification by Broker in the form required by the NYCDOT. In 
addition, prior to the expiration date of all policies, TBTA’s contractor shall submit 
proof satisfactory to the NYCDOT of either renewals of such policies or the 
issuance of new policies in compliance with the requirements herein. 
Notwithstanding the foregoing, TBTA’s contractor shall be obligated to provide the 
City with a copy of any policy of insurance required hereunder upon request. 


Acceptance by NYCDOT of a Certificate of Insurance or any other action or 
inaction by NYCDOT does not waive the obligation of TBTA’s contractor to 
ensure that insurance, fully consistent with the requirements herein, is secured and 
maintained, nor does it waive the liability of TBTA’s contractor for its failure to do 
so. 
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TBTA’s contractor may propose to satisfy its insurance obligations through a type 
of insurance other than Commercial General Liability insurance so long as such 
insurance provides materially the same level of coverage, both for TBTA and the 
City, as otherwise required herein. NYCDOT, in its sole discretion, will determine 
whether such insurance satisfies the insurance obligations of TBTA’s contractor 
hereunder. 


Where notice of loss, damage, occurrence, accident, claim or suit is required under 
a policy maintained in accordance with this Agreement, TBTA’s contractor shall 
notify in writing all insurance carriers that issued potentially responsive policies of 
any such event relating to, arising out of or in connection with this Agreement or 
the construction, existence, use or removal of the infrastructure, toll collection 
system equipment and Program signage no later than twenty (20) days after such 
event. Such notice shall expressly specify that “this notice is being given on behalf 
of the City of New York as Insured as well as the Named Insured.” Such notice 
shall also contain the following information: the number of the insurance policy, 
the name of the named insured, the date and location of the damage, occurrence, or 
accident, and the identity of the persons or things injured, damaged or lost. TBTA’s 
contractor shall simultaneously send a copy of such notice to the City of New York 
c/o Insurance Claims Specialist, Affirmative Litigation Division, New York City 
Law Department, 100 Church Street, New York, New York 10007. 


In the event TBTA’s contractor receives notice, from an insurance company or 
other person, that any insurance policy required under this Agreement shall expire 
or be cancelled or terminated (or has expired or been cancelled or terminated) for 


any reason, TBTA’s contractor shall immediately forward a copy of such notice to 
NYCDOT. Notwithstanding the foregoing, TBTA’s contractor shall ensure that 
there is no interruption in any of the insurance coverage required hereunder. 


Policies of insurance required under this Agreement shall be primary and non- 
contributing to any insurance or self-insurance maintained by the City. 


Wherever this Agreement requires that insurance coverage be “at least as broad” as 
a specified form (including all ISO forms), there is no obligation that the form itself 
be used, provided that TBTA’s contractor can demonstrate that the alternative form 
or endorsement contained in its policy provides coverage at least as broad as the 
specified form. 


The insurance coverage required herein shall not relieve TBTA of any liability 
under this Agreement, nor shall it preclude the City from exercising any rights or 
taking such other actions as are available to it under any other provisions of this 
Agreement or the law. 
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Exhibit C: Maintenance, Repair and Replacement of Program Signage 


1; 
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TBTA shall cause its contractor to fabricate and install the initial signage required for the 
Program within the City of New York (“Program signage”). 


NYCDOT shall perform maintenance, repair and regular replacement of static Program 
signage within the City of New York to the satisfaction of TBTA. NYCDOT shall 
commence such services when TBTA begins collecting tolls under the Program, or as 
directed by TBTA. 


a. If NYCDOT fails to perform such maintenance, repair and regular replacement of 
Program signage within the City of New York to the satisfaction of TBTA, TBTA 
shall have the right to terminate this portion of the Agreement with thirty (30) days’ 
notice to NYCDOT (“termination notice’). 


Upon receipt of the termination notice, NYCDOT shall stop all work in connection 
with the maintenance, repair and replacement of Program signage. NYCDOT shall 
be entitled only to those approved actual reimbursable costs incurred in connection 
with the maintenance, repair and replacement of Program signage prior to the 
receipt of the termination notice. 


If TBTA terminates this portion of the Agreement and undertakes its own signage 
maintenance, repair and replacement program, then TBTA shall install signs based 
on standards agreed upon with NYCDOT, and will conduct all work in accordance 
with Section 6, Permitting, of the Agreement. 


NYCDOT shall address safety critical repairs within three (3) days. NYCDOT shall 
respond at its earliest availability to any situation where there is an imminent threat to life 
safety. 


a. If NYCDOT fails to repair or replace such Program signage within three (3) days 
of notice or immediate repair or replacement is necessary, TBTA shall have the 
right to cause such repair or replacement to be made and will conduct all work in 
accordance with Section 6, Permitting, of the Agreement. 


TBTA shall provide notification to NYCDOT of any such work occurring within 
one business day of that work, including time, date, location, support type, and sign 


type. 


NYCDOT shall establish a process for TBTA or its contractor to submit routine 
maintenance, repair, and replacement requests to NYCDOT. 


a. NYCDOT will address TBTA maintenance, repair, or regular replacement requests 
within thirty (30) days. 


If NYCDOT fails to respond to a maintenance, repair and regular replacement 
request within thirty (30) days, TBTA shall have the right to cause such routine 
maintenance, repair or replacement and will conduct all work in accordance with 
Section 6, Permitting, of the Agreement. 
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TBTA shall provide notification to NYCDOT of any such work occurring within 
one business day of that work, including time, date, location, support type, and sign 


type. 


NYCDOT will also perform other sign replacement or modifications as requested by 
TBTA in connection with the Program, beyond regular replacement, including but not 
limited to signs reflecting toll rate changes, provided that TBTA provides at least sixty (60) 
days’ notice of any changes needed to signs. 


a. If NYCDOT fails to respond to such sign replacement or modification request 
within sixty (60) days, TBTA shall have the right to cause such a replacement or 
modification and will conduct all work in accordance with Section 6, Permitting, 
of the Agreement. 


TBTA shall provide notification to NYCDOT of any such work occurring within 
one business day of that work, including time, date, location, support type, and sign 


type. 


During the first year of performing maintenance, repair and regular replacement of the 
Program signage, NYCDOT shall notify TBTA if it identifies any pattern of flaws or 
defects in Program signage that may arise from defects in the material or workmanship of 
such signage so that TBTA has an opportunity to have such defects repaired by TBTA’s 
contractor. 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 2D, Project Alternatives: CBD Tolling Program Signage 


Figure 2D-1. Overview of Areas Containing Project Signage 
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Appendix 4A.1 Transportation: Implementation of Tolls in 
the Best Practice Model 


4A.1-1 IMPLEMENTATION OF CROSSING CREDITS 


Tolling Scenario A represents the tolling scenario under the CBD Tolling Alternative most closely defined by 
the New York State Legislature in enacting the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act. The subsequent tolling 
scenarios represent variations on Tolling Scenario A, most notably in the application of crossing credits to 
drivers crossing bridges or tunnels into Manhattan that are already tolled and varying toll rates. Chapter 2, 
“Project Alternatives,” describes these credit tolling scenarios. 


For implementation in the Best Practice Model (BPM), crossing credits relative to the amount currently 
paid on the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) and TBTA facilities were added to trips in 
the BPM that are identified as crossing a PANYNJ or TBTA facility and also entering the Manhattan CBD. 


To reflect the tolling scenarios for the CBD Tolling Alternative, the BPM required certain formulas to mimic 
crossing credits. For example, the BPM uses tolls as a general calibration value for the Hudson River and 
East River crossings, resulting in modeled toll values that vary slightly from observed values for each 
crossing. Crossing credits for the CBD Tolling Alternative needed to be consistent with the observed toll 
values, rather than the modeled toll values. 


To overcome this issue for PANYNJ and TBTA facilities within the Manhattan CBD, the crossing credits were 
applied directly to the BPM’s relevant toll links where the vehicle would enter the Manhattan CBD. For 
example, a one-way credit on the Queens-Midtown Tunnel was implemented by removing the Manhattan 
CBD toll link at the exit of the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. The Queens-Midtown Tunnel toll value was used 
as a proxy value for crediting tolls paid at the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, the PANYNJ Manhattan Hudson River 
crossings, and the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge. 


For PANYNJ and TBTA facilities in Upper Manhattan, a select link analysis was conducted to identify origins 
and destinations of trips that accessed the Manhattan CBD via the George Washington Bridge, Henry 
Hudson Bridge, or the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge. Trips identified by this select link analysis were then placed 
in unique trip tables and assigned to the network using discounted Manhattan CBD tolling rates based on 
the appropriate crossing credits for each tolling scenario. 


4A.1-2 PUBLIC TRANSIT VEHICLES 


In the BPM, all public transit vehicles (e.g., MTA New York City Transit, MTA Bus Company, and New Jersey 
Transit) and private commuter buses were considered insensitive to Manhattan CBD tolling, because such 
buses were assigned a fixed route and headway based on existing or planned service. Transit vehicles in 
the model were not allowed to deviate from those routes or headways based on tolls or congestion. 


The BPM analysis did not adjust fares for public transit. This analysis assumed that if public transit vehicles 
were to pay the Manhattan CBD toll, the additional cost would not be passed to the customer. Thus, no 
additional cost was added in the BPM to the fares for transit passengers entering the Manhattan CBD. 
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4A.1-3. DESTINATION CHOICE AND MODE CHOICE UPDATES 


Prior to the analysis in this EA, MTA and its consultants updated the destination and mode choice calibration 
in the BPM. The changes were introduced to better match 2012-2016 Census Transportation Planning 
Package (CTPP) worker travel flows from the U.S. Census Bureau and American Association of State 
Highway and Transportation Officials. The CTPP is derived from the U.S. Census Bureau’s annual American 
Community Survey, and it reveals key information about how and where people travel to work. 


The updated calibration was done by changing mode choice parameters, which indirectly change 
destination choice probabilities to better match observed data from the CTPP. The updates focused 
primarily on worker flows from Kings (Brooklyn) and Queens County into the Manhattan CBD. Table 4A.1-1 
shows the worker flows from before and after the mode and destination choice adjustments compared to 
low and high estimates from the CTPP. The calibration was completed at a county level except for New York 
County (Manhattan), which was split between the Manhattan CBD and non-Manhattan CBD portion of the 
county. The high and low estimates from the CTPP represent the estimates from the U.S. Census Bureau 
plus or minus the reported margin of error. 


Table 4A.1-1 Worker Flow Calibration to the Manhattan CBD 


TARGET 

WORKER FLOWS (Source: 2012-2016 CTPP) CALIBRATION SCENARIO 

(by Residency) | tow Tigh 07S | 201707.1 
New York City Counties 1,079,639 
Bronx 81,541 
Kings (Brooklyn) 255,552 
New York (Manhattan CBD) 230,695 
New York (Manhattan - Other) 224,101 
Queens 255,571 
Richmond (Staten Island) 32,179 
Long Island 145,995 
Nassau 96,937 
Suffolk 49,058 
New York Counties North of New York City 94,084 
Westchester 65,442 


Other New York Counties North of NYC 20,949 25,133 32,693 28,642 
Portions of Northern and Central New Jersey 148,572 162,640 199,272 214,733 


Hudson County 54,714 60,230 27,756 55,685 
Other New Jersey Counties 93,858 102,410 171,516 159,048 


Connecticut counties 24,671 28,335 21,713 45,689 
TOTAL 1,399,376 1,505,413 1,604,318 1,580,140 


Source: Best Practice Model, WSP 2021 


4A.1-4 TAXIS AND OTHER FOR-HIRE VEHICLES 


The BPM includes trips completed in taxis and for-hire vehicles (FHVs) like Uber, Lyft, and Via, in trip tables 
separate from other private autos. The BPM was updated to better reflect the most recent trends in taxi 
and FHV travel behavior in Manhattan. The BPM mode choice parameters were updated to match taxi and 
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FHV travel characteristics from the New York City Taxi and Limousine Commission (TLC) October 2017 data. 
Table 4A.1-2 includes a comparison of modeled and targeted 2017 taxi and FHV trips. Any changes in the 
calibration of taxis and FHVs largely came at the expense of reduced transit ridership. 


Table 4A.1-2. Taxi and For-Hire Vehicle Model Results Compared with Target Data 


MODEL TOTAL 

Manhatian 308,464 
Non-Manhattan 111,222 
TOTAL 419,706 


TARGETS TOTAL 
Manhattan 312,374 
Non-Manhattan 110,898 

TOTAL 423,272 


Sources: “Model” derived from Best Practice Model, WSP 2021; “Targets” derived from New York City Taxi and Limousine 
Commission October 2017 data 
Note: Rows represent origins and columns represent destinations. For example, in the lower left of the top table, 26,377 taxi 


and FHV vehicle trips are modeled from locations outside of Manhattan to locations in Manhattan. 


Unlike private autos, for the purpose of the model, each taxi or FHV entry into the Manhattan CBD would 
be assessed the Manhattan CBD toll in some tolling scenarios, and as a result, taxis and FHVs would be 
charged the full toll each time they would cross the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary for those tolling 
scenarios. For the actual implementation of the CBD Tolling Program, the Traffic Mobility Review Board will 
make recommendations on the treatment of taxis and FHVs, which will be considered by TBTA. Taxis and 
FHVs would potentially be exempt from the Manhattan CBD toll, receive a toll discount, or be subject to 
some other toll reduction such as a cap. 


This EA evaluates taxi and FHV tolling policy by using a blended toll rate based on observed number of 
entries into the Manhattan CBD, toll policy, and Manhattan CBD toll rates by vehicle class. NYCDOT 
provided observed data from October 2017 that, on average, taxis enter the Manhattan CBD seven times 
per day, and FHV vehicles enter the Manhattan CBD two times per day. NYCDOT also provided data on total 
entries into the Manhattan CBD by vehicle class, indicating 83,000 taxi daily entries and 70,000 FHV daily 
entries into the zone. These two data points were then used to derive a weighted average of entries of 4.72 
vehicle entries per day. The Manhattan CBD toll values used in the BPM used these observed data points 
to develop a weighted toll average for taxi and FHV vehicle class. 


4A.1-5 BEST PRACTICE MODEL NETWORK UPDATES 


The BPM networks were updated to add additional projects implemented since the adoption of New York 
Metropolitan Transportation Council Regional Transportation Plan in 2017. Table 4A.1-3 includes a 
complete list of the network coding changes implemented for this EA. 
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Table 4A.1-3 —_ Best Practice Model Network Coding Changes for Projects after New York Metropolitan 
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Source: 


Transportation Council 2017 Regional Transportation Plan 


DESCRIPTION 
Fixed two-way coding of 63rd Street near Queensboro Bridge 
Fixed off-ramp on Queensboro from upper to lower roadway 
Corrected Queensboro Bridge lower level/upper roadway ramp on the Queens side 
Connected Queensboro upper/lower roadway to the correct on-ramps 
Dualized and tolled cordon links 
Moved the toll links north of 60th Street on the east side of Manhattan 
Updated HWYTRANS.DBF based on all the network changes 
Lowered the inbound Williamsburg Bridge capacity on the span 
Lowered West Side Highway/Route 9A hub bound link capacity 
Fixed two-way coding of 61st Street near Queensboro Bridge 
Added 60th Street between the ramp and First Avenue 
Connected Queensboro upper high-occupancy vehicle lane to 57th Street 
Updated Queensboro Bridge on-ramps lane attributes (due to the changes in item 4 of this list) 
Recoded 14th Street in Manhattan based on recent transit lane conversion 
Incorporated two-way tolling for the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge 
SPDMOD (speed modification) update on High-Capacity Transit links 
Extended northbound L train to Canarsie-Rockaway Parkway Station 
Updated northbound L train headway and capacity 
Updated AM capacity on Long Island Rail Road Ronkonkoma branch 
Updated Queensboro Bridge capacity and high-occupancy vehicle lane calibration 
Updated Central Business District centroid connectors 
Removed 72nd Street traversal 
Incorporated Brooklyn Bridge bike lanes 
Incorporated Queensboro Bridge bike lanes 
Updated Fifth Avenue busway 
Updated 14th Street bus and truck lanes 
Incorporated Brooklyn-Queens Expressway modifications 
Updated Jay/Smith/Tillary bus and truck lanes 
Incorporated 21st Street (Queens) bus lane 
Updated Queensboro Bridge lower level links on Queens side 
Incorporated Queensboro Bridge high-occupancy vehicle and general-purpose lane swap (only in tolling scenarios) 
Best Practice Model, WSP 2021 


4A.1-6 BEST PRACTICE MODEL ASSIGNMENT PROCEDURES 


The B 


TransCAD software. This is a capacity constrained roadway assignment process. The multiclass traffic 


assign 
simult 


speeds for everyone. This also allows for the model to replicate certain vehicle type restrictions like truck 


PM derives roadway volumes from a Multi-Modal, Multi-Class assignment routine in Caliper’s 


ment process assigns different user classes (e.g., income groups) and modes of traffic to a network 
aneously. In practice, this replicates the behavior that car, taxi, truck, and bus volumes affect travel 


prohibitions and different toll policies by vehicle type. 
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Transit demand is derived using a TransCAD Equilibrium Pathfinder Assignment. This procedure minimizes 
the generalized cost of each traveler across all possible transit paths. The generalized cost for transit 
assignment is a combination of fares, travel time, and crowding. Transit assignment, like roadway 
assignment, use a multiclass assignment procedure to segment commuter rail and noncommuter rail 
transit markets. 


Fares for all transit service in 2023 and 2045 are consistent with the NYMTC 2045 Regional Transportation 
Plan. 


On-road vehicle and transit travel demand is a function of total person-level travel demand and mode 
choice. The BPM determines the total level of travel expected by purpose and income based on population 
and economic activity and then segments that travel into mode and time of day. These demand tables 
segmented by mode, purpose, income, and time of day are provided to the TransCAD assignment methods 
described above. 


The BPM assignment procedures for roadway and transit both include capacity constraints on each facility. 
These capacity constraints vary based on the type of facility, so highways have more capacity than a local 
street and a subway has more capacity than a commuter bus. Because the model assigns roadway and 
transit traffic in iterative cycles, assigned volumes are compared to facility capacities and travel times on 
the facility are updated in successive iterations. This process represents the real-world conditions of 
congestion on roadways and the perceived travel time due to discomfort on transit vehicles. Through 
successive iterations, traffic finds new routes to complete their journeys. A completed or equilibrium 
assignment is one that has converged where no traveler is better off by choosing an alternative path. 


4A.1-7 VALUE OF TIME 


In this EA, the BPM stratifies the value of time across a journey’s purpose and income. Value of time is the 
monetary value that a person considers their time is worth while traveling. This value varies by trip purpose 
and income. Work trips have the highest value of time while discretionary travels have lower values of time. 
High-income travelers have increased values of time than low-income travelers. This approach is consistent 
with Federal Highway Administration’s The Value of Travel Time Savings: Departmental Guidance for 
Conducting Economic Evaluations Revision 2 (2014 Update). 


The BPM uses the following stratification for value of time in this environmental analysis (Table 4A.1-4). 
The BPM segments income into three categories: 


e 15 percent lowest-income households 
e 70 percent middle-income households 
e 15 percent highest-income households 
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Table 4A.1-4 Value of Time Stratification 


INCOME PURPOSE OCCUPANCY DOLLARS DOLLARS 
Low $18.39 
Low $29.88 
Low $40.60 
Low $9.20 
Low $13.94 
Low $18.13 
Med $28.74 
Med $46.69 
Med $63.46 
Med $14.37 
Med $21.78 
Med $28.33 
High $46.87 
High $76.14 
High $103.48 
High $23.44 
High $36.62 
High $46.21 


Note: SOV = Single-Occupancy Vehicle; HOV= High-Occupancy Vehicle 


As one example of how income stratification affects travel into the Manhattan CBD, Table 4A.1-5 reveals 
how drive-alone work-vehicle trips would decline at different rate by income class. Note that from 
Table 4A.1-4, the value of time in 2019 dollars for using a single-occupancy vehicles for work purpose is 
assumed as the following: 


e $18.39/hour for the lowest-income households 
e $28.74/hour for middle-income households 


e $46.87/hour for highest-income households 


Low-income work-vehicle trips into the Manhattan CBD would be reduced between 49 percent and 
53 percent while high-income work-vehicle trips into the Manhattan CBD would be reduced between 
32 percent and 40 percent. Because high-income travelers have a higher value of time, the BPM assumes 
that they would be less likely to switch modes or switch paths than lower-income households. 
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Table 4A.1-5 —_ Daily Drive-Alone Work-Vehicle Trips by Income Entering the Manhattan CBD (2023) 


SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO | SCENARIO 
NO ACTION A B Cc D E F G 


2517 
ais 2,717 
“51.9% 

| 122,856 117,643 
oad 92,387 
: “44.0% 


INCOME 
CATEGORY 


| 73,252 
Ada “37,801 
“34.0% 

| 197,675 | 194,405 | 190,659 | 182,012 | 186,171 | 193,403 

TOTAL -124,713 -140,087 | -132,855 
“40.7% 


Source: Best Practice Model, WSP 2021 
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4A.2.1 TRAVEL FORECAST TOLLING SCENARIO SUMMARIES 


The following sections describe the opening year (2023) travel pattern changes for each tolling scenario followed by 
horizon year (2045) travel pattern changes for each tolling scenario compared to the No Action Alternative. While the 
results of the 2045 model runs are different in terms of actual numbers (because they reflect the longer-term 
background growth in the model’s forecast), the patterns from tolling scenario to tolling scenario are consistent 
between 2023 and 2045. For reference, Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” provides descriptions of each tolling scenario. 


4A.2.1 Tolling Scenario A (2023) 


All passenger and commercial vehicles (except those exempted by the enabling legislation) entering or remaining in the 
Manhattan CBD would pay the Manhattan CBD entry toll, which would vary by vehicle type, time of day, and payment 
method (e.g., E-ZPass, Tolls by Mail). There would be no crossing credits offered to reduce the Manhattan CBD toll. This 
tolling scenario would reduce vehicular demand to the Manhattan CBD and divert drivers who would have previously 
traveled through the Manhattan CBD between New Jersey and Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island, to instead choose 
routes through Upper Manhattan, the Bronx, or Staten Island. 


Under Tolling Scenario A, total vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) in the Manhattan CBD would be reduced by 7.8 percent 
compared to the No Action Alternative, with more modest reductions citywide and regionwide (see Subchapter 4A, 
“Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). Transit mode share to the Manhattan 
CBD would grow by 1.1 percent, from 78.2 percent to 79.3 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD 
(see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would also decline by 15.4 percent in this 
tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-5). 


For Tolling Scenario A, traffic entering Manhattan via the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels would decrease, while traffic 
entering Manhattan on the George Washington Bridge would increase. The diversion to the George Washington Bridge 
would result from traffic attempting to avoid the Manhattan CBD when traveling between origins and destinations 
outside the Manhattan CBD. For example, in the No Action Alternative, an auto trip between Jersey City and the Upper 
West Side in Manhattan would likely use the Lincoln or Holland Tunnel because these facilities provide the most direct 
time-path, and no toll differential exists among the different Manhattan Hudson River crossings. With the introduction 
of Manhattan CBD tolling, drivers would pay the Manhattan CBD toll, in addition to the existing Port Authority of New 
York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) toll, for traveling through the Manhattan CBD. As a result, many of these trips would 
instead divert to the George Washington Bridge to avoid the Manhattan CBD toll despite the longer travel times. 


For Tolling Scenario A, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 11.6 percent. Since this tolling scenario 
would toll trucks each time they enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD, trucks from New Jersey would be more likely 
to remain on West Side avenues in Manhattan to travel north and south rather than leave and re-enter the Manhattan 
CBD via the West Side Highway/Route 9A. This would result in additional truck traffic on these avenues near the Lincoln 
Tunnel. 


4A.2.2 Tolling Scenario B (2023) 
Tolling Scenario B differs from Tolling Scenario A in its treatment of potential tolling exemptions and caps for buses and 
commercial vehicles. For Tolling Scenario B, all buses (e.g., transit buses, charter buses) would be exempt from paying 


1 Taxis and FHVs would potentially be exempt from the CBD toll, receive a toll discount, or be subject to some other toll reduction such as a 
cap. 
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the Manhattan CBD toll, taxis and FHVs would be charged only once per day, and trucks would be charged up to two 
times a day. The Manhattan CBD toll for Tolling Scenario B would also be higher than for Tolling Scenario A. 


Total VMT for Tolling Scenario B would be reduced by 7.6 percent in the Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action 
Alternative, with more modest reductions citywide and regionwide (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). The transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
78.2 percent to 79.2 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would also decline by 15.7 percent in this tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-5). 


Tolling Scenario B would not offer any crossing credits for vehicles entering Manhattan on TBTA and PANYNJ crossings. 
As a result, the diversion effects described for Tolling Scenario A would apply to Tolling Scenario B. 


In Tolling Scenario B, the taxi and FHV toll would be charged only once per day per vehicle, and, as a result, the 
Manhattan CBD toll would likely be spread across multiple trips and passengers during the day. While the cost to access 
the Manhattan CBD would increase for taxis and FHVs relative to the No Action Alternative, the increased cost per trip 
would be greater for private automobiles, which are less able to spread the cost across multiple trips and drivers. This 
could encourage some drivers to switch to taxis, FHVs, or transit.* 


For Tolling Scenario B, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 12.3 percent. On average, commercial 
trucks enter the Manhattan CBD only 1.5 times per day.* Because most trucks enter the Manhattan CBD fewer than 
two times per day, capping toll payments at twice per day for truck would have a minimal impact on trucks entering 
the Manhattan CBD. 


Tolling Scenario B with 30 Percent Higher Tolls (2023). Model results indicate that Tolling Scenario B would not generate 
sufficient revenue to meet the Project objective related to raising sufficient annual net revenues to fund $15 billion for 
capital projects for the MTA Capital Program. It was retained in this analysis to provide consideration of a tolling scenario 
with lower toll rates and substantial caps and exemptions, which was a combination repeatedly requested by the public 
during development of this EA. To meet the revenue goal, an additional variation of the original Tolling Scenario B was 
modeled. In this variation, toll rates were increased 30 percent from the original Tolling Scenario B for all vehicle classes 
across all time periods. All other tolling policies in this variation are consistent with the original Tolling Scenario B. 


This variation of Tolling Scenario B would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.6 percent compared to the No Action 
Alternative (Table 4A.2-1). This variation would also reduce traffic entering the Manhattan CBD by 17.5 percent 
(Table 4A.2-2). This variation would have minor changes to transit ridership where transit mode share to the Manhattan 
CBD would grow from 78.2 percent to 79.5 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD. This is a 
0.3 percent greater transit mode share than the original Tolling Scenario B, and less than the transit mode share 
increases in Tolling Scenarios D, E, and F. For this variation of Tolling Scenario B, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD 
would decline 13.8 percent. 


2 TBTA Entry Data from November 7, 2019, from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 
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Table 4A.2-1. Daily Vehicle-Miles Traveled: Tolling Scenario B and Tolling Scenario B with 30 Percent Higher Tolls (2023) 


SCENARIO B 
SCENARIO B SCENARIO B (WITH 30% HIGHER TOLLS) 
LOCATIONS NO ACTION SCENARIO B PERCENTAGE CHANGE WITH 30% HIGHER TOLLS PERCENTAGE CHANGE 


New York State 2. 
New York Gi 0.9% 
Manhattan CBD 3.6% 
CBD Core a 
Periheral Highways south of 6h Street excluded om thet 04% 
West Se FighnayRoute 9A 16.8% 

FDR Drive 1.0% 
Bridges & Tune 75.6% 

NYO Subareat (soe Figure 4A) 35% 
NYC Subarea2 (se Figure 442) ore 
NYC Subarea 3 (so Figure 442) 03% 
Long island Counties (2 0% 
New York Counties North of New York Git 03% 
New Jersey Counties (14 00% 
Connecticut Counties (2) 0.1% 
TOTAL 22% 


Note: The number of counties is indicated within parentheses ( ). 


Table 4A.2-2. Daily Vehicles Entering the Manhattan CBD by Crossing Location: No Action Alternative, Tolling Scenario B, and Tolling Scenario B with 30 Percent Higher Tolls (2023) 


SCENARIO B 
SCENARIO B SCENARIO B (WITH 30% HIGHER TOLLS) 
CROSSING LOCATION NO ACTION SCENARIO B Percentage Change WITH 30% HIGHER TOLLS Percentage Change 


60th Street 276,466 221,318 -19.9% 217,484 -21.3% 


FDR Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A' 6.0% 
West Side Avenues “21.0% 
East Side Avenues “50.0% 
Queens ns6 SiOSC~=~—saHSSSC~*~‘dC“‘“‘CSC#*étSOC~*~“‘“(;S*~*~*~‘ OCS” 437% 
Brooklyn “12.4% 
New Jersey 21.3% 

TOTAL Entering “17.5% 


1 Vehicle volumes entering the Manhattan CBD reported in this table for the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A are all vehicles traveling south on these facilities at 60th Street regardless of whether the vehicle eventually enters the Manhattan CBD from 


one of these facilities. Some vehicles reported in this table may use the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive to access the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Brooklyn Bridge without ever entering the Manhattan CBD. The volumes here are reported in this manner to be consistent with 
counts published in the annual New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Hub Bound Travel Data Report. 
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4A.2.3 Tolling Scenario C (2023) 


Tolling Scenario C differs from Tolling Scenario A in several ways: 


) olling Scenario C would have a higher Manhattan CBD toll (approximately 50 percent greater than Tolling 
Scenario A). 


e olling Scenario C would provide a crossing credit for vehicles that paid tolls on the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Hugh 
L. Carey Tunnel, Lincoln Tunnel, and Holland Tunnel. 


° olling Scenario C would provide an exemption for taxis and a three-time daily cap for FHVs. 


Tolling Scenario C would have higher toll rates compared to Tolling Scenarios A and B. These increased tolls would offset 
the cost of providing crossing credits to Manhattan CBD tunnel customers. This tolling scenario would result in a larger 
reduction in VMT in the Manhattan CBD compared to Tolling Scenarios A and B, with an 8.0 percent decrease in 
Manhattan CBD VMT compared to the No Action Alternative (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
78.2 percent to 79.6 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 17.3 percent for Tolling Scenario C (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-5). In Tolling Scenario C, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 14.1 percent. 


Potential crossing credits for Tolling Scenario C would reduce cost differences between NYCDOT and TBTA East River 
crossings entering the Manhattan CBD. In this tolling scenario, for example, a driver entering the Manhattan CBD during 
the day would pay the same combined toll with crossing credits entering on any East River crossing. As a result, the 
proportion of East River crossings via the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel would increase from 
11 percent in the No Action Alternative to 17 percent for Tolling Scenario C. Even with the increased proportion of drive 
trips using these facilities to enter the Manhattan CBD, total drive journeys entering the Manhattan CBD would decline 
for Tolling Scenario C. 


4A.2.4 Tolling Scenario D (2023) 


Tolling Scenario D would offer Manhattan CBD crossing credits for vehicle trips using the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, Holland Tunnel, or Lincoln Tunnel that would be higher than those offered for Tolling Scenario C. 
The higher crossing credits offered in this tolling scenario would result in a higher Manhattan CBD toll rate than Tolling 
Scenario C. Similar to Tolling Scenario A, taxis, FHVs, and commercial vehicles would be assessed a toll each time they 
enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD. 


Tolling Scenario D would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.7 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). This tolling scenario 
would result in greater VMT reductions than Tolling Scenarios A, B, and C in New York City Subarea 1. Because higher 
crossing credits would require higher tolls to meet the Project’s net revenue goal, traffic would be reduced in areas of 
Upper Manhattan and Downtown Brooklyn nearest the crossings where no crossing credits would apply. In these areas, 
the TBTA crossing credits included for Tolling Scenario D would also reduce VMT due to driver diversions from untolled 
river crossings to more direct, tolled river crossings. Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
78.2 percent to 80.3 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 18.7 percent for Tolling Scenario D (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-5). In Tolling Scenario D, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 14.4 percent. 
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Recognizing that the tolls on the tunnels entering the Manhattan CBD would be higher than the crossing credit provided 
for Tolling Scenario C, Tolling Scenario D would provide a higher crossing credit against the Manhattan CBD toll that is 
closer to what PANYNJ customers, or TBTA customers traveling in both directions, would pay at the tunnels. This would 
increase the share of East River traffic on TBTA facilities connecting to the Manhattan CBD to 22 percent, from 
11 percent in the No Action Alternative. 


For the Hudson River crossings, volumes on the George Washington Bridge to Manhattan would decline. Some drivers 
bound to the Manhattan CBD from west of the Hudson River would divert to the Lincoln Tunnel and Holland Tunnel 
seeking crossing credits. These Manhattan CBD-bound driver diversions would be greater than the number of drivers 
switching to the bridge to avoid the Manhattan CBD toll for trips through the Manhattan CBD. This would lead to a net 
decline on Manhattan-bound vehicles on the George Washington Bridge. 


4A.2.5 Tolling Scenario E (2023) 

For Tolling Scenario E, increased tolls are the primary difference from Tolling Scenario D. Tolling Scenario E would 
exempt transit buses from paying the Manhattan CBD toll, which would result in a higher toll rate for other vehicle 
classes to maintain net revenue goals for the program. Tolling Scenario E along with Tolling Scenario F would have the 
highest tolls of any tolling scenario—approximately 20 percent higher than Tolling Scenario D and 150 percent higher 
than Tolling Scenario A. Tolling Scenario E would offer the same crossing credits as Tolling Scenario D on all tolled 
crossings into the Manhattan CBD. 


Tolling Scenario E would reduce Manhattan CBD VMT by 9.2 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). This tolling scenario 
would have the highest toll rates (along with Tolling Scenario F), which is the most significant factor in reducing VMT 
within the Manhattan CBD. Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 78.2 percent to 80.5 percent 
of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total vehicles entering the 
Manhattan CBD would also decline by 19.9 percent in this tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-5). In Tolling 
Scenario E, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 17.1 percent. 


The crossing credit impacts on diversions would be largely the same for Tolling Scenario E compared to Tolling Scenario 
D. The higher crossing credit for Tolling Scenario E would reduce the share of Hudson River traffic heading to Manhattan 
on the George Washington Bridge compared to the lower crossing credit for Tolling Scenario C. However, higher tolls 
would increase Hudson River diversions from the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels to the George Washington Bridge 
compared to Tolling Scenario D. In summary, traffic into Manhattan for Tolling Scenario E would decrease 1 percent 
compared to the No Action Alternative. 


4A.2.6 Tolling Scenario F (2023) 

Tolling Scenario F differs from the other tolling scenarios in its approach to tolling crossing credits and time periods for 
tolling. Tolling Scenario F would offer the same higher crossing credit as Tolling Scenarios D and E, but the crossing 
credit would apply to all tolled crossings into Manhattan. As a result, the crossing credit would also be available to 
drivers using the George Washington Bridge, Henry Hudson Bridge, and the Robert F. Kennedy Bridge to reach the 
Manhattan CBD. This tolling scenario would also reduce the amount of time the peak-period toll would be charged from 
14 hours to 8 hours (4 hours in the AM peak and 4 hours in the PM peak) compared to the other tolling scenarios. 
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Tolling Scenario F would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 7.1 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). Transit mode share to the 
Manhattan CBD would grow from 78.2 percent to 80.0 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see 
Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 18.3 percent in this tolling 
scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-5). In Tolling Scenario F, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline 
by 20.2 percent. 


In Tolling Scenario F (along with Tolling Scenario B), the taxi and FHV toll would be charged only once per day per vehicle 
and, as a result, likely would be spread across multiple trips and passengers. While the cost to access the Manhattan 
CBD would increase for taxis and FHVs, it would increase more for private automobiles on a per trip rate. A low taxi and 
FHV toll spread across multiple trips plus improved travel times could encourage some drivers to switch to taxis and 
FHVs as well as transit. 


4A.2.7 Tolling Scenario G (2023) 


The Project Sponsors added Tolling Scenario G to this Environmental Assessment in response to concerns raised during 
early public outreach for the Project. This tolling scenario differs from all other tolling scenarios in that tolls would be 
the same for all vehicle classes. Like other tolling scenarios, tolls would vary by time period. No crossing credits would 
be offered in Tolling Scenario G, and by most metrics the tolling scenario would have similar effects to Tolling Scenarios 
A and B. One noticeable effect of Tolling Scenario G would be a significant reduction in truck diversions because 
through-trucks would be more likely to traverse the Manhattan CBD when the truck toll is equal to all other vehicle 
classes. As a result of equalizing tolls for trucks, the peak and off-peak E-ZPass rates would be 26 percent higher than 
Tolling Scenario A, and overnight tolls would be 60 percent of peak rates instead of 50 percent under Tolling Scenario A. 
Similar to Tolling Scenario A, taxis, FHVs, and trucks would be charged for each entry. 


Tolling Scenario G would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.4 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-7). Transit mode share to the 
Manhattan CBD would grow from 78.2 percent to 79.6 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see 
Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-8). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 17.1 percent in this tolling 
scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-5). In Tolling Scenario G, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline 
by 7.4 percent, compared to a decline of 11.6 percent in Tolling Scenario A and greater declines in other tolling 
scenarios. 


During early public outreach for the Project, truck diversions were raised as a concern. Tolling Scenario G would 
decrease the level of truck diversions around the Manhattan CBD, as indicated by volumes on key bridges in the region. 
Tolling Scenario G would have a 0.5 percent decrease in daily truck volumes on the George Washington Bridge 
compared to the No Action Alternative, whereas every other tolling scenario would have an increase of 1 percent to 
3 percent. On the Throgs Neck Bridge, Tolling Scenario G would have a 0.8 percent increase in daily truck volumes 
compared to the No Action Alternative, but this would be well below the 4 percent to 6 percent increases seen in other 
tolling scenarios. On the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, Tolling Scenario G would have a 0.8 percent increase in daily truck 
volumes compared to the No Action Alternative; other tolling scenarios would have increases of 2 percent to 6 percent. 
Within the Manhattan CBD, truck traffic would still decrease, but not as substantially as with other tolling scenarios. 


Tolling Scenario G with Taxis/FHVs Capped at Once Per Day (2023). A variation of Tolling Scenario G was run to test the 
impact of adding a one-charge-per-day cap to taxis and FHVs. Adding this cap required increasing tolls on other vehicles 
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by about 10 percent to meet the Project’s revenue goal. This toll increase was low enough so as not to notably affect 
the results from Tolling Scenario G. 


This Tolling Scenario G variation would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.2 percent compared to the No Action 
Alternative; the original Tolling Scenario G would reduce VMT by 8.4 percent. This variation would also reduce traffic 
entering the Manhattan CBD by 16.9 percent; the original Tolling Scenario G would reduce traffic entering the 
Manhattan CBD by 17.1 percent. This variation would have minor changes to transit ridership where transit mode share 
to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 78.2 percent to 79.2 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan 
CBD; the transit mode share in the original Tolling Scenario G would be 79.4 percent. 


In this variation of Tolling Scenario G, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 8.1 percent, compared 
to a decline of 7.4 percent in Tolling Scenario G. On key diversions bridges, this variation of Tolling Scenario G would 
perform as follows: 


e a0.2 percent decrease in daily truck volumes on the George Washington Bridge, versus a 0.5 percent decrease in 
Tolling Scenario G 


e a1.4 percent increase in daily truck volumes on the Throgs Neck Bridge, versus a 0.8 percent increase in Tolling 
Scenario G 


e a0.5 percent increase in daily truck volumes on the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, versus a 0.8 percent increase in 


Tolling Scenario G 


4A.2.8 Tolling Scenario A (2045) 

For Tolling Scenario A, total VMT in the Manhattan CBD would be reduced by 6.7 percent compared to the No Action 
Alternative, with more modest reductions citywide and regionwide (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-14). Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow by 
1.1 percent, from 79.7 percent to 80.8 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-15). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would also decline by 13.7 percent in this tolling scenario (see 
Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-12). 


For Tolling Scenario A, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 11.9 percent. Because this tolling 
scenario tolls trucks each time they enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD, trucks from New Jersey would be more 
likely to remain on West Side avenues in Manhattan to travel north and south rather than leave and re-enter the 
Manhattan CBD via the West Side Highway/Route 9A. This would result in additional truck traffic on these avenues near 
the Lincoln Tunnel. 


4A.2.9 Tolling Scenario B (2045) 

Total VMT for Tolling Scenario B would be reduced by 6.0 percent in the Manhattan CBD compared to the No Action 
Alternative, with more modest reductions citywide and regionwide (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional 
Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-14). The transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
79.7 percent to 80.5 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would also decline by 13.3 percent for this tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-12). 
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In Tolling Scenario B, the taxi and FHV toll would be charged only once per day per vehicle, and, as a result, the 
Manhattan CBD toll would likely be spread across multiple trips and passengers during the day. While the cost to access 
the Manhattan CBD would increase for taxis and FHVs relative to the No Action Alternative, the increased cost per trip 
would be greater for private automobiles, which are less able to spread the cost across multiple trips and drivers. This 
could encourage some drivers to switch to taxis, FHVs, and transit. 


For Tolling Scenario B, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 12.5 percent. On average, commercial 
trucks enter the Manhattan CBD only 1.5 times per day.? Therefore, capping Manhattan CBD toll payments for trucks 
at twice per day would have minimal effect on truck-trip behavior compared to Tolling Scenario A, which would have 
no daily toll cap on trucks. 


4A.2.10 Tolling Scenario C (2045) 

Tolling Scenario C would have higher toll rates compared to Tolling Scenarios A and B. These increased tolls would offset 
the cost of providing crossing credits to Manhattan CBD tunnel customers. This tolling scenario would result in more 
reductions in VMT in the Manhattan CBD as Tolling Scenarios A and B, with a 7.2 percent decrease in Manhattan CBD 
VMT compared to the No Action Alternative (see Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and 
Modeling,” Table 4A-14). Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 79.7 percent to 81 percent of 
the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total vehicles entering the 
Manhattan CBD would decline by 15.3 percent for Tolling Scenario C (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-12). In Tolling 
Scenario C, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 13.2 percent. 


4A.2.11 Tolling Scenario D (2045) 

Tolling Scenario D would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 8.4 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 4A-14). This tolling scenario 
would result in greater VMT reductions than Tolling Scenarios A, B, and C in New York City Subarea 1. Because higher 
crossing credits would require higher tolls to maintain net revenue goals, traffic would be reduced in areas of Upper 
Manhattan and Downtown Brooklyn nearest the crossings where no crossing credits would apply. In these areas, the 
TBTA crossing credits included in Tolling Scenario D would also reduce VMT because of driver diversions from untolled 
river crossings to more direct, tolled river crossings. Transit mode share to the Manhattan CBD would grow from 
79.7 percent to 81.7 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 17.7 percent for Tolling Scenario D (see Subchapter 4A, 
Table 4A-12). In Tolling Scenario D, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 14.4 percent. 


3 TBTA Entry Data from November 7, 2019, from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 
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4A.2.12 Tolling Scenario E (2045) 

Tolling Scenario E would reduce Manhattan CBD VMT by 8.7 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 44-14). Transit mode share to 
the Manhattan CBD would grow from 79.7 percent to 81.9 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD 
(see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would also decline by 18.7 percent for 
this tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-12). In Tolling Scenario E, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD 
would decline by 16.6 percent. 


4A.2.13 Tolling Scenario F (2045) 

Tolling Scenario F would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 7.5 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 44-14). Transit mode share to 
the Manhattan CBD would grow from 79.7 percent to 81.5 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD 
(see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 17.2 percent for this 
tolling scenario (see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-12). In Tolling Scenario F, truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would 
decline by 16.5 percent. 


4A.2.14 Tolling Scenario G (2045) 

Tolling Scenario G would reduce VMT in the Manhattan CBD by 7.6 percent compared to the No Action Alternative (see 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Table 44-14). Transit mode share to 
the Manhattan CBD would grow from 79.7 percent to 81.0 percent of the total journeys accessing the Manhattan CBD 
(see Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-15). Total vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 15.3 percent (see 
Subchapter 4A, Table 4A-12), and truck trips entering the Manhattan CBD would decline by 6.1 percent. 
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4A.2.2 | TRAVEL FORECAST DETAILED TABLES 


Table 4A.2-3. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Inbound -21.3% -24 6% -28.2% -29.0% -26.2% 


3 
8 


220,659 217,484 208,405 198,437 196,294 204,011 216,999 -20.2% 


Outbound 227 843 225,799 223,892 217,136 215,545 221,627 224 896 -10.4% -11.2% -12.0% -14.6% -15.2% -12.9% 
FDR DRIVE+WEST SIDE HWY 276,569 277,869 273,016 265,672 263,647 270,783 274,822 -5.0% -4.6% 6.2% -8.8% -9.5% -7.0% 
West Side Highway / Route 9A 122.140 112,694 113,191 110,074 106,877 105,727 108,784 111,538 -7.7% -7.3% -9.9% -12.5% -13.4% -10.9%| -8.7% 


am , 25,071 24,997 24,489 23,993 23,769 24,316 24,818 -2.5% -2.7% -4.7% -6.6% -7.5% -5.4% : 


-8.5% -6.7% -8.6% -13.1% -12.4% -10.4% 


32,221 32,176 30,600 30,831 31,532 
25,281 24,786 24,381 24,288 24,750 -3.7% -3.4% -5.6% -7.1% -7.5% -5.7% 


30,121 30,015 28,623 27,903 26,839 28, 186 29,446 -13.9% -14.2% -18.2% -20.3% -23.3% -19.5%|  -15. 


5 163,875 164,678 162,942 158,795 157,920 161,999 163,284 -3.1% -2.6% -3.6% 6.1% 6.6% -4.2% 


3 
3 
: 


3/2 

Zlelelels (R/S |e 
S|/3/s8 Ss 
2/8 /3\8 


am 1% 15% ~—~CAKS~*~*~«SC*~* CSC 

md 47,506 46,147 46,139 45,226 46,489 45,180 -4.8% -2.9% -2.9% -4.6% -2.1% -4.9% 

pm 40,079 39,133 38,753 37,976 38,679 38,916 -2.6% -2.4% -3.3% -5.1% -3.5% -2.9% 

nt 30% 
P68.302| 


WEST AVENUES 68,392 52,383 53,572 50,586 47,820 47,219 49.818 51,662 -23.4% -21.7% -26.0% -30.1% -31.0% -27.2% 


| -24.5%| 
West End Ave 9,898 3,684 3,763 2,894 2,325 2,136 2,721 3,747 62.8%  -620% — -70.8% —-76.5% —--78.4% = -72.5%| -62.1% 
am 2,312 925 932 681 574 486 629 963 60.0% -59.7% -70.5% -75.2% -79.0%  -72.8%| -58.3% 
md 1,124 1,164 843 674 607 826 1,193 58.5% — -57.0% 68.8% -75.1% -77.6% 69.5% | -55.9% 
= 280.080 shoo SSCSS~«i | CCT ~CSO ~~“ OM ~CTHam 0d] 48.08 
nt 1,950 545 516 369 344 299 368 507 72.1% — -73.5% 81.1% 82.4% 84.7% — -81.1%| -74.0% 
Broadway 33,773 28,170 28,585 27,511 25,951 25,477 26,726 27,285 16.6%  -154% — -18.5% —--23.2% = -24.6% —-20.9% 


7,916 6,807 6,792 6,480 6,053 5,825 6,349 6,542 -14.0% -14.2% -18.1% -23.5% -26.4% -19.8% é 
A 7,000 7,239 6,826 6,094 6,065 6,520 6,773 -23.1% -20.5% -25.1% -33.1% -33.4% -28.4% 


9,138 9,398 8,991 8,694 8,557 8,694 8,965 -14.4% -11.9% -15.8% -18.5% -19.8% -18.5%| -16. 
5,030 , -15.9% -17.2% -15.0% 
6,671 -44 4% -44 6% 

am 1,684 897 -43.3% -46.7% -45.2% 


a 
2/5} 
$/3)/8 

alo 
S|@ 
SEGRE: 


Qb 
3 
2 
3 
8 
3 


2/8 

S| On| & |: 
No 

S/2\8 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 
Table 4A.2-3 Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) (continued) 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


466 220,659 217,484 208,405 198,437 196,294 204,011 216,999 20.2% -21.3% -24.6% -28.2% -29.0% -26.2% 


9,615 9,955 9,318 9,112 9,237 9,233 9,751 75% 11.3% 4.2% 1.9% 3.3% : 


2,663 2,790 2,598 2,566 2,609 2,629 2,753 0.5% «5.2% -2.0% 3.2% 1.6%  -0.8%| 3. 
: 3,188 3,483 3,192 3,155 3,162 3,092 3,254 0.6% 9.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.3% -2.5%| 2.6% 


Inbound 
Outbound 
Columbus Ave 


a 
ae 


a 
ios) 
~ 
3 


pm 1,801 1,781 1,837 1,749 1,715 1,755 1,778 1,772 1.1% 2.0% -2.9% -4.8% -2.6% — -1.3% 
nt 1,323 1,676 1,711 1,734 49.9% 39.5% 34.5% 26.7% 29.3% 
Eighth Avenue 3,743 3,736 3,698 3,873 3.9% —_-4.9% 0.6% 0.2% -1.2% 
am 643 871 8.6% 3.3% 19.8% 44.9% 35.5% 
md | 4,091 | -13.0% -10.0% -11.4% -15.5% -14.2% 
pm | 4,253 | 1,182 1,166 1,212 1,159 1,182 1,240 1,198 5.7% 6.9% -3.3% 7.5% 5.7% 
nt | 836 | 0.0%  — -2.2% 6.0% 5.4% 6.9% 
EAST AVENUES 119,564 118,443 108,711 102,097 100,983 105,050 115,424 -30.2% -30.8%  —--36.5% + -40.4% = -41.0% 
Fifth Avenue 9,575 9,598 9,055 8,318 8,258 8,660 9,327 227% -226% —--26.9% 32.9% = 33.4% ~—-30.1% 
am 3,168 3,166 2,981 2,738 2,691 2,945 3,068 15.9%  -16.0% -20.9% -27.3% -28.6% — -21.8% 


md 4 3,392 3,497 3,222 2,939 2,927 3,073 3,330 -28.0% -25.7% -31.6% -37.6% -37.8% -34.7% 
1,606 1,634 1,582 1,465 1,493 1,530 1,614 -25.3% -24.0% -26.4% -31.9% -30.6% -28.8% 


1,409 1,301 1,270 1,176 1,147 1,112 1,315 -20.3% -26.4% -28.1% -33.4% -35.1% -37.1% 


3 
= ~*~ 
2/88 


Madison Avenue 3,727 149% 13.3% -16.3% ——-206% 22.8% -21.5% 
am 462 433 432 424 428 430 437 420 6.3% 6.5% 8.2% 7.4% 6.9% 5.4% 
md 936 74% 5.1% 8.7% 8.4% 8.2% 8.5% 
pm 2,091 19.7% 17.9% -20.9% -29.2% 32.4% — -31.6%| -19. 
Park Avenue | 18.411 | 14,583 14,538 14,191 12,968 12,668 13,336 13,959 -20.8%  -21.0% -22.9%  -29.6% -31.2% — -27.6%| -24.2%| 
am 3,901 3,905 3,799 3,558 3,353 3,652 3,772 -19.2%  -19.1% -21.3% -26.3% -30.6% — -24.4%| -21.9% 
md 4,860 3,176 -26.1%  -24.4% -29.6% -34.7% -38.0% — -34.1% 
pm 5,188 3,884 18.2%  -17.1% -19.5% -25.1% -25.6%  -22.8% 
nt 3,535 2,350 19.4%  -24.9% -20.9% -33.5% -30.9%  -30.0% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-3. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) (continued) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Inbound 
Outbound 
Lexington Avenue 


in 


g 
g 


Nm 
ae 


e 


a 


; 208,405 Fi i i 
227,843 225,799 223,892 217,136 215,545 221,627 224 896 -10.4% -11.2% -12.0% -14.6% -15.2% -12.9% 
10,597 10,671 9,140 7,982 7,718 8,448 10,751 -28.4% -27.9% -38.2% -46.1% -47.8% -42.9% 


220,659 217,484 198,437 196,294 204,011 216,999 -20.2% -21.3% -24 6% -28.2% -29.0% -26.2% 
1,863 


am 3,677 2,293 2,329 2,135 1,879 1,978 2,323 37.6% -36.7% -41.9% 48.9% 49.3% -46.2%| -36.8% 
md 6,294 4,900 4,820 3,817 3,177 3,029 3,415 4,983 -22.1% — -23.4% -39.4% 49.5% 51.9%  -45.7%| -20.8% 
pm 2,134 1,432 1,462 1,474 1,363 1,414 1,449 1,481 329%  -31.5% -30.9% -36.1% 33.7% 32.1% 
nt | 2.693 | 1,972 2,060 1,714 1,563 1,412 1,606 1,964 -26.8% -23.5% -36.4% -42.0% -47.6%  -40.4% 
Third Avenue | 14.212 | 10,537 10,490 9,783 8,558 8,341 8,795 10,054 -25.9%  -26.2%  —--31.2% = -39.8% = -41.3% — -38.1%| -29.3%| 
am p2aee[ 1.990 ~=~=~*~«sSSCSCiSSSCnTSCS*«*tS*SC*«CSSSC«t | =C«OT TOG CDOT OOK ——-aSO% —-s08%| 22.2% 
md 5,207 2.811 2,795 2,920 -26.4% — -26.2% 31.7% 46.0% 46.3% -30.9% 
pm 4,658 2,747 2,702 2,905 -29.1%  -28.0% -35.5% -41.0% 42.0% 
ot P1960 26.196 
Second Avenue | = 39.264 | 17,362 16,626 14,152 13,485 13,301 14,184 15,297 55.8%  -577% -640% 65.7% 66.1% 63.9%] -61.0%| 
am 5,211 5,052 4,696 5,206 5,032 5,261 4,719 40.4% — -42.2% -46.3% ~40.4% -42.4%  -39.8%| -46.0% 
md 11,336 55.8% 58.7% 67.5% 11.2% 70.1%  -67.6%| -59.3% 
pm 8,793 57.3% — -57.8% 61.8% 62.8% 64.3% -62.0%| -60.9% 
First Avenue | 5642 | 5,019 5,272 4,967 5,276 5,111 5,418 5,193 -11.0% 6.6% -12.0% 6.5% 94% — -40%] 8.0% 
md 1,319 1.7% 7.1% 71% 3.0%| 86% 
pm 1,724 10.3% 8.1% 19.5%  -16.3%| -10.3% 
nt | 890 | -28.1%  -28.3% -34.8% -41.3% 18.2%  -30.7%| -25.2% 
York Avenue | 23,046 | 13,239 “42.6% 
md -37.0% 34.3% 43.2% -47.6% 47.1% — -43.8%| -39.3% 
pm 4,325 -36.9% -43.4% -47.6% 53.1% 50.2% 52.6% | -38.3% 
nt 7,362 45.2% — -45.4% 47.2% 46.6% ~48.9%  -45.6%| -47.7% 


Ed Koch Queensboro Ramp 39,713 


am 5,244 5,284 5,092 5,084 5,235 5,223 5,196 -31.4% — -30.9% -33.4% -33.5% -31.5% — -31.7% | -32. 


AA 


md , 12,289 11,930 10,586 9,709 9,733 9,910 11,908 -19.2% -21.6% -30.4% -36.2% -36.0% -34.9%|  -21. 
pm 7,954 5,429 5,402 4,908 4,911 4,748 4,928 5,368 -31.7% -32.1% -38.3% -38.3% -40.3% -38.0%| -32.5% 
nt 8,896 12,025 11,810 11,238 11,005 11,199 10,997 11,992 35.2% 32.8% 26.3% 23.7% 25.9% 23.6% | 34.8% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-3. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) (continued) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


| en le | ' 
S/$l/3/8 @ 
cS an 
SiS/S/S 


inbound 
Outbound 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 152,370 150,390 130,569 113,066 112,169 113,833 148,715 
am 32,207 31,839 28,658 26,733 26,384 26,670 31,281 15.9% 16.9% -25.2% -30.2% -31.1%  -30.4%|  -18.3% 
md 58,127 47,256 46,789 42,846 37,359 37,496 37,849 46,252 18.7%  -19.5% -26.3% -35.7% -35.5%  -34.9% 
pm 32,279 31,961 27,824 25,524 24,984 25,738 31,564 21.3%  -22.0% -32.1% -37.7% -39.1%  -37.2% 
nt 40,628 39,801 31,241 23,450 23,305 23,576 39,618 18.0%  -19.7% -37.0% 52.7% 53.0% -52.4%| -20.1% 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel 74,328 74,686 96,377 123,959 123,537 124,338 73,830 86% 82% 18.5% 52.4% 519% 52.9%] -9.2% 
md 26,581 26,541 29,530 36,234 35,960 36,463 26,369 7.5%  — -7.6% 2.8% 26.1% 25.1% 26.9% 
pm 19,615 17,660 21,456 25,582 25,387 25,443 -10.9%  -10.0% 30.4% 29.4% 29.7% | -11.7% 
nt 13,622 12,431 24,519 38,799 38,956 38,892 10.4% 8.7% 184.8% 186.0% 185.5%| -11.5% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-3. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) (continued) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 
Scenario 


Scenario No Action D 


(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


187,486 168,154 164,160 152,790 138,880 137,092 137,368 165,509 10.3%  -124% -185%  — -259% 26.9% += -26.7% 
| 204,111 | 182,347 177,994 180,571 175,696 172,644 174,082 178,980 10.7%  -128% -115% -139% 154%  -147% 
122,207 101,542 101,260 93,732 78,130 75,951 78,004 98,789 16.9%  -171%  -233%  -36.1%  — -37.9% — -36.2% 


-11.7' 


Inbound 
Outbound 
Williamsburg Bridge 


am 20,367 19,853 18,651 18,153 18,242 20,011 17.6%  -18.7% -20.8% -25.6% -27.6% 27.2% 

md 28,314 28,522 27,192 23,711 23,398 24,101 27,740 17.1% — -16.5% -20.4% -30.6% 31.5%  -29.4% 

pm 26,445 26,212 24,704 20,928 20,440 20,894 25,801 13.3%  -14.0% 19.0% 31.4% -33.0%  -31.5% 

nt 26,140 26,159 21,983 14,840 13,960 14,767 25,237 -19.6%  -19.5% 32.4% 54.4% 57.1%  -54.6%| -22. 
Manhattan Bridge 88,594 68,593 68,021 55,533 38,195 35,697 36,567 66,289 -22.6% -23.2% —--37.3% = -56.9% 59.7%  —-58.7% 

am | (23,956 | 18,743 15,548 11,715 10,791 -21.3%  -21.8% -35.1% 51.1% 53.9% 55.0% 

md 24,322 19,369 16,184 10,759 10,688 19.1%  -20.4% -33.5% 55.8% 58.8%  -56.1% 

pm 21,763 16,736 13,701 9,699 9,219 -23.3% — -23.1% -37.0% 55.4% 58.8%  -57.6% 


SISILISIRISlalalSis o 
oli~mar! o!l|o mH | ine] 
SKIL KISIS/S/S/Si/Slsiz 


Brooklyn Bridge 121,147 119,354 118,751 113,780 99,005 97,657 96,384 118,810 -1.5% -2.0% -~6.1% -18.3% -19. 4% -20.4% 


A 
& 


am 24,638 24,551 24,001 22,907 22,683 22,419 24,480 1.0% — -1.3% 3.5% 7.9% 8.8%  — -9.9%|  -1.6% 
md 33,856 32,970 31,695 27,286 27,164 26,574 2.0% — -2.6% 6.4% 19.4% 19.8% -21.5%|  -3.2%| 
pm 26,147 25,932 25,090 23,246 23,114 22,988 3.1% — -4.5% -7.6% 14.4% 14.9% — -15.4% 
nt 35,407 35,298 32,994 25,566 24,696 24,403 0.4% 0.1% 6.4% -27.5% 30.0% -30.8% 

Hugh Carey Tunnel 61,021 61,351 70,327 99,254 100,438 100,503 2.3% 2.8% 17.9% 66.4% 68.4% 


am 16,739 


md 18,798 18,663 18,669 20,545 28,999 28,830 28,990 18,450 -0.7% -0.7% 9.3% 54.3% 53.4% 54.2% 
pm 18,908 18,590 20,647 25,589 25,367 25,619 -1.5% -1.7% 9.2% 35.3% 34.2% 35.5% J 
nt 5,210 6,647 10,642 23,621 25, 145 24,454 22.6% 27.6% 104.3% 353.4% 382.6% 369.4% | 21.6% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-3. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) (continued) 
Percent Change 


Daily Volumes 


as Scena 


Scenario No Action D 


(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


G 
Inbound | = 109,602 | 92,070 86,219 100,791 107,810 103,257 106,560 88,196 -16.0% — -21.3% a -1.6% 58% — -2.8%| -19.5% 
Outbound | 414,290 | 96,168 91,173 92,588 90,177 87,493 89,844 93,558 -15.9%  -20.2%  —-19.0% 21.1%  —--23.4% ~—-21.4%| -18. 1% 
Holland Tunnel | = 108,683 | 93,896 92,321 93,934 95,129 91,000 93,926 90,220 13.6%  -15.1% 136% 125% 16.3%  -13.6%| -17.0% 

29,507 -17.5% 
-14.3% 
-22.8% 


am 23,564 21,004 20,749 20,935 20,961 20,459 20,478 20, 454 10.9%  -11.9% 11.2% 11.0% 13.2% 13.1% 
md 25,253 24,765 24,970 25,026 23,860 25,310 24,329 14.4% — -16.1% 15.4% 15.2% 19.1% 

pm 23,778 20,848 20,700 20,854 21,078 20,120 20,216 20,366 12.3%  -12.9% 12.3% 11.4% 15.4% 

nt 26,791 26,107 27,175 28,064 26,561 27,922 25,071 15.8%  -18.0% 14.6% 11.8% 16.6% — -12.3% 
Lincoln Tunnel | 445,215 | 94,344 93,192 99,446 102,863 99,755 102,483 91,539 18.1% — -19.1% 13.7% -10.7% 13.4%  -11.1%| -20.5% 
am 24,429 21,961 21,786 22,644 23,212 22,660 22,816 

md 33,640 26,859 26,371 27,640 28,354 27,110 25,969 21.6% 17.8% 15.7% 

pm 26,946 22,931 22,784 23,454 23,263 22,480 22,679 15.4% 13.0% -16.6% 

nt 30,200 22,593 22,251 25,708 28,034 27,505 21,326 -26.3% 14.9% 8.9% 
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Table 4A.2-4. Summary — Vehicle-Miles Traveled (2023) 


Daily VMT Percent Change 


Scenario 


Scenario 
ss er ec le 


Scenario No Action G 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) P| 
| 
| | | | | | | | | . 

Manhattan CBD 2,993,214 2,998,489 2,984,080 2,963,211 2,946,339 3,016,013 2,970,819  -7.8%  -76%  -80% 87% 92%  -7.1%| 84% 
CBD Core 4,217,727 1,150,843 1,152,471 1,161,407 1,159,162 1,147,545 1,183,476 1,142,077 55% 54%  -46%  -48% 58%  -28%| 6.2% 
Peripheral Highways (south of 60th St} 2,027,064] —- 1,842,371 1,846,018 1,822,673 1,804,049 1,798,794 1,832,537 1,828,742 9.1% 8.9%  -10.1%  -11.0%  -11.3% -9.6%| -9.8% 
RT9A - S of 60th 510,785 513,887 493,396 485,167 486,404 501,603 508,951  -16.4%  -15.8% -19.2%  — -20.5%  — -20.3%  — -17.9%| -16.7%| 
FDR - S of 60th 725,459 729,706 718,820 705,903 710,555 721,421 727,101 0.7% 1.3% 0.3% -2.1% -1.4% 0.1% 
Bridge & Tunnels - S of 60th* 606,127 602,425 610,457 612,979 601,835 592,690 -129% -13.4% -12.3%  -11.9% -13.5% -12.4%| -14.8% 
Zone 1 2,004,366 1,955,714 1,944,168 2,031,243 -7.6%  -76% 96%  -11.8%  -123%  -11.5%| -8.4% 
Manhattan: 60th St - 82nd St 611,298 614,228 596,527 579,197 576,383 588,785 10.6%  -13.2% -15.7% -16.1% — -14.3%| -11.8% 
ayes 624642] —S76.941 ——<S74.378—~«ST3.40M_—~=~«CADOT~—~=~«GT‘GGZ~—~=~«*«CS SAD] ~~«CAC.~COI~CSMG COON TOM 8.9% ——-7.T%| 10.3% 
Downtown Brooklyn 607,721 
Williamsburg 388,536 371,228 371,113 364,736 353,275 351,402 353,795 368,465 -45%  -45% 61% 91%  -96% -89%| -5.2% 
Zone 2 660,953 6,626,001 6,630,016 6,588,313 6,578,676 6,568,162 6,615,308 05% 05% 11% 12%  -14% -1.0%| -07% 
Manhattan: 82nd St - 126th St 1,683,098 1,664,870 1,674,332 1,654,877 1,629,759 1,624,558 11% 05% 17%  -32%  -35% -23%| -05% 
Inner Brooklyn 2,382,944 2,364,550 2,364,723 2,342,062 2,352,282 2,350,184 2,351,128 2,356,477 0.8%  -08%  -17%  -1.3%  -1.4% — -1.3%| -1.1% 
Inner Queens | 2,804,911] 2,596,681 2,590,961 2,591,374 2,606,635 2,803,420 2,601,217| 2,584,802 0.1% = 0.2% == -0.1% ~~ 0.1% =~ -0.1% 0.2% -0.4% 
Zone 3 35,007,931] 35,074,894 35,106,204 34,995,961 34,963,520 34,946,244 35,003,540] 35,096,171 0.2% = 0.3% = 0.0% = 0.1% 0.2% © ——0.0%| 0.3% 
Upper Manhattan: Above 126th St 1,668,523 1,666,606 1,673,122 1,655,734 1,629,152 1,623,144 1,633,549 1,676,495 -0.1% 03% -08%  -24%  -27%  -21%| 05% 
Outer Brooklyn 6,685,405 6,695,192 6,683,132 6,677,077 6,672,230 —-6,674,480/ 6,701,884 — 0.0% += 0.2% = 0.0% = 0.1% — 0.2% == 0.1%] 0.3% 
Outer Queens 15,139,719 15,150,768 15,086,757 —- 15,101,340 — 15,099,256 = 15,119,805] 15,121,886 -03% 0.2% 06% 05% 05%  -04% 
Staten Island 3,986,457 4,071,055 4,078,180 4,078,983 4,076,004 4,085,745 4,080,602 4,098,570 2.1% 2.3% 2.3% 2.2% 2.5% 2.4%] 2.8% 
Bronx | 7,489,634] 7,512,109 7,508,942 7,491,355 7,479,947 7,465,869 7,495,104] 7,497,336 0.3% = 0.3% 0.0% =~ 0.1% 0.3% 0.1%] 0.1% 

es ee ee ee ee ee ee 
| | | | | | | | | | : 

Long Island 
Upstate 33,469,200] 33,399,225 33,409,116 33,319,666 33,263,130 33,208,533 33,286,890] 33,375,661 -0.2% = 0.2% 0.4%  -06% 08% -0.5%| -0.3%| 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-5. Transit Boardings by Mode (2023) 


Transit Boardings (AM Period) 
Scenario 


Percent Change 


Mode 


Scenario Scenario 


No Action G 
Long Island Rail Road 143,452 143,989 144,244 144,733 145,544 802 1,339 1,593 2,083 2,894 0.9% 1.1% 1.5% 1.0% 
Metro-North Railroad 153,128 153,437 154,108 154,850 154,296 925 1,234 1,905 2,647 2,093 0.8% 1.3% 1.7% 0.8% 
New Jersey Transit Rail 160,175 160,437 161,280 162,051 163,268 509 770 1,614 2,385 0.5% 1.0% 1.5% 1.0% 
NYCT Subway 3,050,101 3,052,683 3,056,840 3,063,552 3,066,614 44 877 47,459 51,616 58,328 61,390 1.5% 1.6% 1.7% 1.9% 2.0% 1.9% 1.6% 
PATH 134,860 134,691 135,588 135,818 136,438 1,124 955 1,852 2,082 2,702 0.7% 14% 1.6% 1.6% 
SIRR 12,934 13,057 12,978 12,826 12,909 6.4% 5.7% 45% 54% 
NYCT Bus 2,063,136 2,062,997 2,068,001 2,067,753 2,069,107 2,068,898 25,817 25,678 30,682 30,434 31,788 1.3% 1.5% 1.5% 1.3% 
NJT Bus 474.344 473,456 474.079 474.279 476,321 475,663 3,235 2,347 2,970 3,170 5,212 0.5% 0.6% 0.7% 1.1% 0.7% 
Others 181,480 181,053 182,707 182.424 182,084 182,096 1,288 0.0% 0.9% 0.7% 0.5% 0.1% 
Ferries 57,548 58,966 59.120 59.358 59,363 59,360 59 598 1,418 1,572 1,810 1,815 1,811 3.1% 2.8% 
Roosevelt Tram 153 154 154 156 154 154 155 1 1 3 1 1 1.7% 0.6% 41% 
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Table 4A.2-6. Cordon Volumes by Station/Route (2023) 


Commuter Rail 
Inbound 
Long Island Rail Road (Penn Station) 
Metro-North Railroad (Grand Central Terminal) 
New Jersey Transit (New York - Penn Station) 
Scenario 
NYCT Subway 
Inbound 
60th Street Cordon 
Broadway (1,2,3) 
8th Avenue (A, C, B, D) 
Lexington Avenue (4, 5, 6) 
2nd Avenue (Q) 
Queens Cordon 
63rd Street (F) 
60th Street (R) 
60th Street (N, W) 
53rd Street (E, M) 
Steinway Tunnel (7) 
Brooklyn Cordon 
14th Street (L) 
Williamsburg Bridge (J, M, Z) 
Rutgers Street (F) 
Manhattan Bridge (B, D, N, Q) 
Cranberry Street (A, C) 
Clark Street (2, 3) 
Montague Street (R) 
Joralmon Street (4, 5) 
PATH 
Inbound 
Christopher Street 
World Trade Center 
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Baseline 


No Action 


878,509 
276,917 
74,725 
88,153 
89,537 
24,502 
249,675 
53,897 
18,272 
30,668 
78,555 
68,283 
351,917 
42,607 
37,216 
37,006 
100,921 
66,013 
29,316 
10,143 
28,696 


112,505 
40,731 
71,773 


242,734 
84,697 
97,832 
60,205 


891,951 
280,723 
75,638 
89,321 
90,920 
24.843 
254,348 
54,770 
18,816 
31,268 
79,837 
69,656 
356,879 
43,209 
37,924 
37,403 
102,440 
66,783 
29,788 
10,164 
29,168 


113,767 
41,399 
72,368 


Cordon Volumes (AM Peak Period) 


243,593 
84,929 
98,426 
60,239 


892,551 
280,491 
75,573 
89,270 
90,841 
24,808 
253,872 
54,677 
18,772 
31,140 
79,848 
69,436 
358,188 
43,337 
38,050 
37,504 
102,952 
66,866 
29,874 
10,167 
29,437 


113,566 
41,286 
72,280 


244.140 
84,903 
99,003 
60,235 

c 


894,951 
281,147 
75,834 
89.419 
91,003 
24.891 
254,674 
54,762 
18,907 
31,314 
80,008 
69,683 
359,130 
43,466 
38,256 
37,709 
103,144 
67,001 
29,944 
10,243 
29,367 


114,289 
41,537 
72,752 


245,232 
85,326 
99,215 
60,691 

D 


898,214 
282,960 
76,444 
89,950 
91,510 
25,055 
255,134 
54,801 
18,905 
31,370 
80,143 
69,915 
360,120 
43,573 
38,366 
37,807 
103,654 
67,063 
29,992 
10,218 
29,446 


114,542 
41,837 
72,705 


245,754 
85,825 
98,861 
61,068 
E 


899,469 
283,386 
76,571 
90,086 
91,610 
25,119 
256,033 
54,970 
19,073 
31,424 
80,444 
70,122 
360,050 
43,562 
38,408 
37,822 
103,527 
67,061 
30,073 
10,258 
29,338 


115,239 
42,286 
72,953 


243,572 
84,960 
98,133 
60,478 


892,734 
280,980 
75,661 
89,413 
91,015 
24,890 
254,032 
54,829 
18,805 
31,158 
79,787 
69,452 
357,722 
43,316 
38,070 
37,495 
102,549 
66,976 
29,845 
10,205 
29,267 


114.476 
41,661 
72,815 


13,442 
3,806 
913 
1,168 
1,383 
342 
4,673 
874 
544 
600 
1,282 
1,373 
4,962 
602 
708 
397 
1,520 
770 
472 
21 
472 


1,262 


14,043 
3,575 
848 
1,117 
1,303 
307 
4,198 
780 
500 
472 
1,293 
1,153 
6,271 
730 
834 
498 
2,031 
854 
557 
25 
741 


1,061 
554 
507 


16,442 
4,230 
1,109 
1,266 
1,465 

390 
4,999 
865 
635 
647 
1,453 
1,400 
7,213 
859 
1,040 
702 
2,224 
988 
628 
101 
671 


1,784 
806 
978 


19,705 
6,043 
1,719 
1,797 
1,973 

553 
5,460 
904 
633 


20,960 
6,470 
1,846 
1,933 
2,073 

618 
6,358 
1,073 

801 

756 
1,889 
1,839 
8,133 

955 
1,193 

815 
2,606 
1,049 

757 

116 

643 


2,735 
1,555 
1,179 


Percent Change 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045 


Table 4A.2-7.. Change in Mode Share to the Manhattan CBD (2023) 


Daily Journeys Percent Change 
ee Scenario 
Scenario No Action Cc A B Cc D E F 
HOV / Shared Ride 143,494 143,308 141,797 141,450 140,446 137,800 139,564 143,075 0% -1% -1% -2% 4% -3% 
Taxi / FHV 32,324 25,270 31,884 28,323 19,944 25,762 31,739 23,871 -22% -1% -12% -38% -20% -2% -26% 
Commuter Rail 374,592 375,796 376,912 379,603 381,204 379,710 376,742 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 


R 
x 
No 
R 
R 
w 
z 
N 
R 


1,152,765 1,157,977 1,161,024 1,157,362 1,150,352 


7 
Nh 
= 
ho 
ae 
Nh) w 
ss 
ws 
= 
us 
as 


1,147,036 1,147,670 


| 2% 
Walk and Bike 51,873 50,891 51,547 51,227 51,059 51,138 51,648 0% 2% 1% 1% 2% 2%| — -1%| 
School Bus 3,693 3,962 3,927 3,951 4,084 3,951 3,935 3,839 7% 6% 7% 11% 7% 7% —* 
ove ln a a CS a a 
Taxi / FHV 4,366 3,184 4,168 3,669 2,372 3,124 3,916 2,960 21% 5% 16% 46% -28% 10%| -32% 
Commuter Rail 3,120 2,960 3,007 2.951 3,019 2,927 3,060 5% 5% 4% 5% 3% 6% 2% 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 


80,195 79,856 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 


79,372 79,771 


80,096 


80,507 


79,861 


ah 
“=| w Py 
~ wl] oa Mm) wl a wo 
M™ hon) Oo} Ww -\/A|s = 
wn ~ =| wo — w 
oo ~ o|w n | w ww 
— as oOo; wo co} —| — co 


Walk and Bike 29,188 29,371 29,564 29,703 29,588 29,593 29,601 29,634 1% 1% 2% 1% 1% 1% 2% 
School Bus 2650] 2.770 2.798 27027822812 2.858774] 5% 2% 5% HBB 

Ss ES PS Fs | ee ee ee ee eee ee 
Drive Alone | | | sane ae | a m1 1 a 1 % a 0% 3% 
HOV / Shared Ride 26,570 i 1% 2% 2% 2% 1% 0% 4% 
Taxi / FHV 7 
Commuter Rail 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 
Walk and Bike 


241,162 239,319 241,255 242.475 242,522 241,327 239,993 0% 0% 0% 1% 
572,877 572,805 573,716 573,689 573,977 573,110 573,376 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 


° 
ss 


512,877 


School Bus 
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4.249 4.168 4.246 4.160 4.130 4.072 4.041 4.121 -2% 0% -2% -3% 4% -5% -3% 


— ios) 
ue =) 
0 Ss 
n n 
' 
' 
' 
' 
> 
=|, 
S 
Ca 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-8. Taxi and FHV Toll Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 
Fs Scenario Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) | 
| 
| : 
Inbound | 24.015] 20,019 25,149 21,748 
Outbound | 48.551 16,890 19,906 15,791 18,661 
FDR DRIVE+WEST SIDE HWY 23,612 18,074 22,250 16,844 20,638 12.6% 
West Side Highway / Route 9A 10,965 8,425 9,694 6,992 -36.2% —--19.4% 
FDR Drive 12,647 9,649 12,288 12,556 9,852 11,799 8,961 -237% -2.8% 07%  — -221% 67% 
WEST AVENUES 6,720 4,749 6,108 5,172 4,408 5,320 4499 ——-29.3% 91% —-230% -344%  —--20.8% 
West End Ave 946 : 64.1% -46.5% 
Broadway -41.0% -23.3% -37.6% 54.8% -42.2% 
Amsterdam 1,292 8.8% 14.2% 34.1% 
Columbus Ave 1,258 636 -448%  —--28.2% = -49.5% 64.3%  —-58.8% 
Eighth Avenue 490 63.7% 85.5% 101.0% 
EAST AVENUES 204 16,257 17,443 91.3% 76.6% 89.5% 
Fifth Avenue 914 1,142 863 623 706 801 -37.9% --224% = -414% = 57.7% = -52.0% 
Madison Avenue 125 -246% —--47.0% —-57.2% 
Park Avenue 1,405 1,622 1,571 1,233 1,349 1,315 -19.2% 6.7% 97% — -291% ——--22.4% = -10.2%| -24.4%| 
Lexington Avenue 651 138.1% 83.1% 105.5% 
Third Avenue 898 590 -35.4% = -11.9% 51%  —--21.5% 2.9% 
Second Avenue 1,086 485.6% 541.3% 571.5% 
First Avenue 380 313.2% 
York Avenue 2,108 1,562 —_-21.8% 99%  -233%  —--37.3% + =—_-27 8% 
Ed Koch Queensboro Ramp 634 324 8% 
| 
Inbound | __20,102 14,714 15,785 | 24119 7.3% 13.9% 12.1% 26.8% -21.5% 17.9%] 5.1% 
Outbound 21,685 22,985 22,960 19,797 21,223 21,412 8% 13.9%] 10.8% 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge | —_—‘5,320 10,140 11,429 19,506 25,473 27,371 28,479 9,678 90.6%  1148% 266.7% 378.8% «414.5% 435.3%] 81.9% 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel 33,108 34,461 21,118 9,035 9,634 10,040 32,850 -2.9% 1.0%  -38.1% — -73.5% —--71.8% ——--70.6% 


Inbound 8,597 10,322 13,250 12,184 13,659 15,808 8.189  —_-19.7% -3.6% 23.7% 13.8% 27.5% 47.6%| -23.5%| 
Outbound 10,618 12,566 11,212 10,320 11,884 13,946 10,158 -15.1% 05%  —-10.4%  —-17. 5% 5.0% 11.5%] -18.8%| 
Williamsburg Bridge 5,544 5,468 7,013 9,046 10,687 12,260 5,435 -1.4% 26.5% 63.2% 928% 121.1% 150.8% 
Manhattan Bridge 2,245 1,681 2,454 2,286 1,725 2,348 1,519 — -25.1% 9.3% 18% — -23.2% 4.6% 37.2% 


Brooklyn Bridge 2,576 1,870 2,503 2,832 1,278 — -43.5% —-27.4% = -26.2% -2.8% 9.9% 
Hugh Carey Tunnel 10,603 11,544 7,584 i 9,134 10,107 -17.5% -10.1% 12.6% -41.0% -37.0% -28.9%| -21.3%| 


| | | | | | | 
6 


Inbound | 5251 7,149 7,146 6,497 6,014 7,187 36.1% 36.1% 23.7% 14.5% 24.4% 20.7%| —36.9%| 
Outbound 7,314 7,654 7,661 7,701 7,278 29.0% 29.5% 29.7% 35.8% 35.9% 36.6%] 29.1% 
Holland Tunnel 3,718 6,301 6,525 6,292 6,659 6,984 6,788 6,681 69.5% 75.5% 69.2% 79.1% 87.8% 
Lincoln Tunnel 7,166 8,116 7,917 7,516 7,005 7,203 7,247 7,781 13.3% 10.5% 4.9% -2.2% 0.5% 
Note: Taxis and FHVs would potentially be exempt from the CBD toll, receive a toll discount, or be subject to some other toll reduction such as a cap. 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-9. Truck Toll Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2023) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 
Scenario Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) | 
meee =i60K = — —— —— ——se 
| | | | | | 
Inbound 18,572 18,388 17,224 16,602 15,978 16,584 
Outbound 18,829 18,800 18,550 18,564 18,000 18,350 19,528 -15.8% -15.9% -17.1% -17.0% -19.5% 
FDR DRIVE+WEST SIDE HWY 4,202 4.281 4338 4.749 4684 4816 4.388 2.0% 4.0% 5.3% 15.3% 13.7% 
West Side Highway / Route 9A 2,186 
FDR Drive 
WEST AVENUES 12,789 12,718 12,321 14,132 -16.6% -17.6% -21.9% -22.4% -24 8% 
West End Ave 1,974 1,883 1,261 1,118 839 1,066 2,161 -44.5% -47.0% -64.5% -68.6% -76.4% 
Broadway 6,143 6,320 6,379 5,967 2.8% 3.6% 4.8% 78% 8.8% 
Amsterdam 2,361 2,233 1,934 1,758 1,627 1,716] 2,691 34.7% 382% 46.5% 81.4% 85.0% 52.5% 
Columbus Ave 2,162 2,177 2,260 2,326 2,292 : : 2.5% 1.0% 
Eighth Avenue 1,134 1,139 1,191 1,196 1,184 - : 10.9% 9.8% 
EAST AVENUES 19,513 19,372 18,620 17,673 16,943 & y -31.0% -33.9% 
Fifth Avenue 
Madison Avenue 773 -1.9% -2.6% 
Park Avenue 4.132 -18.5% -20.2% 
Lexington Avenue 
Third Avenue 
Second Avenue -31.4% -40.1% -52.3% -58.7% 
First Avenue 2,353 2,351 2,365 2,296 2,162 2,267 2,599 -8.9% -9.0% -8.4% -11.1% -16.3% 
York Avenue Fi 779 737 630 584 575 576 
EdKoch QueensboroRamp | 2.684] 3363392030810 
| | | | | | | . . 
Inbound 
Outbound 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel | 5,912 5,557 5,465 5,366 6,723 6,884 2 
| | | | | | | | . . 
Inbound | __ 15,032} 14,504 14,467 13,958 14,295 13,857 11,482] 15,020 3.5% 38% 7.1% 4.9% -7.8% ——_-23.6%| 
Outbound 18,590 17,534 17,439 17,510 17,486 17,064 18,075 -5.7% 6.2% -5.8% -5.9% -8.2% -22.8%]  -2: 
Williamsburg Bridge 8,582 8,741 8,694 8,806 8,596 8,598 8,972 1.9% 1.3% 2.6% 0.2% 0.2% -2 4% 
Manhattan Bridge 12,781 10,887 10,816 11,164 9,900 9,763 11,747 -14.8% -15.4% -12.7% -22.5% -23.6% -26.5% 


| | | . | 


Brooklyn Bridge 
Hugh Carey Tunnel 


Inbound 9.890 9.759 10,342 10,896 10,605 10,651 6.3% 75% -2.0% 3.3% 0.5% 
Outbound 8.047 7,311 7,238 6,883 6,722 6,495 8,008 9.1% -10.1% 14.5% 16.5% -19.3% 
Holland Tunnel 9.305 9.131 9,065 9.078 9.152 8.935 -1.9% -2.6% -2.4% -1.6% -4.0% 
Lincoln Tunnel 9,290 8,068 7,930 8.144 8.464 8.164 -13.2% -14.6% -12.3% 8.9% 12.1% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-10. Work Journeys to the Manhattan CBD by Origin County (2023) 


Daily Journeys Percent Change 


Scenario 


Scenario No Action om B Cc D E F G A B Cc D E F G 
Total Work Journeys to CBD | 1,561,067| 1,561,030 1,561,015 1,561,093 1,561,040 1,561,081 —«1,561,059 1,561,017, 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%| 0%| 
ee ney UO (NERD (OST (NC) OY (SN Ne OOOO (RS (OC) OO (OE 
= Se 
Upper Manhattan soe sed are ase asi peel 174,207 1% % m7 Zs ae 1% 
Bronx 96,911 96,821 96,598 96,359 96,172 96,741 96,409 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 1% 
Brooklyn 280,663 280,595 279,906 279,684 279,165 280,197 280,463 1% 
Queens 257,996 257,996 257,335 256,897 256,624 1% 
Staten Island 28,069 28,035 28,397 27,997 28,116 28,225 28,061] 3% 2% 4% 2% 3%  3%| 2%| 
Nassau 89,962 89,120 88,381 88,830 87,993 | a “ 7% 1%| 3% 
Suffolk 42,031 42,133 42,891 42,947 42,643 | 2% 
| | 
Dutchess 5,982 5,987 6,031 5,961 0% 0% 1% 0%| 1% 
Orange 14,940 15,391 15,585 15,418 | 1%] 
Putnam 
Rockland 
Westchester 
| | 
Bergen 35,818 36,087 36,949 1% 
Essex 31,297 31,485 31,602 31,715 31,901 31,840 31,816 2% 
Hudson 83,911 84,762 1% 
Hone P3050 
Mercer 7,295 7,287 
Middlesex 29.169 28,942 
Monmouth 
Morris 
Ocean 
Passaic 8 
Somerset 5 
Sussex 3 
Uni 
Warren 
New Haven 19,870 19,760 19,707 19,981 19,975 19,985 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-11. Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2045) 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


& 


Inbound 288,876 19. 
Outbound 260,182 9.4% 
FDR DRIVE+WESTSIDEHWY | 301,343 | 288,193 291,892 285,093 276,703 275,597 280,729 287,393 44% — -3.1% 5.4% 8.2% 85% 6.8%] -4.6% 
West Side Highway /Route9A | 124,950 | 117,457 118,920 115,127 111,092 110,371 112,823 116,458 
am 25,842 26,232 25,580 25,080 25,175 25,424 25,745 21% 0.7% 3.1% 5.0% 47% — -3.7%| — -2.5%| 
md 35,767 34,492 32,466 32,622 33,110 33,621 5.1% — -3.6% 5.5% -9.2% 6.0% 
pm 26,791 26,143 25,067 25,072 25,363 25,797 3.1%  -2.4% 4.5% 6.4% 
nt | = 35,983 | 31,713 32,053 30,149 28,479 27,502 28,926 31,295 -11.9% 10.9% -16.2% -20.9% -23.6% — -19.6%| -13.0%| 
FDR Drive 170,736 172,972 169,966 165,611 165,226 167,906 170,935 3.2% — -1.9% -3.6% 6.1% 6.3% — -48%| — -3.1%| 
am 35,591 35,904 35,980 35,525 35,727 35,945 35,852 0.8% 0.1% 0.3% 1.0% 0.4% 0.2%|  -0.1%| 
md 49,880 49, 129 47,821 48,944 48,246 3.4% —-1.5% -2.3% 4.1% 4.4% 1.9% | -3.3% 
pm 41,521 40,849 39,071 39,737 40,247 -2.6% — -1.6% 3.4% 5.9% 5.1%  -4.3%|  -3.1% 

ot 7.080 1.18 1620 46500| 69% 4K ~~~. 


WEST AVENUES 72,502 56,201 57,660 54 867 50,856 50,545 52,999 56,491 -22.5% -20.5% -24.3% -29.9% -30.3% -26.9% 


| 5.1% 

| -22.1% 
West End Ave 10,141 3,914 4,226 3,391 2,516 2,424 3,024 4,322 61.4% 58.3% 66.6% = -75.2% —-76.1% —_-70.2%| -57.4% 
am 2,742 1,163 1,248 983 767 753 84 1,336 57.6% — -54.5% 64.2% -72.0% 72.5%  -69.3% 
md 00% 7.0% ALT 142% ~—~—-T5O% ~——-680%| 54.1% 
pm 2,280 1,008 1,130 990 610 607 814 1,020 55.8% — -50.4% 56.6% -73.2% 73.4%  -64.3%| -55.3%| 
ot 


362 ] 
29,214 29,590 28,539 26,644 26,387 27,354 28,641 -14.9% -13.8% -16.9% -22. 4% -23.2% -20.3%| -16.6 


, 7,413 7,356 7,314 6,655 6,584 6,769 7,238 -12.6% -13.3% -13.8% -21.6% -22.4% -20.2% 4. 


am 
md 9, 7,2. 7,487 7,070 6,345 6,246 6,738 7,205 -20.3% -17.6% -22.2% -30.2% -31.3% -25.8%| -20. 
pm 10,649 9,199 9,342 9,026 8,618 8,631 8,617 9,088 -13.6% -12.3% -15.2% -19.1% -19.0% -19.1% 


5,405 5,026 4,926 -12.5% -11.7% -16.2% -17.9% -19.5% -14.5% 


Broadway 


SS 


s 


tas 
bias 
2/8/88 


45 
5,357 


nt 6,119 
Amsterdam 13,296 8,508 8,776 7,821 7,614 -36.0%  -34.0% — -36.9% —-41.2% = -42.7% ——-37.7% 

md 2,091 2,084 1,957 1,745 1,740 1,871 2,213 -40.7% -40.9% 44.5% 50.5% -50.7% — -47.0%| -37.3% 
pm 6,075 3,814 -30.2% — -24.5% -29.8% -36.5% -37.2% — -31.1%| -31.0% 
nt 1,868 1,190 42.8%  -45.2% -36.0% -29.4% -36.3%  -29.4%| -40.4% 
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Table 4A.2-11 Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2045) (continued) 


Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Inbound 


Daily Volumes 


No Action 


“co 
; 


229,583 


Percent Change 


LS | 
a 
| 236,408 239,250 226,243 212,735 211,409 216.884 233,737 | 182% 17.2% 21.7% 26.4% ———-26.8% —-24.9%| -19.1% 
| -9.4% 
| 3.1% 


236,796 240,172 234,572 225,878 224 955 235,764 -9.0% -7.1% -9.8% -13.2% -13.5%  -11.8% 


Outbound 182 

Columbus Ave 785 10,941 11,335 10,628 10,040 10,246 10,362 11,120 1.4% «5.1% -1.5% 6.9% 5.0% —_-3.9% 
= Pawo] sar Saat ~SCiaweSSinSSCSCiSCS*«iSSCSCi S| SCCM CHOC 70%) 3.1 
ind ps6] a7 —~—iaas0 ~*~ SC*C*~iSS~*~*«S*S*~*~«i SSC | SCO CSCC OC tt. a%) 40% 
pm 1,979 2,017 1,840 1,766 1,786 1,859 1,953 0.6% 2.5% 6.5% -10.3% 9.2% 5.5%] -0.8% 
nt 1,909 1,768 1,802 34.4% 36.7% 33.4% 25.6% 23.5% 

Eighth Avenue 3,921 3,874 3,976 8.0% 5.3% -0.5% -2.7% -1.7% 
am 879 0.6% 2.9% 7.9% 26.7% 26.8% 
md -10.6% -11.1% 7.9% -11.1% 8.2% 
pm 1,248 1,314 1,365 1,235 1,236 1,277 1,292 -15.0% 10.5% -7.0% -15.9% -15.8% 
nt 0.2% 4.2% 12.8% 6.1% 7.2% 

EAST AVENUES 129,879 120,868 111,064 110,230 112,749 125,625 -26.5% -259% —-31.0%  —-36.6% = -37.1% 

Fifth Avenue 10,635 9,866 9,084 8,954 9,305 10,313 -24.3%  -22.3% —--27.9% —=_-33.6% 
am 3,718 3,250 3,382 3,603 13.5%  -12.8% 15.4% -21.6% 
md 
pm 
nt 1,431 1,453 1,222 1,122 1,048 1,121 1,398 -25.6%  -24.5% -36.5% 41.7% 45.5% —— -41.7%| 27.3% 


3,557 3,673 3,532 3,361 3,329 3,451 3,574 
478 483 475 467 466 471 473 


-7.3% 


-14.0%  -11.2% -14.6% -18.7% -19.5% -16.5% 


am -5.2% -4.2% -5.8% -7.5% 
md -4.2% -4.8% -5.9% -5.5% -6.1% 
pm -17.9% -13.0% -17.9% -24.3% -26.7% 
nt 7: 
Park Avenue 15,565 15,774 15,288 14.537 13,927 14,552 15,240 -18.6% -17.5% -20.0% -24.0% -27.2% 
am 4,692 4,776 4,636 4,339 4,212 4,363 4,589 -13.9% -12.3% -14.9% -20.3% -22.7% 
md 5,082 3,475 3,500 -24.6% -24.8% -27.9% -31.6% -33.0% -31.1% 
pm 5,339 4,323 4,172 -17.2% -16.4% -17.9% -19.0% -23.5% -21.9% 
nt 3,252 2,400 2,517 -19.4% -16.6% -20.0% -26.2% -31.5% -22.6% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-11 Toll Vehicle Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2045) (continued) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 


Scenario No Action 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


Inbound 
Outbound 
Lexington Avenue | 12954] 9.343 9,304 8.488 7.528611 7.613 9,448 | 27.9% 27.5% 34.9% 41.9% 41.2% -41.2%] -27.1% 
am 4,078 2,615 2,444 2,294 -37.9% -35.9% -40.1% -45.1% -46.7% -43.7%| -37.1% 
md 4,945 4,113 3,683 2,998 -14.1% -16.8% -25.5% -39.3% -36.1% -39.4%| -11.1% 
pm 1,258 1,147 1,203 -36.2% -31.3% -37.3% -36.7% -35.2% -34.3%| -36.6% 
nt | 2.401 | 1,396 1,408 1,164 1,129 1,094 1,118 1,325 -33.6%  -33.0% -44.6% ~46.3% 47.9%  -46.8%| -36.9% 
Third Avenue 11,117 11,374 10,467 8,672 8,892 8,798 10,586 -245% — -22.8% -290% ——_-41.1% -39.6%  -40.3%| -28.1% 
am 206 «207 ~SCSC«DSCSC*«a«OSCSC*« CTSSSC«iTTO~CiétdaR| SCORN CTA SCDOT OA 
md 4,589 3,998 2,671 2,707 2,729 -17.4% -12.9% -22.7% -41.8% -41.0% -40.5%| -17.4% 
pm 5,105 3,867 2,998 3,072 3,015 -24.6% -24.3% -30.6% -41.3% -30.5% 


-40. 


8 
8 
8 
. 
8 
3 
& 
8 
& 
¥ 
5 
8 
pass 


Second Avenue 40,494 21,084 20,913 18,165 15,893 15,843 16,747 18,875 

am 6,535 6,568 6,140 5,685 5,698 5,921 5,890 -32.1%  -31.8% -36.2% -41.0% -40.8%  -38.5%| -38.8% 
md 11,156 42.1% — -41.1% 51.4% -60.4% 59.3% -58.0%| -44.6% 
pm 9,085 50.5% — -51.0% 55.8% -60.2% 60.2%  -58.8%| -53.8% 
ot Se) CS Te 
First Avenue | 6164 | 5765 6,078 5871 5,663 5308 5736 5.937 65% -14% 4.8% 8.1% 13.9% 69%] -3.7% 
an peace] 909i iSite SCSC*i ge | SSC aC SOAK 19.2%) 90% 
md 1,430 9.4% 4.6% 9.2%| 14.7% 
pm 1,755 6.5% -19.3% 6.8% 
nt 12.1%  -16.3% -22.7% -23.9% -29.1% 19.0% 
York Avenue | 23,130 | 13,801 
am | 4,535 42.7% — -42.1% 47.3% 51.5% 52.4% — -53.7% 
md 4,721 ’ -38.2% 35.4% -38.8% ~48.2% 47.9%  -44.3%| 38.3% 
pm 4,177 2,269 -41.6% — -45.7% 51.7% -55.6% 52.1% -40.8% 
nt 7,110 4,361 -37.4% 38.7% -37.6% 44.4% 42.7% 1% | -38.5% 
Ed Koch Queensboro Ramp 
am 6,250 6,294 6,108 6,041 5,972 6,002 6,237 -23.5% — -23.0% -25.3% -26.1% -26.9% -26.6%| -23.7%| 
md | 5,526 | 13,262 13,453 12,756 11,677 11,523 11,669 13,353 14.6%  -13.4% -17.8% -24.8% -25.8%  -24.8% 
pm 8,411 6,202 6,105 5,628 5,493 5,540 5,655 -27.4% -34.7% -34.1%  -32.8%| -27.4% 
nt 8,701 12,321 12,208 11,426 11,321 11,299 11,159 40.3% 30.1% 29.9% 28.2% | 39.7% 
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Table 4A.2-12. Summary — Vehicle-Miles Traveled (2045) 


Daily VMT Percent Change 


a Scena Scena 
ac cc Te ic a i fic fo Te Tg | 


No Action 


Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 


a 


Manhattan CBD 3,173,972 3,199,881 3,156,249 3,117,142 3,106,570 3,147,541 


CBD Core 1,211,069 1,219,101 1,222,077 1,236,236 1,230,340 1,197,152 -40%  -34%  -32%  -20%  -25% 

Peripheral Highways (south of 60th 1,962,903 1,980,780 1,934,172 1,880,906 1,876,230 1,946,865 83%  -75%  -96%  -121%  -124% 
RT9A - S of 60th 554,316 562,018 528,271 500,214 499, 855 509,900 550,459  -14.4% -13.2% -18.4% -228% -22.8% 
FDR - S of 60th 760,056 770,395 754,497 733,879 739,383 743,921 763,263 0.2% 1.5% -0.5% -3.3% -2.5% -1.9% 


Bridge & Tunnels - S of 60th* 
Zone 1 


648,531 648,367 651,404 646,813 636,992 647,705 


633, 143 
2,173,895 


-11.7% 
6.6% 


-11.7% 
6.4% 


-11.3% 
-8.3% 


-11.9% 
-10.1% 


-13.3% 
-10.4% 


Manhattan: 60th St - 82nd St 691, 619,654 625,994 609,607 588,882 587,032 597,706 615,867 -10.4% -95%  -11.9%  -14.9%  -151% -13.6%| -11.0%| 
Long san Cay 
Downtown Brooklyn 63] 515,569 515,095 495,020 479,048 = 477,863 479,718] 511,255 2.9% 3.0% = 6.7% 9.6% 10.0% 9.6% -3.7% 
Williamsburg 407,456 408,287 402,043 392,424 390,145 392,860 404,635 -47% 45% 59% 82% 87% 81%] -5.3% 
Zone 2 7060898 ‘7013071 7012113 ~—7.032.660) 7.000.650 08% 06% 1.1% 18% 10% 1.5%) 08% 
Manhattan: 82nd St - 126th St 1,776,710 1,791,117 1,769,374 1,739,044 1,735,671 1,749,819] 1,786,850 -1.9% —-1.2% = -2.4% = -4.0% + -4.2% —--3.4%] —-1.4%| 
Inner Brooklyn 2,523,392 2,524,419 2,502,611 2,492,284 2,490,072 2,492,966] 2,511,791 -0.8% -07%  -16% -20%  -21% -2.0%| -1.2%| 
Zone 3 36,850,454 36,863,462 36,833,895 36,674,333 36,685,478 36,711,148] 36,869,570 0.0% 0.0% 01%  -05%  -05% 0.4%] 0.0% 
Upper Manhattan: Above 126th St 1,809,655 1,803,988 1,807,284 1,789,372 1,763,748 1,755,041 1,767,328] 1,806,866 03%  -0.1%  -11%  -25%  -30% -2.3%| -0.2% 
Outer Brooklyn 6,926,352 6,930,342 6,934,043 6,925,110 6,896,220 6,900,201 6,894,299] 6,923,525 0.1% 0.1% 0.0% 04% 04% 05%] 0.0% 
Outer Queens 15,879,972 15,790,320 15,792,442 15,789,011 15,733,285 15,740,134 15,760,898] 15,782,430 -06% 06% 06% 09% 09% 07%] -0.6% 
Staten Island 4,235,660 4,234 612 4,246,527 4,227,463 4,242 170 4,224254| 4.252.251 2.1% 1.7% 2.0% 1.6%] — 2.3%| 
Bronx 8,095,081 8,083,875 8,053,617 8,047,932 8,064,369] 8,104,498 0.1% 0.2% 01% 03% 04% -02%] 03% 


49.748.914 49,306,506 49,361,708 49 206,260 48,917,855 48,908,967 49,014,661 49,271,140 -0.9% -0.8% -1.1% -1.7% -1.7% -1.5% 


46,813,526 46,752,292 46,709,696 46,716,462 46,732,209 46,699 238 46,688,529) 46,757,385 -0.1% -0.2% -0.2% -0.2% -0.2% -0.3% 


37,623,921 37,490,304 37,531,719 37,484,719 37,361,477 37,332,982 37,353,485] 37,548,050 -0.4% -0.2% -0.4% -0.7% -0.8% -0.7% 


New York City 
Long Island 
Upstate 
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Table 4A.2-13. Transit Boardings by Mode (2045) 


Mode 


Long Island Rail Road 
Metro-North Railroad 
New Jersey Transit Rail 


NYCT Subway 
PATH 
SIRR 


NYCT Bus 
NJT Bus 
Others 


Ferries 
Roosevelt Tram 


August 2022 


Transit Boardings (AM Period) 
Scenario 


Percent Change 


Scenario 
No Action 


183,350 183,968 183,855 184,739 184,062 971 1,589 1,476 2,360 1,684 0.5% 0.9% 0.8% 1.3% 
208,301 208,346 208,583 209,623 210,064 1,796 1,841 2,079 3,118 3,559 0.9% 0.9% 1.0% 1.5% 
179,609 179,334 180,329 180,881 181,634 1,585 1,310 2,305 2,857 3,610 0.7% 1.3% 1.6% 


3,390,882 3,397,112 3,406,542 3,413,503 49.792 46,137 52,366 61,796 68,757 


3,394,538 1.4% 1.6% 1.8% 


161,896 162,044 162,348 162,744 162,808 1,601 1,750 2,054 2,450 2,514 1.1% 1.3% 1.5% 
13,286 13,410 13,459 13,541 603 543 667 715 798 4.3% 5.2% 5.6% 


2,209,043 2,206,110 2,211,296 2215888 2,217,583 2.214.448 26,292 23,358 28,544 33,136 34,831 1.1% 1.3% 1.5% 
567,619 566,723 567,631 567,841 568,634 569,748 5,122 4,225 5,134 5,344 6,137 7,251 0.8% 0.9% 1.0% 
213,389 212,253 212,625 214,021 212,497 213,224 -853 -481 915 -609 -0.4% -0.2% 0.4% 
58,663 60,097 60,006 60,256 60,594 60,780 60,444 1,435 1,343 1,594 1,931 2,117 24% 2.3% 2.7% 3.3% 3.6% 


202 201 202 203 


204 6 7 7 9 3.3% 2.9% 


3.4% 3.8% 48% 
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Table 4A.2-14. Cordon Volumes by Station/Route (2045) 


Commuter Rail 
Inbound 
Long Island Rail Road (Penn Station) 


No Action 


309,638 
72,372 


Long Island Rail Road (Grand Central Terminal 52,023 


Metro-North Railroad (Grand Central Terminal) 


Metro-North Railroad (Penn Station) 
New Jersey Transit (New York - Penn Station) 
Scenario 
NYCT Subway 
Inbound 
60th Street Cordon 
Broadway (1,2,3) 
8th Avenue (A, C, B, D) 
Lexington Avenue (4, 5, 6) 
2nd Avenue (Q) 
Queens Cordon 
63rd Street (F) 
60th Street (R) 
60th Street (N, W) 
53rd Street (E, M) 
Steinway Tunnel (7) 
Brooklyn Cordon 
14th Street (L) 
Williamsburg Bridge (J, M, Z) 
Rutgers Street (F) 
Manhattan Bridge (B, D, N, Q) 
Cranberry Street (A, C) 
Clark Street (2, 3) 
Montague Street (R) 
Joralmon Street (4, 5) 
PATH 
Inbound 
Christopher Street 
World Trade Center 
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100,383 
22,907 
61,953 


900,899 
311,854 
77,497 


313,033 
73,202 
52,204 

101,948 
23,102 
62,577 


913,149 
315,733 
78,349 
94,274 
70,708 
72,401 
219,084 
51,428 
13,201 
29,302 
60,820 
64,332 
378,333 
50,573 
36,215 
42,114 
109,253 
72,583 
29,626 
11,148 
26,821 


44.123 
92,179 


312,689 
73,362 
52,376 

101,587 
22,922 
62,442 


912,186 
315,406 
78,356 
94,262 
70,455 
72,333 
218,732 
51,545 
13,130 
29,273 
60,652 
64,132 
378,048 
50,580 
36,279 
42,088 
109,141 
72,481 
29,539 
11,163 
26,776 


136,291 
43,992 
92,300 


c 


313,316 
73,243 
52,304 

101,784 
23,288 
62,696 


914,960 
315,712 
78,328 
94,396 
70,606 
72,381 
219,880 
51,757 
13,166 
29,335 
61,069 
64,553 
379,369 
50,776 
36,266 
42,190 
109,823 
72,701 
29,553 
11,210 
26,850 


136,790 
44,361 
92,429 


Cordon Volumes (AM Peak Period) 


D 


315,353 
73,570 
52,551 

102,959 
23,302 
62,972 


918,589 
317,561 
78,800 
94,818 
70,967 
72,977 
220,478 
51,778 
13,232 
29.478 
61,387 
64,603 
380,550 
50,834 
36,439 
42,328 
110,234 
72,852 
29,717 
11,231 
26,914 


137,253 
44,498 
92,755 


315,608 
73,493 
52,449 

103,271 
23,299 
63,097 


921,066 
318,083 
78,943 
94,810 
71,251 
73,079 
221,276 
51,913 
13,299 
29,557 
61,587 
64,920 
381,707 
51,051 
36,558 
42,426 
110,557 
73,038 
29,754 
11,279 
27,043 


137,339 
44,538 
92,801 


314,947 
73,654 
52,744 

102,611 
23,278 
62,660 


919,986 
317,253 
78,727 
94,710 
70,951 
72,865 
221,502 
52,072 
13,308 
29,612 
61,494 
65,015 
381,230 
50,906 
36,471 
42,318 
110,340 
72,947 
29,915 
11,268 
27,065 


137,264 
44,611 
92,653 


315,867 
78,407 
94,165 
70,680 
72,615 

218,757 
51,535 
13,120 
29,243 
60,770 
64,090 

378,932 
50,664 
36,161 
42,162 

109,597 
72,610 
29,636 
11,272 
26,829 


136,396 
44,112 
92,284 


Percent Change 
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Table 4A.2-15. Change in Mode Share to the Manhattan CBD (2045) 


Scenario 


Daily Journeys Percent Change 
Scenario 
D 


No Action 


Drive Alone 195,550 179,719 179,065 172,758 166,999 160,143 161,776 177,186 8% 8% 12% 15% 18% AT%| — -9%| 
HOV / Shared Ride 137,365 137,579 137,323 137,086 135,196 133,715 134,701 137,052 0% 0% 0% 2% 3% 2% 0% 
Taxi / FHV 24,713 31,887 27,656 19,757 25,329 30,582 23,340 
Commuter Rail 434,018 441,246 440,810 442,498 446,877 447,609 445,970 443,261] 2% 2% 2% 3% 3% 3%) 2% 


wW 
N 
So 
n 
NR 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 1,204,475 1,220,058 1,218,095 1,224,960 1,231,326 1,235,246 1,232,204 1,220,754 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 2% 

Walk and Bike 53,205 52,634 52.918 52,894 52,808 52.810 52,531 53,039 -1% -1% -1% -1% -1% -1% | 0% 

School Bus 3,724 3,764 3,739 3,953 3,811 3,839 3,771 5% 6% 5% 11% T% 8% | 6% 
a a a SO QC GC 

Drive Alone 13,096 13,145 12,919 12,217 12,147 12,140 

HOV / Shared Ride 32,135 32,170 31,637 31,603 30,924 31,264 zp -5% 

Taxi / FHV 3,548 4.454 3,832 2,507 3,302 4,270 -24% 47% -30% 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 
Walk and Bike 


’ ' ; ; 3% 
86,971 88,026 87,936 88,192 88,496 88,473 88,434 88,144 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 2%| 1% 
| 31,644] 32,207 32,264 32,351 32,188 32,561 32,462 32,038 2% 2% 2% 2% 3% 3%| 1% 


School Bus 2.705 2.807 2.725 2.756 2811 2.746 2.742 2571 4% 1% 2% 4% 

Drive Alone 7,792 7,631 7,861 7,439 7,601 7,765 7,594 7,630 2% 
HOV / Shared Ride 26,492 27,528 27.479 27.066 27,334 27,005 26,795 26.854 1% 
Taxi / FHV 29.189 29.450 29 354 29,935 29.513 29,346 29,389 29,533 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 1%| 1% 


Other Transit (e.g., subway / bus) 


250,811 251,057 250,070 251,735 252,596 252.968 252.425 252,483 


Walk and Bike 
School Bus 
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602,457 601,649 600,870 603,242 602,958 603,087 602,497 601,645 


| 182 4,127 4,262 4,153 4.137 4.197 4.035 4.239 1% 2% 1% 1% 0% 4%] = 1%| 


Appendix 4A.2-25 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-16. Taxi and FHV Toll Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2045) 


Daily Volumes Percent Change 
f Scenario Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) | 
6x — iw Re a 
| | | | 
Inbound 22,780| 23,265 27,915 29,344 25,933 20,118 92,416] 22,413 21% 22.5% =~ 28.8% = 13.8% 27.8% 42.3% -1.6% 
Outbound 17,72 1.6% 21.1% 17.2% = 8.2% 7.4% __23.4%| _-5.6%| 
FDR DRIVE+WEST SIDE HWY 17,867 22,244 21,729 18,256 21,771 16,884 -26.9% 8.9% -11.0% -25.3% -10.9% 
West Side Highway / Route 9A 7,805 9,461 8.713 7,094 8,544 -30.3% -15.5% -22.2% -36.6% -23.7% 
FDR Drive 10,062 12,783 13,016 11,162 13,227 9,437 -23.9% -3.4% -1.6% -15.6% 0.0% 
WEST AVENUES 5,291 -16.4% 5.5% 79% -30.8% -19.2% 
West End Ave 910 35.1% 87.6% 55.3% -14.4% 1.1% 
Broadway 1,479 -39.3% -27. 8% -39.5% 57.9% -47 9% 
Amsterdam 26.4% 15.8% 5.6% 10.5% 
Columbus Ave 1,247 924 -34.6% -16.5% -37.4% 54.3% 51.4% 
Eighth Avenue 664 786 898 920 1,046 1,051 697 50.2% 778% 103.2% 1081% 136.7% 137.8%| 57.7% 
EAST AVENUES 18,143 21,185 23,304 20,162 17,978 76.6% 106.2% 126.9% 96.3% 1141% 127.3%| 75.0% 
Fifth Avenue 513%  — -396% 59.1% = -726% = 65.9%  — -59.6%| -50.3%| 
Madison Avenue 127 474% -12.0% -27.3% -26.3% -39.2% 
Park Avenue 1,580 1,827 1,772 1,418 1,626 1,544 -15.6% 24% 5.3% -24. 3% -13.1% 0.7% 
Lexington Avenue 1,428 1,055 1,231 778 31.1% 73.0% 134.9% 73.5% 102.5% 
Third Avenue -21.0% 3.6% 10.3% 8.4% 39.8% 
Second Avenue 9.717 9.243 10,016 7,608 463.7% 535.2% 623.5% 588.2% 645.8% 
First Avenue 1,855 1,994 2,099 1,849 1,837 1835 234.8%  2599% 2789% 233.8% 231.6% 
York Avenue 1,778 1,267 1,619 1,674 -14.5% -3.0% -16.4% -40.5% -23.9% -13.6%| -21. 
Ed Koch Queensboro Ramp 38 3,607 : 2,742 eee ae ae ee ae 487.2%| 309.3%| 
Inbound 24,688 21,247 28,577 10.2% 15.7% 5.0%  -183% —-15.1% —--13.0%| — 9.9%| 
Outbound 31,184 30,210 29,274 13.8% 19.5% 21.1% 17.3% 22.9% 25.3%] 13.7% 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 14,678 16,418 27,707 31,369 33,102 96.5% 119.8% 271.0% 320.0% 343.3% 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel 44.430 28,163 20,085 -2.3% 0.4% -36.4% 54.6% 53.4% 52.1% 


Inbound 12,826 15,798 15,189 10,197 _-16.9% -1.8% 23.2% 18.4% 30.3% 
Outbound 13,864 11,338 12,740 -13.1% 1.4% 9.1% -25.6% -15.8% 
Williamsburg Bridge 7,208 7,896 9,499 11,956 12,349 14,284 7,603 9.5% 31.8% 65.9% 71.3% 98.2% 
Manhattan Bridge 2,253 1,955 2,921 2,595 1,618 2.117 1,797 -13.2% 29.6% 15.2% -28 2% 6.0% 
Brooklyn Bridge 1,887 2,473 2,253 1,737 2,042 2,597 -46.0% -29.3% -35.6% -50.3% -41.6% 


Hugh Carey Tunnel 


12,159 13,158 12,852 10,816 11,097 12,024 11,872 -19.5% -12.9% -14.9% -28.4% 


| | | | | | | | | 
39. 


-26.5% 


Inbound 


Outbound 7,790 29.4% 30.8% 34.8% 33.3% 37.8% 37.1% 
Holland Tunnel 68.7% 75.2% 73.4% 72.4% 94.0% 
Lincoln Tunnel 8,491 15.4% 15.0% 7.9% -3.0% 0.8% 
Note: Taxis and FHVs would potentially be exempt from the CBD toll, receive a toll discount, or be subject to some other toll reduction such as a cap. 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-17. Truck Toll Volumes Entering/Leaving the Manhattan CBD by Screen Line/Crossing (2045) 


Daily Volumes Per 


a Scena 


Scenario 


cent Change 


Scenario 
(by Screen Line/ Crossing) 
were 6k KR a a — el eR 
| | | 
Inbound 21,632 20,309 19,279 18,808 19,279] 22,046 -21.1% —-21.9% —-26.3% 30.0% ——-31.7% —-30.0%| -16.7%| 
Outbound i 20,073 20,058 19,909 19,540 | -14.6%| 
FDR DRIVE+WEST SIDE HWY 4,684 4,653 4,979 5,295 5,370 
West Side Highway / Route 9A 1,609 2,372 2,493 2,492 2,242 35.5% 35.7% 47 4% 54.9% 54.9% 
FDR Drive 2,607 2,802 2,878 2,561 -20.0% -21.1% -16.7% -10.5% 8.1% 
WEST AVENUES 15,245 14,583 14,145 13,943 16,274 -19.7% -20.6% -24.1% -26.4% -27. 4% 
West End Ave 2,187 1,666 1,329 1,152 2,809 -50.6% 52.7% 64.0% -71.3% 75.1% 
Broadway | 6,450) 2.3% 
Amsterdam 3,172 -36.4% -39.1% -46.3% 51.6% 54.2% 
Columbus Ave 2,553 2,545 2,642 -3.5% 3.7% 6.6% 7.9% 8.2% 
Eighth Avenue : 1,251 1,242 1,134 4.4% 47% 7.6% 12.0% 11.2% 
EAST AVENUES 21,677 20,775 19,717 19,004 
Fifth Avenue 1,856 1,853 1,720 1,643 1,616 670 7.9% 14.6% 
Madison Avenue 828 824 831 6.3% 67% 7.0% 71% 7.2% 
Park Avenue 3,425 3,433 -17.0% -16.2% -18.2% -18.0% -19.7% 
Lexington Avenue 3,253 3,266 3,275 13.7% -14.5% 14.1% -13.9% -13.4% 
Third Avenue 
Second Avenue 5,289 -27.0% -28.5% -37.6% -49 1% 55.0% 
First Avenue 2,919 -3.6% -3.3% -3.2% -2.3% 6.8% 


York Avenue ~45 8% 


1,330 
Ed Koch Queensboro Ramp 


-51.6% 


Inbound | 13,912 5.3% 60% 68% 9.6% 127% 11.8%] -2.9%| 
Outbound 11,202 11,116 10,642 10,159 9,707 | 12,107 0.3% 05% 4.8% 9.1% 13.1% 10.8%] 8.3% 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 19,337 19,124 18,998 18,354 17,339 16,401 20,399 -1.1% -1.8% 51% -10.3% 15.2% -7.5%| — 5.5%| 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel 5,636 5,585 5,636 5,763 5,802 
| | | | | | | | 
Inbound 13,071 13,001 12,782 68 12,589 12,790 14,164 7.1% -7.6% 9.1% 9.8% 10.5% 9.1%] 0.7%) 
Outbound 20,423 18,347 18,270 18,779 19,053 18,570 é 19.756 — -10.2% -10.5% -8.0% 67% -9.1% 12.1% 
Williamsburg Bridge | 10,192] 10,141 10,073 10,221 10,491 10,334 10,309 
Manhattan Bridge | 15,711] 13,062 12,976 13,170 12,923 12,472 
Brookiyn Bridge 3,920 3,578 3,594 3,613 3,838 3,884 3,831 
Hugh Carey Tunnel 4,661 4,631 4,622 4,550 4,481 4,460 4,597 -0.6% -0.8% -2.4% 6.6% 
| | | | 
Inbound | = 48.333] 17,028 18,057 18,652 18,086 ; 1.5% 
Outbound | = 40,447] 9,248 8,934 8,561 8,400 -10.4% -11.5% -14.5% -18.1% -19.6% 18.1%] 2.1% 
Holland Tunnel 13,032 13,013 13,260 13,355 12,993 
Lincoln Tunnel 14,622 13,408 13,261 13,728 13,856 13,489 14,188 8.3% 9.3% 6.1% 5.2% 7.7% -7.9% 
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Appendix 4A.2, Transportation: Travel Forecast Tolling Scenario Summaries and Detailed Tables (2023 and 2045) 


Table 4A.2-18. Work Journeys to the Manhattan CBD by Origin County (2045) 


Daily Journeys Percent Change 


— Scenara 


Scenario No Action A B Cc D E F G A B Cc D E F G 
Total Work Journeys to CBD 1,721,653 1,721,653 1,721,648 1,721,648 1,721,661 
CBD ae D2 
ee a ee Re QQ es 
Upper Manhattan 179,641 | es. saat ea. ee 179,192 
Bronx 109,817 109,447 109,567 109,724 109,634 109,951 
Brooklyn 304,652 304,406 304,288 302,575 302,669 303,268 
Queens 273,649 273,230 272,605 271,943 272,024 | -1%| 
Staten Island | 1%] 
a 
Nassau 107,027 108,324 107,046 105,860 105,833 106,850 
Suffolk 47,927 47,827 48,039 48,305 48,106 48,098 = 
Dutchess ant haat ar 6,995 | 1% 
Orange 21,108 21,359 21,542 21,825 | 1%] 
Putnam 2,023 1,968 1,994 
Rockland 10,279 10,534 10,212 10,069 10,435 
Westchester 82,677 81,887 82,332 81,587 81,798 
mer | | 
Essex 32,599 32,352 32,488 32,528 32,724 32,797 
Hudson 103,139 102,857 103,166 103,802 104,590 104,024 
Hunterdon 2,595 2,626 2,580 2.577 
Mercer 8,314 8,333 8,252 8,282 
Middlesex 29,645 29,982 29,791 29,670 
Monmouth 18,102 18,282 18,280 18,086 
Morris 
Ocean 12,725 12,706 
Passaic 10,319 10,409 10,171 
Somerset 5,490 5,661 5,561 
Sussex 3,279 3,338 3,305 
Union 19,013 19,132 19,029 
Warren 1,120 
Fairfield | 0% 
New Haven 29,656 29,567 29,635 29,727 29,689 29,623 29,712 1% 
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AAS «= THE BRONX (FORDHAM UNIVERSITY) scosssicinssscesoconcsnciovbsseddnsiovanesoesvabec scowrodeniaddacasosnsacbsned dsiereneilecs 4A.3-6 
AA.3-2 KINGS (BROOKLYN — BROOKLYN COLLEGE).........cssesssssessessecsessessecsessesseesessessesseeseeseeseeseeaneaeeaneseees 4A.3-6 
4A.3-3. QUEENS (REGO PARK -- QUEENS BOULEVARD AND 65™ AVENUE) ......c.scssssessessesessessesesseeseseeneens 4A.3-7 
4A.3-4 RICHMOND (STATEN ISLAND — NEW DORP LANE AND RICHMOND ROAD) ..........sssesessesseseeseeseees 4A.3-7 
BA 3-3 LONG ISlaGd COUMLIES ot cccswscersnsiesereaavetetonsnneedeeinentenciarkceembletatiessedamaiete Uareernadaae 4A.3-8 
4A.3-1 NASSAU AND SUFFOLK COUNTIES (CENTRAL ISLIP) ........csssssessessssessessssessesscsessesssseeseenesesseansseneens 4A.3-8 
4A.3-4 New York Counties North of New York City ........ccccccscccsseccssseccsseeesseeeesseeessseeeeeanees 4A.3-8 
4A.3-1 — DUTCHESS/PUTNAM COUNTIES (BREWSTER).......sscsscsscsscsscsscsscsscsscsscsscsucsecsucsucsucsucsscsucesesscssessees 4A.3-8 
4A.3-2_  ORANGE/ROCKLAND COUNTIES (SPRING VALLEY) ......sssscssessessessessecsessecsesseesesseesessesseseeseaeesneasees 4A.3-9 
4A.3-3 WESTCHESTER COUNTY (CROTON-ON-HUDSON).........c:sessessessessessessessessessessessessesseeseeseesseseseseees 4A.3-9 
4A.3-5 New Jersey Counties ............ccssssccccceccssssssnscececeeessessnseeeeecceesssssnsnuseeeeesesssessnneeeeesess 4A.3-10 
AAS). “SQUTHJERSEY (PRINCETON) a.cateiecusciersdanestaelioen alien tnctianiin ieaalneiaudas 4A.3-10 
WA ACER ALUERSEY, (UTE Toisas og rantionneioumeuancn inageaeantinltameataneiMnaaucenounaaanin 4A.3-10 
AA3-2 . -NORTHERNJERSEY (RIDGEWOOD) 2. ciscsisssasdassacincsissenscdssonssaasvieasiearneisatiaieanusaniaianeadameisalianes 4A.3-11 
4A.3-6 Connecticut COUNTIES »....cisc.sscccicehiseeceusatehcicsatedcasiatahecaetbeneasienchesaeencaessbaecncnsacbennes 4A.3-12 
4A.3-1 FAIRFIELD COUNTY (FAIRFIELD) ..........cssccsessessessessecsessecsessessessecsecscsecsscsecsecsecseescseesecseeseesseseeans 4A.3-12 


Table 


Table 4A.3-1. Travel Times And COSt ....ccecccceccscccesseeecseecsseeesseeeeseeceseeeeseeeecsesesseeeesseeseseeessseenseesneesnses 4A.3-4 
Figure 4A.3-1. Representative Commuting Costs in the Regional Study Ar@a.........ccccccccccsseeeeeteeeeee 4A.3-3 


August 2022 Appendix 4A.3-i 
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4A.3-1 — EXISTING/NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE BASELINE 


Manhattan’s CBD is the anchor of the regional economy and a destination for millions of daily trips. As 
discussed in many chapters of this EA, the vast majority of these trips are made by public transportation, 
but there are also tens of thousands of trips made by auto commuters. There are many reasons why a 
person may opt to drive to Manhattan, but choosing to drive is an expensive undertaking and it does not 
particularly result in substantial time savings compared to a transit journey. 


As discussed in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” the regional highway 
network carries traffic on a complex web of roads and highways that provide access to the Manhattan CBD 
through the key portals of the tunnels and bridges that access Manhattan Island. These roads are congested 
and prone to chronic delays and have associated bridge, tunnel, or turnpike tolls that together create an 
overall effect of slow travel speeds and expensive driver costs. Travel in Manhattan is on local streets and 
avenues with typically very slow speeds, and parking is limited and expensive. 


To establish perspective, a representational typical commute from throughout the region has been 
evaluated to estimate the distance, duration, and daily cost of a trip either by auto or by transit. As shown 
in Figure 4A.3-1, this includes locations in New York City (Bronx, Queens, Brooklyn, and Staten Island), on 
Long Island (Central Islip), in New York communities north of New York City (Spring Valley, Croton-on- 
Hudson, and Brewster), in New Jersey (Ridgewood to the north, Nutley in the central area, and Princeton 
to the south), and Connecticut (Fairfield). Trip destinations to both a lower and upper Manhattan CBD 
location were evaluated because they could reflect different routing and transit options. 


As shown on Figure 4A.3-1 and summarized in Table 4A.3-1, driving within New York City to and from the 
Manhattan CBD logically had the shortest distances travelled (between 9 miles and 16 miles) but also the 
slowest travel speeds (between 10 miles per hour and 19 miles per hour). Daily costs were generally 
between $55 and $78 per day, with the highest cost being to and from Staten Island with both longer travel 
distances and more tolls. In comparison, a transit trip costs between $8 and $14. 


On Long Island, the representational trip from Central Islip to the Manhattan CBD is estimated at about 
$100 per day on a roughly 50-mile trip that can be expected to take up to 2 hours under normal conditions 
with travel speeds of about 27 miles per hour. A transit trip for the same destination would be about 
$20 per day and have similar, but somewhat faster, travel times compared to driving. 


1 The auto route distance and duration were measured by the Best Practice Model (BPM) travel demand model. (See 
Subchapter 4A, “Transportation: Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling” for more information on the BPM.) The 
BPM duration estimates reflect typical levels of congestion and are within the range of total trip times that Google Maps 
predicts for any given route. A typical driving route and transit route were obtained by reviewing Google Map’s 
recommended directions for an approximately 7:30 a.m. morning commute trip (and were compared for consistency with 
the BPM results). Costs include the daily round-trip mileage expense using IRS 2022 auto operating rate of 58.5 cents per 
mile, all applicable tolls, parking, and an added level of local destination travel once parked in Manhattan. For transit, the 
costs include the single or combination of fares and an added level of origin parking and destination travel. 
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For the northern suburbs, costs range from $85 to $111 per day and reflect more highway travel as average 
speeds are between 25 miles per hour and 38 miles per hour. Trip lengths are all well over 1 hour. Transit 
costs for these locations range from $17 to $23 per day and have similar travel times to the auto trips when 
travel to and from the transit origin and destination are added to the total travel time. 


From New Jersey, the greater trip lengths from Princeton and Ridgewood combined with tunnel tolls and 
New Jersey Turnpike tolls result in daily auto trip costs of between $75 and $120. While these trips are 
more highway-oriented, travel speeds are still only 30 miles per hour or less with travel times that can reach 
or exceed 2 hours in each direction. In comparison, Nutley (located just about 15 miles west of the Lincoln 
Tunnel) has a cost similar to trips within New York City at about $62 per day but with slow travel times that 
result in over 1 hour of travel for the short distance. The transit costs for these locations range from $18 to 
$20 per day. 
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Figure 4A.3-1. Representative Commuting Costs in the Regional Study Area 
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Source: WSP, Best Practice Model, Google Maps 

Notes: Table 4A.3-1 summarizes the assumed routes for these representative commutes. 

1. Cost based on auto distance as measured by the Best Practice Model (BPM) travel demand model and averaged for two 
destinations within the CBD (World Trade Center and 42nd Street, Bryant Park). 

2. Atypical driving route and transit route were obtained by reviewing recommended directions from Google Maps for an 
approximately 7:30 a.m. commute trip (and were compared for consistency with the BPM results). 

3. Costs include the daily round-trip mileage expense using IRS Q1 2022 auto operating rate of 58.5 cents per mile, all 
applicable tolls, and parking. 

4. For transit, the costs include the single or combination of fares and an added level of origin parking and destination travel 
cost. Fares are calculated based on the per day cost of monthly passes (trip cost assumptions discussed in more detail 
further on in this appendix) 
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Table 4A.3-1. Travel Times and Cost 


COUNTIES 
New York City Counties 


Long Island Counties 


New York Counties 
North of New York City 
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GOOGLE 
MAPS ONE- 
WAY TRAVEL 


BPM ONE- 
BPM ONE- | WAYDRIVE | AVERAGE ROUND 


WAY TIME SPEED TRIP AUTO 
DISTANCE Minutes (Miles per 


TIME 
Minutes 


MORNING COMMUTE 
TRIP ORIGIN TRIP DESTINATION 


The Bronx Fowercao | 48 | ses | 190 | seven [0 
Fordham University 
Kings (Brook) 
Brooklyn College | UpperCBD | a6 aaa =| toe | Senne fs 
PAERAGE| 9 | st dT SC*d Cs 
Queens 
Rego Park ruppercap | a6 | a7 | 158 | suro | 0 
PwERAGE| 70 | we Cds 
Richmond Staten sland) [LoverGBD | ue | es | tes | sam [0 
fete FUppercap | ea | ree | 160 | sera | 79 

were] 16 | mm | SCid se dC 
NassaulSufok 
Central sip ruppercao | 453 | 1oas | ore | sores | 6 
PAVERAGE| a? [ts id tooo 
Dutchess/Putnam 
Brewster (Southeast 
PAveRAGE| 60 [1 |i mtd Ct 
OrangemRockiand [Lowered | uy | a7 | mo | som [et 
Spring Vale ruppercap | aaa | 6 | ass | seats | 0 
PAERAGE| a [ar «did ses 
Westchester 
Croton-on-Hudson 
PAveRAGE| ai | a Sid ses 


AUTO TRANSIT 


ROUND TRIP 
TRANSIT 


COST 
Total 


$16.49 
$11.41 
$14 
$7.85 
$7.85 
$8 
$7.85 
$7.85 
$8 
$15.17 
$7.85 
$12 
$22.45 
$17.37 
$20 
$25.33 
$20.25 
$23 
$17.86 
$16.09 
$17 
$20.73 
$15.65 
$18 
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TRANSIT 
GOOGLE 
BPM ONE- MAPS ONE- 
BPMONE- | WAY DRIVE | AVERAGE ROUND | WAYTRAVEL | ROUND TRIP 
WAY TIME SPEED TRIP AUTO TIME TRANSIT 
MORNING COMMUTE DISTANCE Minutes (Miles per COST Minutes COST 
ES TRIP ORIGIN TRIP DESTINATION | (Miles) (plus 10)! Hour) (Total) (plus 20)! (Total) 


New Jersey Counties North New Jersey Lower CBD $76.10 | om $17.34 


Ridgewood FUppercao [40 | 7a1 | ae | s7aga[e| 803.7 
[avec [95 00 sea 
CeniralNew Jersey [Lowerao[ tea | e73~| eo «(seats =| CwC*dY(CC 
Nutley FUppercao [tao | ea | 149 | soosr [| st4a7 
PAVERAGE| 15 fs |i se 
South New Jersey S202 
Princeton FUppercad | aza | taa | ooo | sizaro | os ists 
P wERAGE[ ot fe | id tao id 


Connecticut Counties | Fairfield Lower CBD 111.4 $113.11 $25.33 


Fairfield 520.25 
PAE] ar a stor 


Source: WSP, BPM, Google Maps 


NOTES: 
Miles = Route as 


determined by BPM. 


Cost per mile = IRS standard operating costs of 58.5 cents per mile. 
Auto and travel routes as established by Google Maps for a typical weekday 7:30 a.m. commute: 


1 Alltrips inc 


ude 10 minutes of final destination travel by other mode at Manhattan CBD destination (walk, bus, subway). All transit trips include 20 minutes of travel 


(10 minutes at origin and 10 minutes at destination) 


Destination 
Origin Parki 
4 Destination 


Parking = 50 percent monthly ($20/day) and 50 percent daily (S40/day) or a weighted average cost of $30. 
ng = 75 percent free (SO) and 25 percent ($5) or a weighted average of $1.25. 
Travel Cost: assumes 75 percent walk (SO cost), 20 percent bus/subway ($5.08 assuming 25 days on an unlimited past, and 5 percent taxi ($10 per trip) or a 


weighted average cost of $1.76. 


Daily transi 
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cost set at monthly/unlimited used over 25 days. (e.g., MTA Transit is $127/25=5.08.) 
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4A.3-2 NEW YORK CITY COUNTIES 


4A.3-1 The Bronx (Fordham University) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— Bronx River Parkway 
— RFK Bridge (toll both ways) 
— FDR to Pearl Street Exit 


e  =By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad to Grand Central (Monthly pass used for 25 days: 216/25 = 8.64 per day) 
— Nos. 4/5 subway to Fulton Street (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e By Car 
— Bronx River Parkway 
— RFK Bridge (tolls both ways) 
— FDR Drive to East 49th Street Exit 


e  =By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad to Grand Central (Monthly pass used for 25 days: 216/25 = 8.64 per day) 


4A.3-2 Kings (Brooklyn College) 


To/From World Trade Center 
e ByCar 
— NY27 
— 1-278 
— Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (toll both ways) 


e  =By Transit 
— Q/5 subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— NY27 
— 1-278 
— Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (toll each way) 
— FDR Drive 


e  =By Transit 
— Qsubway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 
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4A.3-3 Queens (Rego Park—Queens Boulevard and 65th Avenue) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— 1-495 Long Island Expressway 
— Queens—Midtown Tunnel (toll both ways) 
— FDR Drive 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e  =By Transit 
— Msubway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— 1-495 Long Island Expressway 
— Queens—Midtown Tunnel (toll each way) 


e = =By Transit 
— Msubway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


4A.3-4 Richmond (Staten Island—New Dorp Lane and Richmond Road) 


To/From World Trade Center 
e By Car 
— 1-278 
— Verrazzano Narrows Bridge (toll both directions) 
—  Brooklyn—Queens Expressway (I-278) 
— Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (tolls both directions) 


e =By Transit 
— SIM15 (7-day pass used for 5 days: 62/5 = 12.4; also good for local bus/subway) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— 1-278 
— Bayonne Bridge (toll southbound only) 
— NJ 440 
— 1-78 
— Holland Tunnel (tolls eastbound only) 
— Sixth Avenue 


e  =By Transit 
— SIM 15/2 (7-day pass used for 5 days: 62/5 = 12.4; also good for local bus/subway) 
— SIR—Ferry—2 Subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day; SI Ferry is free) 
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4A.3-3_ LONG ISLAND COUNTIES 


4A.3-1 Nassau and Suffolk Counties (Central Islip) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— |-495 
— 1-278 
— Queens—Midtown Tunnel (tolls both way) 
— FDR Drive 


e = By Transit 
— LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch (365 monthly over 25 days, or 14.60 per day) 
— Esubway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— |-495 
— Queens—Midtown Tunnel (tolls both ways) 


e  =By Transit 
— LIRR Ronkonkoma Branch (365 monthly over 25 days, or 14.60 per day) 


4A.3-4 NEW YORK COUNTIES NORTH OF NEW YORK CITY 


4A.3-1 Dutchess/Putnam Counties (Brewster) 


To/From World Trade Center 
e ByCar 
— 1-684 
— Hutchinson River Parkway 
—  |-278 Bruckner 
— RFK Bridge (tolls both ways) 
— FDR Drive 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A at West Street 


e = =By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad Harlem Line (437 monthly over 25 days, = 17.48 per day) 
— Nos. 4/5 subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e By Car 
— 1-684 
— Hutchinson River Parkway 


Appendix 4A.3-8 August 2022 


Appendix 4A.3, Transportation: Representative Commuting Costs by Auto and Transit 


— Cross County Parkway 

— Saw Mill Parkway 

— Henry Hudson Bridge (tolls both ways) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e  =By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad Harlem Line (437 monthly over 25 days, or 17.48 per day) 


4A.3-2 Orange/Rockland Counties (Spring Valley) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— Palisades Interstate Parkway 
— George Washington Bridge (tolls inbound) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad Pascack Valley Train to Hoboken (267 monthly over 25 days, or 10.68 per 
day) 
— PATH (110.25 unlimited, used for 25 round trips = 4.41 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— Palisades Interstate Parkway 
— George Washington Bridge (tolls inbound) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e  =By Transit 
— Rockland Coaches (330 monthly over 25 days, = 13.32 per day) 


4A.3-3 Westchester County (Croton-on-Hudson) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— Route 9/9A 
— Saw Mill Parkway 
— Henry Hudson Bridge (tolls both ways) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e = =By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad Hudson Line (322 monthly over 25 days, or 12.88 per day) 
— Nos. 4/5 subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 
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To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— Route 9/9A 
— Saw Mill Parkway 
— Henry Hudson Bridge (tolls both ways) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e = By Transit 
— Metro-North Railroad Hudson Line (322 monthly over 25 days, or 12.88 per day) 


4A.3-5 NEW JERSEY COUNTIES 


4A.3-1 South Jersey (Princeton) 
To/From World Trade Center 


e ByCar 
— Route 1 
— New Jersey Turnpike (toll both directions) 
— 1-78 
— Holland Tunnel (inbound tolls) 


e  =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT Princeton Junction to Newark Penn (326 monthly over 25 days, or13.04 per day) 
— PATH (110.25 unlimited, used for 25 round trips = 4.41 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— Route 1 
— New Jersey Turnpike (tolls both directions) 
— |-495 
— Lincoln Tunnel (tolls inbound) 
e = =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT Princeton Junction to New York Penn (365 monthly over 25 days, or 13.04 per day) 


4A,3-2 Central Jersey (Nutley) 


To/From World Trade Center 
e By Car 
— Route 3 
— Route9 
— 1-78 
— Holland Tunnel (inbound tolls) 
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e  =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT (15.20 two-way reduced by 25 percent, or 11.40 per day) 
— A/E subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 
e By Car 
— Route 3 
— |-495 
— Lincoln Tunnel (tolls inbound) 
— West Side Highway/Route 9A at West Street 


e  =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT (15.20 two-way reduced by 25 percent, or 11.40 per day) 


4A.3-3 Northern Jersey (Ridgewood) 


To/From World Trade Center 
e By Car 
— Route 17 
— |-95/New Jersey Turnpike (18/17 north of tolls) 
— Route 1/Tonnelle Avenue 
— Holland Tunnel (inbound tolls) 


e = =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT train to Hoboken (254 monthly over 25 days, or 10.16 per day) 
— PATH (110.25 unlimited, used for 25 round trips = 4.41 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 
— Route 17 
— New Jersey Turnpike (toll both ways) 
— |-495 
— Lincoln Tunnel (tolls inbound) 


e  =By Transit 
— NJ TRANSIT train to Hoboken (254 monthly over 25 days, or 10.16 per day) 
— PATH (110.25 unlimited, used for 20 round trips = 5.51 per day) 
— R subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 
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4A.3-6 CONNECTICUT COUNTIES 


4A.3-1 Fairfield County (Fairfield) 
To/From World Trade Center 
e By Car 

— 1-95 

— 1-278 

— RFK Bridge (tolls both ways) 

— FDR Drive 


West Side Highway/Route 9A at West Street 


e = By Transit 


Metro-North Railroad New Haven Line (391 monthly over 25 days, or 15.64 per day) 
Nos. 4/5 subway (30-day unlimited used for 25 days: 127/25 = 5.08 per day) 


To/From Bryant Park 


e ByCar 


I-95 

|-287 

Hutchinson River Parkway 

Cross County Parkway 

Saw Mill Parkway 

Henry Hudson Bridge (tolls both ways) 
West Side Highway/Route 9A 


e  =By Transit 


Metro-North Railroad New Haven Line (391 monthly over 25 days, or 15.64 per day) 
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Appendix 4B.1 Transportation and Traffic Methodology 
for NEPA Evaluation 


4B.1-1 OVERVIEW 


FHWA in cooperation with the TRTA—an affiliate of the MTA—the NYSDOT, and the NYCDOT (collectively, 
the Project Sponsors) have prepared this Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and the NEPA implementing regulations promulgated by the Council on 
Environmental Quality (40 CFR Parts 1500-1508) and FHWA (23 CFR Part 771). FHWA is serving as the lead 
Federal agency for the NEPA review. The EA will analyze the potential effects of implementing a program 
to reduce congestion in the Manhattan CBD in New York, New York. The Project purpose is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for future transportation 
improvements, pursuant to acceptance into FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP). 


Appendix 4B.1 provides a summary of the initial transportation and traffic methodology that was shared 
with FHWA at the onset of their NEPA lead agency responsibility (and as updated based on their review of 
the initial submission). As such, the appendix has been used to guide and develop the transportation studies 
and the impact assessment chapters of the EA. Each impact assessment chapter of the EA has refined 
impact assessment methodologies and assessment results building from this original methodology 
framework for transportation modeling and traffic impact assessment. 


4B.1-2. MODELING APPROACH 


The environmental review will establish the No Action Alternative, which will be compared to the CBD 
Tolling Alternative, which for the EA review comprises multiple tolling scenarios for future analysis years 
2023 (estimated time of completion or ETC) and 2045 (horizon year for conformity and indirect and 
cumulative project effects). The tolling scenarios will include variations in toll pricing as developed in 
coordination with variations in potential bridge and tunnel crossing credits. As appropriate, detailed impact 
assessment will be undertaken based on the determination of a specific tolling scenario. 


The No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative will be analyzed for impacts upon regional travel 
patterns and local traffic conditions resulting from implementation of the Project. To incorporate all of 
these aspects into the overall modeling effort, the following model will be utilized: 


e Best Practice Model (BPM), the regional travel demand forecasting model, developed by the New York 
Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC), the region’s metropolitan planning organization (MPO). 


To evaluate local traffic effects, the environmental review will also include a localized traffic assessment of 
15 study areas consisting of approximately 102 intersections, including those immediately adjacent to the 


1 The CBD Tolling Alternative is required to demonstrate conformity with The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council 


(NYMTC)’s latest conformity model (2020U) for all analysis years up to the horizon year of 2045. 
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area of the Manhattan CBD subject to the toll. The review will evaluate 10 key highway corridors, leading 
to and from bridges or tunnels that connect to the Manhattan CBD or facilities used to bypass the 
Manhattan CBD entirely, which could experience an increase in traffic due to diversion of traffic in some 
toll scenarios. 


Chapter 4, “Transportation,” and associated appendices of the NEPA document will include detailed 
outputs from the modeling work discussed in this methodology memo. 


Setting Toll Rates and Schedules 

The toll rate is a key variable in the modeling to determine shifts in travel patterns and among modes. 
However, the toll rate also changes depending upon whether crossing credits, exemptions or discounts are 
given to any facilities as ultimately, by statute, the Project must generate sufficient net revenues to fund 
$15 billion for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program. In other words, the more crossing credits, exemptions 
or discounts, the higher the toll must be. 


TBTA, assisted by MTA Planning, will use the Balanced Transportation Analyzer (BTA) initially to determine 
the toll rates to be used under different credit/exemption/discount tolling scenarios. The toll rates 
projected by the BTA for each of these tolling scenarios will then be used to model regional transportation 
effects using BPM. 


The NEPA document will include a toll schedule for each tolling scenario, covering all time periods for the 
day. These rates will be presented in current 2019 dollars and escalated for the 2023 and 2045 CBD Tolling 
Alternative analysis years. 


Regional Traftic Analysis 

This analysis is based on a compilation of existing travel characteristics and forecasts of changes in travel 
demand using the BPM. It is the primary tool used to evaluate the effects of large-scale regional 
transportation projects included in the New York Regional Transportation Plan. It is adopted by NYMTC’s 
member agencies for use in regional transportation planning analyses and is the Federally recognized 
transportation forecasting tool for the region. 


With the toll schedule generated by the BTA, the environmental review will use the BPM to model changes 
in regional travel patterns throughout the 28-county BPM study area. The BPM relies on socioeconomic 
forecasts developed by NYMIC specifically for long-range transportation forecasting and planning for use 
in the BPM. This forecast includes changes in population, households by income, as well as changes in 
employment by occupational class, and are provided at the Transportation Analysis Zone (TAZ) level as 
inputs to the BPM. Growth rates (or declines) between zones drive the overall growth or decline in trip- 
making behavior in the model. 


The NEPA document will provide summaries of NYMTC forecasts at the district and/or county level for a 
more complete understanding of the key drivers affecting trip-making growth in the region. Districts, such 
as the Manhattan CBD, will be aggregations of TAZs to better understand travel pattern changes to, from, 
and within the Manhattan CBD. The document will also summarize how the BPM utilizes the underlying 
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population and employment data combined with all the regional transportation linkages to model route 
and mode choice. 


For each CBD Tolling Alternative scenario, BPM outputs will be screened to identify any highways and 
roadways in the region with high volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratios and significant percentage changes in 
traffic volumes during the four time periods of analysis for the BPM (AM, midday [MD], PM, and Late 
Night[LN]) as shown in Table 4B.1-1 for each tolling scenario. For the local traffic analysis, because the BPM 
does not model weekend travel patterns, the environmental review will assume that the traffic changes 
during the Saturday peak period will be similar to the weekday MD period. This assumption is consistent 
with data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. (a third-party traffic data source), which shows similar general 
traffic conditions for the Saturday peak period and the weekday MD period. Saturday peak-period hours 
vary by location and will be detailed in the local traffic analysis. 


Table 4B.1-1. Best Practice Model Analysis Periods 


TIME PERIODS TIME PERIOD 

Weekday Morning Peak (AM) 6 a.m. to 10 a.m. 
Weekday Midday (MD) 10 a.m. to 4 p.m. 
Weekday Afternoon Peak (PM) 4 p.m. to 8 p.m. 
Weekday Late Night (LN) 8 p.m. to 6 a.m. 


Source: Best Practice Model, 2022 


Specifically, this screening will identify roadway segments with a v/c ratio over 0.90 that experience a 
5 percent or more increase in the traffic volume for any period and tolling scenario compared with the No 
Action Alternative. 


Additionally, the screening will also identify changes in roadway volumes along key highways including the 
Gowanus Expressway, Staten Island Expressway, Brooklyn-Queens Expressway, Long Island Expressway, 
Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway, Major Deegan Expressway, I-78, NJ-495, Franklin D. Roosevelt 
Drive (FDR Drive), and West Side Highway/Route 9A. 


MEASURES TO ASSESS REGIONAL TRAVEL IMPACT 


In addition to identifying significant volume changes on key roadways, the following measures will also be 


analyzed to assess the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios on regional travel patterns. 


e VMT: The NEPA document will analyze the change in vehicle-miles traveled (VMT) per capita across the 
tolling scenarios and across time. This analysis will determine whether people would drive less under 
the tolling scenarios. Less driving could indicate a change to higher capacity modes such as transit, high- 
occupancy vehicles (HOVs), or trip suppression from people choosing not to travel due to increased 


costs. 


The shift to higher capacity modes could be further analyzed through person-volumes on the region’s major 
corridors indicating a shift toward bus and HOV. 


Reductions in VMT and increases in person-volumes on roadways could be leading indicators of improved 
air quality and greater system efficiency. 
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Regional Transit Analysis 

The BPM is an activity-based model that simulates the number and types of journeys made on an average 
weekday in the region by each resident. Activity-based models such as the BPM use the concept of 
journeys. A journey is defined as travel between principal and anchor locations such as home, work, or 
school but the BPM also predicts related trips linked in with the anchor travel (e.g., intermediate stops such 
as a day care center or agym). This makes for a more realistic analysis that is based on the various decisions 
made by travelers between these locations, such as mode, purpose, destination, frequency, and location 
of intermediate stops, and time of day. The BPM generates over 28.8 million journeys per average weekday 
day from the New York City region’s 8.2 million households. 


The potential for effects from the CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios on the regional transit system will be 
analyzed using the BPM. 


For transit modes, the BPM contains all the routes, stations, service frequencies and fares for transit service 
throughout the metropolitan region, including the following. 


e MTA subway, bus, and commuter rail 

e New Jersey Transit Corporation(NJ TRANSIT) commuter rail, light rail, and bus 

e Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) trains 

e Ferries 

e Other public buses such as the Bee-Line in Westchester County and Nassau Inter-County Express (NICE) 
in Nassau County 


e Private transit bus operators 


The model generates an estimate of demand by access mode (walk or drive) by two major modes— 
commuter rail and subway—and all other transit. 


Using the BPM, the NEPA document will provide an overarching description of notable transit and travel 
changes. This will include information on changes in mode share and evaluate factors that inform route 
choices for trips into and out of the Manhattan CBD, as well as trips within and in the vicinity of the 
Manhattan CBD. The NEPA document will be written in non-technical language to allow the general public 
to understand how and why trips change in each tolling scenario. 


Local Traffic Analysis 

The change in regional travel demand is expected to have localized effects on traffic conditions, particularly 
in areas where there could be increases in traffic based on diversions or new travel patterns associated 
with the Project. Therefore, the focus of the traffic analysis will be to analyze the potential traffic effects of 
the Project by identifying those localized areas most likely to experience meaningful increases in traffic 
volumes. 


IDENTIFICATION OF STUDY AREAS—KEY LOCAL INTERSECTIONS 


Localized study areas have been established to evaluate key intersections on either side of bridge and 


tunnel crossings into Manhattan and other locations where there could be a potential traffic impact. The 
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environmental review will provide a map and detailed inventory of the 102 intersections that comprise the 
15 study areas where localized traffic will be evaluated, including: 


e East Side around 60th Street, Manhattan 

e West Side at 60th Street, Manhattan 

e Robert F. Kennedy (RFK) Bridge, the Bronx side 

e RFK Bridge, Manhattan side 

e Long Island City, Queens including areas around the RFK Bridge and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 

e Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Queens side 

e Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Manhattan side 

e Downtown Brooklyn areas around the Brooklyn Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 

e Red Hook Brooklyn in the area around the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 

e Downtown Manhattan including the areas around the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, Brooklyn Bridge, 
Manhattan Bridge 

e West Side Highway/Route 9A (Twelfth Avenue and West 24th Street) 

e Midtown Manhattan in the area around the Lincoln Tunnel and Port Authority Bus Terminal 


e New Jersey in the area around the Holland Tunnel 
e Lower East Side/ China Town/ Two Bridges study area 
e Little Dominican Republic study area near George Washington Bridge 


Local intersections at the New Jersey approaches to the George Washington Bridge are not included at the 
intersection level analysis because traffic on the bridge primarily comes from the regional highways instead 
of the local streets. 


IDENTIFICATION OF STUDY AREAS—KEY HIGHWAY SEGMENTS 


Based on the initial BPM screening, a traffic count program on key highway segments (e.g., highway 


crossings into the Manhattan CBD) in both directions will be undertaken, as needed. Current traffic count 
data from previous studies will be utilized to the maximum extent possible. It is anticipated that the highway 
segments most likely to be affected would be the approaches to tolled facilities that could experience 
higher traffic volumes under certain toll credit scenarios. These highway segments are anticipated to 
include the Gowanus Expressway, Long Island Expressway, the NJ-495 approach to the Lincoln Tunnel, and 
I-78 approach to the Holland Tunnel. In addition, there may be diversion to the Staten Island Expressway 
and the Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway because some motorists could take a more 
circumferential route between Brooklyn/Queens and New Jersey via the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge or the 
George Washington Bridge to avoid paying the CBD toll. Following extended examination of the BPM 
results, additional analyses will be conducted on the FDR Drive, the Bayonne Bridge, the RFK Bridge and a 
segment of the Eastern Spur in New Jersey, totaling ten highway segments analyzed. 


TRAFFIC IMPACT ASSESSMENT 


The traffic assessment will be undertaken for the 2023 analysis year to reflect the first year of 


implementation. For this assessment, existing traffic conditions will first be reviewed and validated reflect 
existing (2019) conditions. No growth rate will be applied due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Balanced existing 
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traffic flows will be developed where applicable for the weekday AM, MD, PM, and LN peak hours. Synchro 
networks will be prepared and calibrated to reflect existing (2019) conditions. 


To assess the 2023 No Action Alternative and the 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios, this analysis will 
first require adjusting BPM results to assign incremental changes in traffic to specific routes and 
intersections. In lieu of applying a background growth rate to existing volumes to estimate No Action 
volumes, a No Action increment from the BPM will be added to existing volumes to develop the No Action 
volumes. For the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios, the BPM results will be 
adjusted to account for any deviations between calibrated BPM results and hub-bound traffic counts at up 
to 10 locations (e.g., vicinity of crossings into the Manhattan CBD) during the four time periods of analysis. 
BPM adjustments include the following: 


e Converting peak-period volumes to peak analysis hour volumes 

e Applying capacity constraints at the tunnels and bridges crossing into the Manhattan CBD 

e Applying a bounce-back adjustment to account for excessive delays due to the diversion of traffic to 
alternate routes. 


A perceived delay adjustment will also be evaluated to reflect a higher cost for time spent in queue 
conditions. Attachment A summarizes the detailed methodology of applying these adjustment factors to 
BPM results to determine local traffic volumes. 


The future assignments for the CBD Tolling Alternative scenario chosen for analysis will then be added to 
the existing and No Action volumes and imported into Synchro networks for capacity and delay analysis to 
determine whether the future CBD Tolling Alternative conditions are likely to cause negative traffic effects. 
Conceptual traffic mitigation measures will be developed for intersections that may be potentially adversely 
affected. 


A screening assessment will be conducted based on the City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) 
screening thresholds for those intersections with a projected net increase of 50 or more vehicles. A 
secondary screening criterion of an increase of 50 or more vehicles for any movement will also be applied 
where the net increase in intersection traffic volume is below 50 vehicles. 


In addition to the local intersection analysis, the environmental review will also analyze highway corridors 
most likely to experience the largest increase in traffic volumes under the representative tolling scenario 
during the four analysis time periods (AM, MD, PM, and LN) described above for the No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios. The highway analysis will utilize calibrated Vissim models at the 
approaches to the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, Holland Tunnel, Lincoln Tunnel, the 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge, and will include merging, diverging, and weaving lane segments as part of the 
analysis. The FDR Drive and Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway will be analyzed qualitatively due to 
lack of available data. The Bayonne Bridge, RFK Bridge and New Jersey Turnpike Eastern Spur will be 
analyzed using Highway Capacity Software (HCS). 
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MEASURES TO ASSESS TRAFFIC EFFECTS—HIGHWAYS. 


Tolling scenarios with the largest increase in local traffic volumes will be analyzed using microsimulation 


software, the HCS where speeds are 40 mph or greater,” or a qualitative and analytic method depending 
on the availability of micro-simulation models, pre-COVID-19 pandemic traffic data, existing speeds, and 
the level of congestion. TBTA, in consultation with NYCDOT and NYSDOT, adopted a preliminary evaluation 
criteria for determining potential adverse traffic effects along highways as follows: 


e At speeds below 20 mph, an increase in traffic volumes of up to 5 percent would not be considered 
significant. 


e At speeds of 20 mph or above, an increase in traffic volumes of up to 10 percent would not be 
considered significant and thus is appropriate for determining the significance of traffic effects along 
highways potentially affected by the Project. 


Where a detailed traffic analysis is performed using the Vissim model or HCS an additional State 
Environmental Quality Review Act (SEQRA) criterion will be applied to determine adverse highway effects 
that relies on an increase in delay of 2.5 minutes or greater. This criterion is derived from an examination 
of average weekday travel times to the Manhattan CBD from the outer boroughs based on for-hire vehicle 
(FHV) recorded travel time and distance between passenger pickups and drop-offs prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic and during spring 2022 when average travel times rebounded to pre-pandemic levels. 


Average travel times to the Manhattan CBD from the outer boroughs during the weekday between 
6:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m. vary from about 35 minutes from Brooklyn, 45 minutes from the Bronx, 45 minutes 
from Queens, and about 58 minutes from Staten Island. A 2.5-minute increase in travel time under the 
SEQRA threshold would represent about a 5 percent increase in total travel time, depending on the trip 
origin, with shorter trips experiencing a higher percentage change and longer trips experiencing a smaller 
percentage change in travel time. See Appendix 4B.7, “Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to 
the Manhattan CBD.” 


Because up to a 2.5-minute increase in travel time would not be noticeable to most drivers over the length 
of the average trip, it is an appropriate threshold for determining adverse traffic effects. This threshold was 
applied at all locations where a detailed traffic analysis was performed. Where a detailed traffic analysis 
will not be performed due to the lack of availability of a calibrated Vissim model, or where reliable pre- 
COVID-19 traffic data are not available, the following SEQRA criteria will be used to determine adverse 
effects: an increase in traffic volumes greater than 5 percent at speeds of less than 20 mph, or an increase 
in traffic volumes greater than 10 percent at speeds of 20 mph or higher. 


Measures to Assess Traffic Effects—Intersections. Intersection level of service (LOS) is typically based on 
the average delay per vehicle, either for the intersection as a whole or for specific lane groups (e.g., 


The Highway Capacity Software (HCS) is a macroscopic traffic simulation software that implements the methodology in the 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM) 6th Edition. This tool is useful when speeds are generally 40 mph or higher. It provides 
level of service (LOS), speed, and density as measures of performance. At LOS F, this software does not provide useful 
output and, therefore, cannot be used effectively under congested conditions. 
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westbound left-turn lane). The analysis methodology and impact threshold guidance will be based on the 
SEQRA standards. In accordance with the SEQRA guidelines adopted by TBTA for the determination of 
adverse traffic effects at signalized intersections, an increase in delay for any intersection during the peak 
hour of greater than 5 seconds at LOS E or F is considered an adverse traffic effect requiring mitigation. 


These traffic analyses will be conducted using Synchro and all Synchro inputs and outputs will be shared 
with NYCDOT technical reviewers and will be included in the environmental document. All traffic 
intersection analyses will be evaluated for the incremental change in volume and LOS between the No 
Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative conditions consistent with the applicable SEQRA guidance. 


PARKING ANALYSES 


The enabling legislation requires NYCDOT to prepare a parking study 18 months after implementation of 
the program. 


The BPM has shown an overall reduction in vehicle trips to the Manhattan CBD as a result of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative in all tolling scenarios. The decrease in vehicle trips would also result in a decrease in parking 
demand in the Manhattan CBD. Consequently, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not create a parking 
shortfall in the Manhattan CBD, and a detailed assessment of the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on 
parking supply and demand in the Manhattan CBD is not necessary. 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of commuters and visitors to the Manhattan CBD who would 
use transit for their trip would increase. Some of these commuters and visitors would drive to commuter 
rail and subway stations outside the Manhattan CBD to access transit to complete their trip. Consequently, 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would increase the number of drivers who would seek parking near commuter 
rail and subway stations outside the Manhattan CBD. These commuters and visitors would create demand 
for on- and off-street parking near the commuter rail and subway stations they use for their trip to the 
Manhattan CBD. 


The NEPA document will assess the future effects of the Project on parking in the outer boroughs. The 
proposed methodology will determine baseline supply and utilization in areas up to 1/4-mile from the 
subway stations or transit hubs where “park & ride” auto to transit demand resulting from toll avoidance 
is expected to be the greatest. Based upon results from the model, the incremental parking demand will 
be added to the future baseline (No Action Alternative) levels to determine whether the shift in travel 
patterns would result in the potential for parking shortfalls within the outer borough study area. 


This assessment of parking conditions outside the Manhattan CBD relies upon estimates of transit usage 
produced by the BPM for the Project. 


The parking assessment is being conducted using the methodologies outlined in the City of New York’s 
2020 City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR Technical Manual), which recommends a screening 
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procedure to determine whether quantified analyses of transportation conditions are warranted.* Using 
that screening approach, if a project would result in 50 or more peak-hour vehicle trips at an intersection, 
then further analyses might be warranted to assess the potential for adverse effects on parking. For 
locations that would experience an increase of fewer than 50 peak-hour vehicle trips due to a project, 
further analysis of parking is typically not warranted. 


The socioeconomic section of the NEPA document will qualitatively examine broader effects of the shifts 
in parking demand including changes to the demand for off-street parking. It will also look at the potential 
for new cost differentials to emerge such as increases or decreases in parking costs based on changes to 
demand. 


DATA COLLECTED AS PART OF THE NEPA ANALYSIS 

The NEPA transportation and traffic analyses are built on an extensive baseline of data collected in June 
2019, with additional data collection that occurred in fall 2019. The combination of assembled existing data 
obtained from NYCDOT and available public documents with the newly collected data ensures that the 


analyses are built on a well-supported existing conditions baseline. The data collection, calibration and 
balancing of intersection traffic and pedestrian volumes was done in coordination with NYCDOT and is 
consistent with the CEQR Technical Manual guidance. For broader calibration of BPM volumes and traffic 
count data for Manhattan CBD crossings, the collected and modeled data was correlated with the NYMTC 
Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. The NEPA document will summarize the data collection effort 
(location, dates, time periods collected) and the original data collection will be shared with NYCDOT and 
other agencies as part of the environmental record. 


THIRD-PARTY DATA SOURCES 


The transportation and traffic analysis will utilize third-party data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. These 
data are being used to further define trip origin and destination to inform how to assign traffic on the local 
road network. The data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc. does not require further calibration with existing 
traffic counts. The NEPA document will include details about the source material and describe its use as 
part of the traffic assessment. 


3 While the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act exempts the Project from the environmental review procedures of CEQR, the 
methodology of the CEQR Technical Manual was used for this analysis because it provides a widely accepted methodology for 
conducting a parking assessment in New York City. 
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Attachment A. Methodology to Develop Local Traffic 
Volumes 


A.1. | HOURLY FACILITY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
This section describes the method used to develop hourly traffic volumes for existing, 2023 No Action 


Alternative, and 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative conditions. 


A.1.1. Existing Traffic Volumes 


Existing hourly facility traffic volumes are available for all Manhattan CBD crossings based on transaction 
data at TBTA tolled facilities for the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, the Queens—Midtown Tunnel, and the RFK Bridge. 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey trans-Hudson transaction data are available for 2018 inbound 
(to Manhattan) traffic and 2017 outbound (exiting Manhattan) traffic. NYCDOT toll-free bridge counts are 
available in the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. Counts were recently taken in June 2019 at the 60th 
Street exit from the Manhattan CBD. A0.5 percent annual background growth rate was applied to the pre- 
2019 traffic data to estimate the existing 2019 traffic volumes. This growth rate is twice the growth rate 
suggested in the CEQR Technical Manual to account for some additional traffic generated by local 
development projects. 


A.1.2. 2023 No Action Alternative Traffic Volumes 


The 2023 No Action Alternative increment traffic volumes were derived by distributing the adjusted peak- 
period increment traffic volumes from the No Action Alternative BPM facilities to each hour of the day. The 
No Action Alternative BPM increment is the difference between and the 2023 No Action Alternative BPM 
and the calibrated existing conditions BPM. The peak-period traffic volumes were distributed to individual 
hours using the same temporal distribution as the existing facility counts. The No Action Alternative BPM 
reflects roadway network changes expected to be in place by 2023 including the Brooklyn Bridge bike lanes, 
Queensboro Bridge bike lanes, and Brooklyn-Queens Expressway lane reduction. No additional background 
growth rates were applied since the existing volumes and BPM baseline represent pre-pandemic volumes 
that are not yet fully recovered and are expected to remain flat within the framework of the 2023 No Action 
Alternative analysis year.* 


A.1.3. 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative Increment Hourly Traftic Volumes 


The 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative increment traffic volumes were derived by distributing the adjusted peak- 
period increment traffic volumes from the CBD Tolling Alternative BPM facilities to each hour of the day. 
The 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative increment is the difference between the 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative 
BPM and the 2023 No Action Alternative BPM. The peak-period traffic volumes were distributed to 
individual hours using the same temporal distribution as the existing facility counts. 


4 Traffic counts on local streets and NYCDOT bridges in the Manhattan CBD in May 2021 and May 2022 indicate that traffic 
volumes are at 85 percent to 90 percent of pre-COVID-19 pandemic traffic levels, although traffic volumes on TBTA and 
PANYNJ facilities have nearly recovered to pre-pandemic levels. 
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A.1.4. 2023 CBD Tolling Alternative Total Hourly Traffic Volumes 


Both the 2023 No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative hourly traffic volumes were derived by 
adding the appropriate hourly increment to the preceding analysis (No Action Alternative is added to 
existing conditions, CBD Tolling Alternative is added to the No Action Alternative) hourly volumes and then 
subtracting or adding the hourly “bounce-back” traffic volumes. A facility that is projected to have a large 
incremental increase could see the increment decrease slightly due to volume (traffic) diverting to a facility 
with more available capacity, which would result in a smaller positive increment. A facility that is projected 
to have a large incremental decrease could see the increment increase slightly due to volume diverting 
from a facility with less available capacity, resulting in a smaller negative increment. The bounce-back 
methodology is further detailed in the section below. 


A.2. © ADJUSTMENT OF PROJECTED CHANGES IN BPM PERIOD FACILITY VOLUMES 
Figure A-1 presents a flow chart describing the adjustment of projected changes in peak-period facility 


volumes as projected by the BPM. These steps are summarized below. This process is followed when 
establishing both the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative increments, with the only 
differences between the following: 


e The No Action Alternative calibration factor is based on the difference between the Hub Bound Travel 
Data Report 2019 and the existing BPM, while the CBD Tolling Alternative calibration factor is based on 
the difference between the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 and the No Action Alternative BPM. 


e The No Action Alternative increment is based on the initial difference between the existing and No 
Action Alternative BPM results, while the CBD Tolling Alternative increment is based on the initial 


difference between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative BPM results. 


A.2.1. Adjustment for Calibration Variance at Each Facility 


The period increment between the modeled BPM facility volume and the hub-bound® or count volume 
represents an under or over assignment of facility traffic. This over-under assignment of facility volumes 
needs to be accounted for and an adjustment needs to be made to the initial changes in facility volumes 
projected by the BPM. The proposed increment, whether positive or negative has an impact on the 
necessary adjustment. There are four possible scenarios based on these relationships of the BPM 
assignment and the proposed BPM increment. The table below breaks down each possible scenario. 

A B c 


Scenarios BPM Percent Difference BPM Increment Adjusted BPM Reason 
(Over/Under Assigned) (Positive/Negative) Increment 


: . Positive (+) [Absolute The real facility has less traffic (more available capacity) 
OverAssigned(+) Increase] than it does in the BPM, so it could attract more trips. 


: . A Positive (+) [Absolute The real facility has more traffic (less available capacity) 
Mio Ueda hg) Decrease] than it does in the BPM, so it could attract fewer trips. 
Negative (-) [Absolute The real facility has more traffic than it does in the BPM 
Me TN, ENG, Increase] There is more traffic to lose so it could lose more trips 


Negative (-) [Absolute The real facility has less traffic than it does in the BPM 
- Seenario2 Over Assigned (+) Negative (:) Decrease] There is less traffic to lose so it could lose fewer trips 


7 Hub-bound refers to travel to the Manhattan CBD tolling area and is a term used by NYMTC. The geographic coverage of the 


Hub and the Manhattan CBD tolling area are the same. 
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Figure A-1 Adjustment of Period Best Practice Model Changes in Facility Volumes® 
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A.2.2. Adjustment for Sector Calibration Variance 


The period BPM sector volumes are generally consistent with the hub-bound sector volumes; however, 
there is a need to adjust for some over or under assignment of traffic. Sectors are defined regions within 
BPM, generally broken down by New York City borough. For instance, if the BPM period sector traffic 
volume is over-assigned by 5 percent, then it is assumed that the diverted traffic would also be about 
5 percent too high. Therefore, in Step 2, a 5 percent reduction is applied to the Step 1 adjusted increase in 
BPM facility volume to account for the over assignment in period BPM sector volumes. Similarly, if the 
assigned sector volumes are 5 percent too low, then the Step 1 adjusted BPM change in facility volumes 
must be increased to account for the under assignment of sector traffic volumes. 


A.2.3. Bounce-back Hourly Facility Traffic Volumes 


Unlike a network simulation model, the BPM as a travel demand model relies on a conventional static 
assignment method in TransCAD for the loading of origin-destination demand to the links of the highway 
network. While it does consider capacity constraints at the Manhattan CBD crossings and all links in the 
network, over congestion is expressed as simple link-level v/c ratios, which are used to calculate travel time 
delays on each link. Therefore, post assignment analysis of the hourly traffic volumes can yield more 
realistic estimates of traffic flow characteristics particularly on the arterial system and at intersections. For 
specific segments and links utilized in the traffic study the distribution of adjusted period BPM flow 
increments may result in traffic volumes that cannot be accommodated resulting in excessive delays which 
may result in a bounce-back of traffic from the alternate facility to the original facility. The premise of this 
portion of the methodology is to determine how a system equilibrium would look following the 
implementation of any of the CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios. 


The No Action Alternative delay and the CBD Tolling Alternative delay are calculated based on estimated 
queue length. Estimated queue length is determined by converting the additional volume from the No 
Action Alternative to CBD Tolling Alternative scenarios into a queue length by assuming 20 feet per vehicle. 
The additional queue is only considered if the v/c ratio is greater than 1.0. Based on the estimated increase 
in queue, a delay function, using a congested speed of about 6.5 mph, calculates a projected delay for each 
vehicle. This delay value is then multiplied by a perceived delay factor of 1.5 which is used to reflect a higher 
perceived cost for time spent in queue conditions. This factor is supported via several studies that detail 
how a traveler perceives delay as taking longer than it may take realistically. A delay cost is calculated by 
multiplying the new delay factor by a $35 per hour value of time. Based on the delay cost, using the bounce- 
back curve shown in Figure A-2, the percent bounce-back is determined for the hourly increment. Any 
additional increment over the capacity of the facility is subject to this bounce-back percentage. The volume 
that is “bounced” returns to the facility it was likely to have originally used under existing conditions. Table 
A-1 and Table A-2 show the method of calculating the hourly bounce-back traffic volumes. 


Variance adjustments are based on the ratio of Hub-bound volumes vs. BPM assigned volumes and were applied by four 
sectors as described below: New Jersey sector for the George Washington Bridge, Lincoln Tunnel, and Holland Tunnel; 
Brooklyn sector for Hugh L. Carey T, Brooklyn Bridge, and Manhattan Bridge; Queens sector for Williamsburg Bridge, Queens 
Midtown Tunnel, Queensboro Bridge, and RFK Bridge; 60th Street Sector for Route 9A, west side avenues, east side 
avenues, and the FDR Drive 
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Table A-1. 


Hourly Existing, No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative Facility Volumes (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel Manhattan-bound 


Appendix 4B.1-14 


Example) 
Existing Inbound - May 2019 No Action Inbound - May 2023 2023 Base Action Increment Bounceback Adjusted Increment w/Bounceback TOTAL 2023 Action Inbound Traffic Volume 
Hour Starting Cars Trucks Total Cars Trucks Total Cars Trucks Ta Cars Trucks Tesi Cars Trucks Terai Cars Trucks Toiai 
TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass TBM E-ZPass 
12:00 AM 6 108 o 15 129 6 113 1) 16 135, Fd 120 oO a7 144 oO 1°) oO i) oO 7 120 oO 17 144 13 233 oO 32 279 
1:00 AM 3 oS oO 7 65 3 58 oO } 68 3 61 i) 8 7 oO oO i) oO oO 3 61 oO 8 72 6 119 oO 15 140 
2:00 AM 2 33 Oo 6 41 2 35 oO 6 43 2 37 oO 7 46 oO 1) i) Oo oO 2 37 0 rs 46 4 71 oO 13 89 
3:00 AM 1 38 Oo 6 45 1 40 oO 6 47 1 42 oO . 50 oO 1) oO Oo oO 1 42 0 7 50 2 82 oO 13 97 
4:00 AM 3 116 Oo 18 137 3 121 oO 19 143 3 129 i) 20 152 oO i) i) oO oO 3 129 oO 20 152 6 250 oO 39 296 
5:00 AM a7 785 Zz 37 901 18 821 2 101 942 ig 874 2 108 1,003 oO i) i) oO oO 19 874 2 108 1,003 37 1,695 4 209 1,945 
10:00 AM 48 1,812 4 126 1,990 56 2,115 5 147 2,322 18 684 2 48 751 17 -657 -1 46 -721 1 27 i) = 30 57 2,142 5. 149 2,352 
11:00 AM 46 1,538 3 104 1,691 56 1,861 4 126 2,046 18 602 1 41 662 11 -357 1 -24 -393 ? 245 oO 17 269 63 2,105 4 142 2,315 
12:00 PM 43 1,431 2 93 1,569 52 1,731 rs 113 1,898 17 560 1 36 614 6 -186 i) -12 -204 11 374 1 24 410 63 2,105 3 137 2,308 
1:00 PM 45 1,351 2 108 1,506 54 1,634 rd 131 1,822 18 528 i 42 589 3 -96 i) 8 -107 14 432 1 35 482 69 2,067 3 165 2,304 
2:00 PM 49 1,388 2 121 1,560 59 1,679 2 146 1,887 19 543 a 47 610 6 -169 oO -15 -190 13 374 1 33 420 7 2,053 3 179 2,307 
3:00 PM 53 1,408 2 132 1,595 64 1,703 2 160 1,930 21 551 1 52 624 8 -216 oO -20 -244 13 335, oO 31 379 77 2,038 a 191 2,309 
8:00 PM 30 783 oO 40 853 31 819 oO 42 892 33 871 oO 45 949 oO i) oO oO oO 33 871 oO 45 949 65 1,690 i) 86 1,841 
9:00 PM 32 702 oO 36 770 34 734 oO 38 805 36 781 it) 40 857 i) i) oO oO oO 36 781 oO 40 857 69 1,515 1) 78 1,662 
10:00 PM 26 626 oO 31 683 27 655 1) 32 714 29 697 oO 35 760 1) i) Oo oO oO 29 697 oO 35 760 56 1,352 oO 67 1,475 
11:00 PM 16 348 oO 21 385 17 364 ) 22 403 18 387 oO 23 429 oO 1) i) i) oO 18 387 i) 23 429 35 751 oO 45 831 
AM Peak TOTAL 149 6,989 10 769 7,916 168 7,895 11 864 8,938 49 2,315 3 253 2,621 -40 -1,895 3 -212 1 
PM Peak TOTAL 142 4,315 4 506 4,967 153 4,639 4 543 5,339 ass) 4,700 4 550 5,409 -149 4,531 4 -530 oO 
Off-Peak TOTAL 420 12,522 17 961 13,920 484 14,482 20 1,112 16,097 262 7,467 8 574 8,311 5 
Daily TOTAL 
Vehicle TOTAL 24,537 2,266 26,803 27,819 2,554 
Facility TOTAL 26,803 30,374 16,341 
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Percentage Bounce-Back by Hour—(Hugh L. Carey Tunnel Manhattan-bound Example) 
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Approach Congested Uncongested Excessive 
Lanes Speed Speed VOT/Min Delay 
Multiplier 
P HOV Total Existin ; j ‘ 7 
. Number | Capacity Volume | Vehicular ol igsmad Ea Delta | NoAction Acton v/C No Action Action Neroueus Estimated Perceived Bounce-Back Capped 
Hour Starting of GP Per GP pairs Volume | volume | Volume w/o Bounce- Queue w/o | w/o Bounce- . Delay Cost » |Bounce Back 
iange lane Remove | Capacity in Volume v/Cc Back Queue Bounce-Back| Back (ft) Delay (min) Delay (percent) (percent)* 
d GP (PCE) (PCE) (PCE) 
12:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 144 151 311 160 0.065 0.135 0 ie) 0} 0} 0.0] S$ - 2.54% 0.0% 
1:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 72 75 155 80 0.033 0.068 0 0 ie) 0} 0.0] S$ - 2.54% 0.0% 
2:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 47 49 102) 52 0.021 0.044 0} 0 0} 0} 0.0] $ - 2.54% 0.0% 
3:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300) 51 53 110 57 0.023 0.048 0} 0 0} 0} 0.0] $ - 2.54% 0.0% 
4:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 155 162 334 172 0.070 0.145 0 ie) 0} 0} 0.0] S$ . 2.54% 0.0% 
5:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 1,000 1046 2159 1113 0.455 0.938 0 0 0} 0} 0.0] S$ 7 2.54% 0.0% 
10:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300) 2,120 2474 3274 800 1.076 1.423 3540 11538 7998 13} 18.8] S 10.96 96.05% 96.0% 
11:00 AM 2 1,150 2,300 1,798) 2175) 2879 703 0.946 1.252) ie) 10806 10806) 17 25.4] $ 14.80 96.38% 96.4% 
12:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300) 1,664 2013 2664 651 0.875 1.158) ie) 9999 9999 16] 23.5} $ 13.70 96.36% 96.4% 
1:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 1,616 1955) 2587 632 0.850 1.125 0 9712 9712 15) 22.8] $ 13.31 96.35% 96.3% 
2:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 1,683 2036 2694 658 0.885 1.171 0 10114 10114 16| 23.8] $ 13.86 96.37% 96.4% 
3:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 1,729 2092, 2768 676 0.909 1.203 0} 10389 10389 16] 24.4) $ 14.23 96.38% 96.4% 
8:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 893 934 1928 994 0.406 0.838 ie) 0} 0} 0} 0.0] $ - 2.54% 0.0% 
9:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 806 843 1740 897 0.366 0.756 0 0 0} 0} 0.0] S$ = 2.54% 0.0% 
10:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 714 747 1541 795 0.325 0.670 0 0 0} 0} 0.0] S$ 7 2.54% 0.0% 
11:00 PM 2 1,150 2,300 406] 425 877 452| 0.185 0.381 0 ie) i?) 0} 0.0] S$ = 2.54% 0.0% 
Facility TOTAL PCE 29,069} 32,928] 50,663} *Bounce-back is only applied after a facility is over capacity 
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Figure A-2 Bounce-Back Curve (Percentage Bounce-Back versus Anticipated Cost of Delay) 


VOT/Hour 
VOT/Min 


Perceived 
Delay Factor 1 Delay Perceived Bounceback 
(min) Delay (min) Curve Variance 
1 1.00 3.3% 0.28% 
2.00 5.4% 0.35% 
3.00 8.6% 0.60% 
4.00 13.5% 3.54% 
5.00 20.6% 0.65% 
6.00 30.1% 0.14% 
7.00 41.6% 1.62% 
8.00 54.0% 3.95% 100:0% 
9.00 65.6% -4,38% 90.0% 
10.00 75.4% 0.40% 
11.00 82.8% -2.19% 
12.00 88.0% 0.00% 70.0% 
13.00 91.4% 1.44% 
14.00 93.6% -0.37% 
15.00 95.0% 0.00% 30.0% 
16.00 95.8% -0.16% 40.0% 
17.00 96.4% -0.65% 
18.00 96.7% -0.34% 
19.00 96.8% -0.15% 20.0% 
20.00 97.0% -1.04% 
21.00 97.0% -0.97% 


22.00 97.1% -0.93% 0.0% 
23.00 97.1% -0.91% $0.00 $2.00 $4.00 $6.00 $8.00 $10.00 


24.00 97.1% -0.89% Additional Delay Cost ($) 


Traffic Bounceback (%) 
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A.2.4. Capping Processed Traffic Volumes 


The final step of the adjustment process deals with capping the processed increment based upon the 
capacity of the facility. The final incremental demand is split into two categories: demand volume and 
processed (capped) volume. The demand volume is the total number of vehicles that are committed to 
using a facility. Based on the magnitude of this volume, it is possible that the entire demand cannot be 
processed by the facility. As a result, a lower processed volume will emerge downstream of the facility. The 
processing ability of a facility is set to 105 percent of the facility capacity, a standard value used in traffic 
analysis. This demand volume is used in analysis of locations upstream of, or before entering, a facility. The 
processed volume is used in analysis of locations downstream of, or after exiting, a facility. Table A-3 details 
the entire adjustment process that the period increment undergoes, prior to any capping. 


Table A-3 Inbound Adjustment of Projected Best Practice Model AM Period Changes in Facility 
Volumes 
C=B*(1-A) or 
A A 8 C=B*(14A) D E F=CxDxE G H \=F+G+H 
ieee BPM Nobuild - Percent BPMScenario| Adjusted BPM Sector Value of Time} Adjusted Bounceback | Bounceback auneeeracie: Total Facility 
Existing Counts Difference Increment Increment Adjustment Adjustment | 6AM-10AM Loss Gain Increment 
Queensboro Bridge (Lower) 4,584 75% (3,922) (985) 0.826 1.000 (814) 0 1115 50% QMT and 50% RFK 301 
Queensboro Bridge (UpperNR} 1,082. |= 16% =| (2,562) | (2,140) 0.826 1.000 (1,767) 0 0 100% RFKM (1,767) 
Queensboro Bridge (UpperSR)| 797 | (2%) =~ | (2,058) | (2,101) 0.826 1.000 (1,735) 0 710 100% RFKM (1,025) 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel 337 3% 4,146 4,253 0.826 1.000 3,512 (2,787) 0 ABB LL, 15% WBB, 10% BB, 10% MB, 25%Q| 725 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 1,484 13% 2,598 2,944 0.890 1.000 2,621 (2,149) 0 20% WBB, 60% MB, and 20% BB 472 
Holland Tunnel 606 6% (356) (336) 0.960 1.000 (323) 0 0 50% VNB and 50% GWB (322) 
Lincoln Tunnel S21 3% (383) (371) 0.960 1.000 (356) 0 o 100% LT (356) 
RFK Bridge - Manhattan (2,184) | (19%) 961 ™ 0.642 1.000 499 (21) 0 60% QBB UL, 40% RFKM 477 
Williamsburg Bridge 280 3% (1,597) (1,552) 0.890 1.000 (1,382) 0 848 35% QMT, 50% BB and 15% MB (534) 
Manhattan Bridge 6311 59% (10,331) (4,281) 0.890 1.000 (3,812) 0 1,568 20% HCT, 40% WBB and 40% BB (2,244) 
Brooklyn Bridge (2,320) (16%) (1,294) (1,496) 0.890 1.000 (1,332) 0 709 20% HCT, 40% MB and 40% WB (624) 
George Washington Bridge 7,865 21% (665) (526) 0.960 1.000 (505) 0 0 50% HT and 50% LT (505) 
Henry Hudson Bridge 5,184 118% (448) 81 0.458 1.000 37 0 0 100% RFKM 37 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge 20,993 135% (224) 80 0.425 1.000 34 (0) 0 50% HT and 50% LT 33 
60th St Crossings 5,579 9% (13,532) (12,358) 0.920 1,000 (11,371) 0 9 


A.3. INTERSECTION ASSIGNMENT 
After the BPM results are normalized at each crossing facility, the hourly increment between the No Action 


Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative facility volumes were distributed to the study locations for each 
analysis hour based on StreetLight Data, Inc. GPS travel data. The distribution was performed separately 
for inbound traffic (entering Manhattan), outbound traffic (exiting Manhattan), non-Manhattan locations, 
and Manhattan locations. These distributions were then combined to calculate the total traffic increment 
at each study location. The process is described below and illustrated in Figure A-3. 
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Figure A-3 Traffic Assignment to Specific Intersections 


Percent passing through intersection Percent passing through intersection 
from facility = X/T; to facility = Y/T, 


Percent passing through intersection Percent passing through intersection 
from facility = Y/T, to facility = X/T; 
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A.3.1. Inbound Assignment 


NON-MANHATTAN 

The percentage of facility trips that pass through each non-Manhattan intersection destined to a facility 
crossing during each peak period is calculated from data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. This percentage 
is applied to the facility Action increment to calculate the inbound increment by facility for each 
intersection. After the facility increments are calculated they were added together to derive the total 
inbound increment for each non-Manhattan intersection location. 


MANHATTAN CBD 

The percentage of facility trips that pass through each Manhattan intersection originating at a facility 
crossing during each peak period was calculated from data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. This 
percentage was applied to the facility Action increment to calculate the inbound increment by facility for 
each location. After the facility increments were calculated they were added together to derive the total 
inbound increment for each Manhattan intersection location. 


A.3.2. Outbound Assignment 


MANHATTAN CBD 

The percentage of facility trips that pass through each Manhattan intersection destined to a facility crossing 
during each peak period was calculated from data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. This percentage was 
applied to the facility Action increment to calculate the outbound increment by facility for each 
intersection. After the facility increments were calculated they were added together to derive the total 
outbound increment for each Manhattan location. 


NON-MANHATTAN 

The percentage of facility trips that pass through each non-Manhattan intersection originating at a facility 
crossing during each peak period was calculated from data provided by StreetLight Data, Inc.. This 
percentage was applied to the facility Action increment to calculate the outbound increment by facility for 
each location. After the facility increments were calculated they were added together to derive the total 
outbound increment for each non-Manhattan intersection location. 


A.3.3. Northern Manhattan (Non-Manhattan CBD) Assignment 


The normalized volume entering the Manhattan CBD at 60th Street was assigned as southbound traffic at 
Manhattan intersection locations in the Upper East and Upper West study areas while the normalized 
volume exiting the Manhattan CBD at 60th Street were assigned as northbound traffic at Manhattan 
intersection locations in the Upper East and Upper West study areas. 
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Figure A-4 
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D 


55 51 


20.6 39.7 Cc D 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.3-10 


Long Island City Study Area - Existing vs No-Action- PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21th Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach Lane Group 


Movement 


V 


LO 


No-Action 


No-Action 


Intersection 


0.63 0.64 


0.56 0.56 


0.91 0.92 


0.10 0.10 


Intersection 


32.8 32.8 (a (a 
0.43 0.50 15.0 16.1 B B 


T 


R 


0.10 0.12 


115 


11.6 


B 


LT 


17.4 


izes) 


Intersection 


0.52 0.51 


0.29 


3/9) 


0.61 


0.35 


19,1 


0.55 


16.8 


0.63 


40.4 


D 


Intersection 


NB ili 


1055 1062 


20.4 20.4 C Cc 


SB ua 


1045 1029 


340 340 


WB R 


155 139 


Intersection |Unsignalized 


40 40 


105 105 


0.63 


33.4 


33.5 


Cc (a 


65 65 


165 163 


80 79 


LT 


R 


Intersection | Unsignalized 


LT 


0.29 


47 


TR 


0.45 


25.2 


0.74 


26.8 


Intersection 


TR 


0 
265 265 0. 


: 24.0 23.3 C Cc 
44 0.44 39.5 39.5 D D 


10 


E 


296 


0.63 0.56 


30 


0.64 0.57 


545 


0.59 0.59 


35 35 


0.84 0.91 


0.34 0.35 


36.7 


0.60 0.44 


217 


0.55 0.40 


23.0 


0.38 0.38 


14.1 


B 


Intersection 27.9 29.0 e (a 
E B B 


1385 


0.70 0.70 


19.3 


15 


342 


0.36 0.36 


43.6 


D D 


401 


0.58 0.58 


49.1 


D D 


R 


0 0 


Intersection | Unsignalized 


TR 


T 


29,3 29.3 € Cc 


R 


EB T 


T 


Intersection |Unsignalized 


LT 


0 


1063 


0.64 


TR 


629 


272 


0.54 0.70 


Intersection 24.8 


7 


0.34 


113 


0.84 0.82 


144 


Appendix 4B.3-11 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - Existing vs No-A Comparison - AM Peak Hour 
Approach Lane Group | Movement - Volume veh) - — vic - — Delay - — _ 7 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
L L2 0 0 : : : : 
NEB T 0 0 - 
Trinity Place & NB LT L 15 3 . . - . 
Edgar Street T T 200 79 0.18 0.09 13.9 10.1 B B 
EB L L 35 35 0.30 0.09 43.4 20.7 D C 
Intersection 18.4 13:5: B B 
TR I 220 104 0.33 0.16 18.1 10.7 B B 
NB 
Trinity Place & B us wy - - 
Rector Street EB ol E WY ww - - - 
ili 25) 35 0.51 0.52 eh) 31.9 G G 
Intersection 22.9 22.1 ¢ C 
NB T T 1070 1056 0.74 0.73 45.6 45.2 D D 
HCT Entrance/Exit R2 R2 400 424 0.25 0.27 0.5 0.5 A A 
& West Street SB T T 1040 1044 0.65 0.65 14 14 A A 
WB L L 1560 1692 0.90 0.97 42.7 53.0 D D 
Intersection 28.4 32.7 i Cc 
NB Tt T 1070 1056 0.61 0.61 a3) 1.2 A A 
HCT Exit & West SB TR T 1040 1044 0.75 0.76 46.0 46.1 D D 
Street & West R u 2 - - - - 
Thams Street EB Bi a o o = - = = - 
WB R R 1090 1239 0.73 0.82 33.8 38.4 C D 
Intersection 0 Zu) 29.5 Cc C 
NB L L 560 430 0.72 0.48 19.1 26.5 B Cc 
T T 645 496 0.66 0.57 13.4 13.8 B B 
(Chambers Street & SB TR T 225 237 0.44 0.79 30.5 50.5 c D 
Centre Street R 30 31 : D 
EB R R 385 394 D 
Intersection 0 C 
LT L 105 105 : 
NB ili 670 670 D 
R R 190 190 Cc 
Canal Street & R2 R2 45 46 0.24 0.24 27.8 27.9 Cc Cc 
Hudson L L2 50 50 + : * . : 
Street/ Holland EB (L, 435 438 0.79 0.80 42.6 42.9 D D 
Tunnel On-Ramp tT 1 575 589 0.69 0.71 19.2 19.8 B B 
a TR T 460 a | 
R 100 89 : - : : : 
Intersection 39.4 
Canal Street & Ee u iB eat 635 
Holland Tunnel On- WB u u aia ae 
R R 880 880 


August 2022 


Ramp 


Intersection 


NB I ili 2680 2680 1.00 1.00 
Canal Street S & R R 290 291 0.61 0.61 
West Street SB L LE 730 734 0.75 0.75 
ili T 2105 2144 0.74 0.76 A A 
Intersection D D 
NB T T 2680 2680 0.60 0.60 I i A A 
Canal Street N & SB T t wa 2878 _ we 8.2 ce A A 
West Street WB LR R 0 0 = = = 
Intersection 4.6 A A 
West Street & 
[Albany Street 
Intersection 0 25.1 25.6 ¢ C 
NB ig 5 5 . : - : : 
ii T 2250 2296 0.69 0.71 19.9 20.3 B Cc 
5B T T 1805 1855 0.67 0.69 19.6 20.0 B Cc 
R R 330 330 0.85 0.86 43.4 44.0 D D 
West Street = L L 105 105 0.50 —| 0.56 
Vesey Street R R 75 77 0.37 0.38 48.0 48.5 D D 
LT L 0 0 : : : 
WB T 0 0 = 
R R 0 0 : : 
Intersection 23.1 23.5 Cc Cc 
i 2345 2328 0.88 0.88 38.8 38.4 D D 
NB us alt 65 65 : : : : 
[L L 230 230 0.77 0.77 
SB il T 1750 1793 0.62 0.63 16.8 yfeal B B 
R R 50 50 0.27 | 0.27 
West Street & L 105 105 . : - = : : 
Chambers Street EB LTR T 30 30 0.57 0.58 (SSS os ee en | 
R als} 15 : : : : : 
(ar IL 65 67 : : : : : : 
we T 60 60 0.55 | 0.6 | a 
R R 310 310 0.75 0.75 46.7 46.7 D D 
Intersection B52 35.0 D D 
£B T T 825 839 0.85 0.87 32.9 34.0 ( Cc 
R R 85 104 0.24 0.29 19.8 20.7 B G 
WB T T 965 1149 0.88 | Dd | 
Canal NB T T 295 294 0.51 0.56 32.4 35.0 Cc D 
Street/M anhattan R L 340 337 0.38 0.36 10 0.9 A A 
Bridge & Bowery L L 325 331 0.55 0.57 13.2 16.0 B B 
SB TR i 155 156 0.65 0.68 111 12.7 B B ] 
R 85 85 : : : : : 
Intersection 25.7 37.7 Cc D 
NB i U 295 294 0.27 0.51 v3) 6.7 A A 
Manhattan Bridge SB a ilk 565 572 0.37 0.37 18.6 18.6 B B 
& Bowery WB R R 350 555 0.47 0.94 10.7 54.0 B D 
Intersection 12.0 30.0 B ec 
TR T 715 7716 0.37 0.37 17.1 1 B B 
WB 
6th Avenue & R BS Zs - - - 
Watts Street NB ar E us ok = - — ~ 
ili 1105 997 0.52 0.47 10.2 12.5 B B 
Intersection 13.0 14.4 B B 
NEB R R 620 629 1.03 
L 210 168 : : : : 
Canal Street & 6th NB LTR T 865 694 0.65 0.52 26.4 24.2 Cc Cc 
Avenue/Laight R 5 4 = = = = = 
Street EB Tk T 640 657 0.81 0.83 39.4 40.8 D D 
a TR T us| 1217 | 1.03 0 TE 
R 250 265 : : - : : - 


Intersection 
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Lower Manhattan Study Area - Existing vs No-Action Comparison - Midday Peak Hour 


Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement Volume (vph) ME Delay Los 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
NEB L 12 5 0 : : : : 
L 100 0 0.34 : 30.3 id 
Trinity Place & NB LT L 20 11 : : : : : : 
Edgar Street T T 180 99 0.13 0.09 13.3 10.0 B B 
EB L L 35 254 0.29 0.61 43.0 30.4 D Cc 
Intersection 22.0 24.7 C C 
NB TR ili 265 297 0.38 0.42 16.4 36.9 B D 
nae R 50 56 
Trinity Place & 
Fa Street EB a E ne uly - - - 
T 45 45 0.43 0.42 24.7 24.3 ic C 
Intersection 19.2 33.1 B Cc 
NB T T 1045 1033 0.59 0.58 25.1 25.0 C C 
A R2 R2 735 781 0.39 0.41 0.7 0.8 A A 
ee PAS SB T T 1415 1409 0.65 0.65 1 1 A A 
WB L L 735 832 0.55 0.63 33.9 35.5 C D 
Intersection 13.6 14.2 B B 
NB ii ili 1045 1033 0.49 0.49 0.7 0.7 A A 
HCT Exit & West SB TR i 1415 1409 0.76 0.76 29.5 29.4 iG € 
Street & West ul o o - - = = = 
Thams Street EB ul ul u o = = = = = = 
WB R R 725 823 0.65 0.73 36.5 39.2 D D 
Intersection 213) 22.4 @ c 
NB L L 425 344 0.57 0.43 13.9 25.7 B Cc 
T T 535 433 0.52 0.47 11.3 12.1 B B 
Chambers Street & SB TR T 235 226 0.43 0.77 30.2 48.6 Cc D 
Centre Street R 15 15 : 0.21 * 35.3 a D 
EB R R 410 391 0.64 0.89 32.5 50.4 C D 
Intersection 20.4 32.9 Cc C 
LT E 75 5) : : 
NB T 515 Bis: 0.96 0.96 
R R 330 325 0.58 0.57 31.4 31.2 @ iG 
Canal Street & R2 R2 60 58 0.32 0.31 30.1 29.8 Cc Cc 
Hudson IE [e) 30 ep : : : : : 
Street/Holland EB Le 325 328 0.64 0.65 36,3 36.5 D D 
Tunnel On-Ramp T T 350 Ey 0.43 0.44 iewy 13.3 B B 
WB TR ali 305 257 0.89 0.75 27.6 19.1 Cc B 
R 50 42 0.23 0.19 12.9 11.1 B B 
Intersection 36.4 35.6 D D 
EB TE T 410 415 0.27 0.28 6.2 5.6 A A 
eee ae a ee OT 
Ramp R R 605 605 0.58 0.58 15.2 15.2 B B 
Intersection 33.7 21.8 C (a 
NB ii ili 2105 2136 0.93 0.94 36.9 38.4 D D 
R R 165 163 0.41 0.40 23.5 23.4 (¢ iG 
ears A L L 440 428 0.45 0 1 | 
ii T 1860 1911 0.69 0.71 6.1 6.5 A A 
Intersection 26.2 26.3 C Cc 
NB T T 2105 2136 0.52 0.53 0.4 0.4 A A 
Canal Street N & SB T t a a “ _ = Be A A 
West Street WB LR R 7 7 ; : - : : 
Intersection 4.6 4.7 A A 
NB TR T 1445 1533 0.59 0.62 20.1 20.8 [@ iG 
R 80 85 : : : : : : 
1 Bj 5 : : : : : : 
West Streets SB TR il 2110 2174 0.74 0.76 23.4 24.1 (@ Cc 
Albany Street R 2a EL 
(k 105 105 : : : : : : 
EB LTR T 95 95 0.59 0.60 36.3 36.6 D D 
R 60 62 : : : : : : 
Intersection 23.1 23.7 ¢ c 
NB L 10 10 : : : : 
T T 1850 1924 0.71 0.74 22.9 23.8 q [iq 
SB ik T 2115 2165 0.86 0.88 28.4 29.6 Cc C 
R R 170 170 0.42 0.42 20.4 20.5 C c 
West Street & EB L L 145 144 0.56 0.56 39.9 39.9 D D 
Vesey Street R R 145 149 0.44 0.45 34.2 34.6 C C 
LT L 0 0 
WB T 0 0 
R R 0 0 : : : : 
Intersection 26.4 27.3 Cc Cc 
T 1960 1996 0.86 0.88 36.0 36.9 D D 
NE ue R 45 46 : : : : 
lL (t 180 179 0.48 0.47 53.0 52.9 D D 
SB ii T 2025 2063 0.73 0.74 18.4 18.7 B B 
R R 85 85 0.36 0.36 45.4 45.4 D D 
West Street & ta 45 45 : : : : : : 
Chambers Street EB LTR T 0 0 0.18 0.18 335 33.5 Cc Cc 
R 10 10 
LT [E 70 72 : : : : : : 
WB T 65 65 0.51 0.52 42.0 42.5 D D 
R R 285 284 0.61 0.60 28.3 28.2 C iC 
Intersection 29.2 20N7, C iG 
EB T T 650 631 0.67 0.65 26.0 25.5 C Cc 
R R 120 125 0.35 0.35 22.0 21.6 C C 
WB T T 645 697 0.65 0.71 25.5 27.0 Cc Cc 
Canal NB T T 275 269 0.47 0.46 31.7 31.5 Cc Cc 
Street/M anhattan R Lb 455 431 0.48 0.44 16 13: A A 
Bridge & Bowery L L 410 396 0.74 0.69 26.8 22.5 ¢ ic 
SB TR Tt 150 150 0.77 0.76 17.7 17.0 B B ] 
R 75 75 : : : : 
Intersection 21.0 20.9 C C 
NB ih ili 275 269 0.25 0.25 0.7 0.7 A A 
Manhattan Bridge & SB ii i 635 621 0.41 0.40 19.1 19.0 B B 
Bowery WB R R 225 272) 0.30 0.21 8.6 74 A A 
Intersection 12.4 11.9 B B 
WB TR i 785 785 0.37 0.37 17.2 17.2 B B 
6th Avenue & Watts R a 25 - - - - 
Street NB LT 1S 100 92 : : : : 
il 960 882 0.43 0.39 6.9 8.0 A A 
Intersection 115 123 B B 
NEB R R 395 389 0.71 0.70 40.6 40.2 D D 
L 190 165 : : : : : : 
Canal Street & 6th NB LTR r ae ee ue) uae cet zi & ie 
piated ae EB T T 400 a 056 058 31.0 315 C C 
WB TR T 685 703 0.67 0.69 22.2 22.7 Cc [iq 
R 140 144 : - - 7 
Intersection 27.4 27.3 (a c 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-13 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - Exi 


ig vs No-A Comparison - PM Peak Hour 


Approach Lane Group Movement Volume (vph) vic Delay Los 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
L 12 0 0 0 : 0 : 0 : 
NEB 
Le 80 0 0.29 : 30.0 Cc 
Trinity Place & NB LT L 15 1 - - é * : 2 
Edgar Street T T 125 9 0.12 0.01 13,3 9.5 B A 
EB L L 55 134 0.40 0.28 46.1 23.2 D Cc 
Intersection 0 : 24.2 22.2 C ¢ 
NB TR T 225 125 0.38 0.21 18.0 34.1 B € 
Trinity Place & i = = - : - - - = 
Rector Street EB 
i 40 40 0.35 0.35 23.1 23.2 ic ic 
Intersection 0 - 19.6 29.1 B Cc 
NB T T 575 566 0.33 0.32 235 23.4 Cc (a 
F R2 R2 1230 1297 0.62 0.65 13 15 A A 
ates Eat 6 is TL 1295 1297 061 061 10 10 A A 
WB iE L 350 351 0.29 0.29 35.8 35.8 D D 
Intersection 0 : 8.5 8.4 A A 
NB Th T 575 566 0.28 0.28 0.5 0.5 A A 
HCT Exit & West SB TR T 1295 1297 0.69 0.69 31,2 31.2 (c € 
Street & West it u o - - - - 
Thams Street EB at B y y = ~ - 
WB R R 510 510 0.48 0.48 3915) 3915) D D 
Intersection 25.3 25.4 Cc c 
NB L L 560 445 0.76 0.51 23.9 27.1 C iq 
T T 670 533 0.73 0.66 149 16.0 B B 
Chambers Street & 5B TR T 365 370 0.62 
Centre Street R 15 15 : 0.17 : 33.1 7 Cc 
EB R R 510 510 0.81 [op | 
LT Ls 45 45 : : : : : 
NB T 585 585 0.88 0.88 44.6 44.6 D D 
R R 180 189 0.29 0.31 26.3 26.5 (¢ iG 
Canal Street & R2 R2 10 10 0.05 0.05 24.0 24.0 ¢ iC 
Hudson L iw 5 5 : : : : 
Street/Holland EB iL 215 225 0.39 0.41 3h B13. Cc G 
Tunnel On-Ramp i T 460 462 0.54 0.54 15.0 15.0 B B 
WB TR T 75 10 0.23 0.03 5.6 3.8 A A 
R 15 2) 0.07 0.01 41 4.0 A A 
Intersection 29.6 Sil C G 
Canal Street & EB i aI, 470 472 0.30 0.30 3.2 3.2 A A 
Holland Tunnel On- WB T TT 90 12 0.27 0.04 27.6 24.2 C Cc 
R R 1405 1405 
Ramp - 
NB T ili 2790 2698 1.02 0.98 54.0 45.7 D D 
Canal Street S & R R 5 5 0.01 0.01 14.8 14.8 B B 
West Street SB L [e 555 559 0.61 0.62 
T ii 1850 1884 0.64 0.65 Di) 5.4 A A 
Intersection 43.6 39.0 D D 
NB T T 2790 2698 0.64 0.62 1.0 0.9 A A 
Canal Street N & SB aL t ue ae om uid a0 a A A 
West Street WB LR R 0 0 - - 
Intersection 47 48 A A 
NB TR T 1310 1284 0.49 0.48 20.6 20.5 (@ iG 
R 50 49 : 
It 0 0 : : : : : : 
Wert sreers SB TR ili 2265 2324 0.68 0.70 24.7 25.1 Cc G 
Albany Street R iu lu - 
iE 140 140 : : : : : : 
EB LTR ili 90 90 0.71 0.71 50.3 50.7 D D 
R 80 82 : : : : : : 
Intersection 25.4 ZyTk Cc C 
NB E 0 0 : : : : : : 
ug T 1560 1536 0.45 0.45 15.1 15.0 B B 
SB T T 2420 2465 0.82 0.83 24.4 25.1 q C 
R R 140 140 0.32 0.33 15.4 15.5 B B 
West Street & EB U L 100 100 0.57 0.58 | 3;—_| 3 |} 7 + + 
Vesey Street R R 120 122 0.59 0.60 
LT L 10 10 0 : : : : : 
WB T 0 0 0.05 0.05 39.7 39.7 D D 
R R 0 0 0 : 
Intersection Cc 
NB TR ili 1975 1879 0.78 D 
T 40 38 3 3 : 3 3 : 
L L 195 185 om? | 
SB T ili 1910 1945 0.71 0.72 23.2 23.6 G G 
R R 35 35 047 A 
West Street & lL 50 50 : : : : : : 
Chambers Street EB LTR ili 20 20 0.27 0.27 39,8 39.9 D D 
R 5) 5 
LT 1 125 127 : : 
WB ili 90 90 0.72 0.74 
R R 395 396 0.72 D D 
Intersection D D 
EB Tt T 1040 1051 0.98 D D 
R R 75 85 0.28 0.30 21.2 21.3 Cc is 
WB Tr T 440 542 0.42 0.52 20.7 22.2 ¢ Cc 
Canal NB T T 185 77 0.32 0.30 29.4 29.2 Cc Cc 
Street/M anhattan R L 625 619 0.58 0.56 22 19 A A 
Bridge & Bowery L L 670 677 1.04 1.02 
SB TR T 105 105 0.26 0.26 43 43 A A 
R 20 20 0.06 A A 
Intersection D Cc 
NB T T 185 7 0.17 i i A A 
Manhattan Bridge & SB ih i 795 802 0.40 0.40 18.8 18.8 B B 
Bowery WB R R 315 416 0.42 8.3 B A 
Intersection : 14.1 13.4 B B 
WB TR i ae ae 0.10 0.11 14,7 14.7 B B 
Siena & Watts) a iT c 200 173 P = : 
Ti 710 605 0.40 0.34 39,2 Boul D D 
Intersection 34.3 30.8 Cc G 
NEB R R 445 447 0.79 0.79 44.0 44.3 D D 
L 55 44 0 : : : : : 
Canal Street & 6th NB LTR i = EE = 0.43 24.3 22.9 q c 
eo EB T T 395 396 053 053 302 302 C C 
WB TR T 1300 1333 0.94 0.96 35.3 38.9 D D 
R 10 10 0 : : : : : 
Intersection 32.7 34.6 C C 
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New Jersey Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


; 7 Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) LOS 
seahaacl cages baddies Existing No-Action Increment Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
WB TR ig 1970 1988 18 1.03 1.03 
R 205 207 2 - - - - - - 
ath Street / we2 TR £ gs 197 2 0.83 0.84 
Holland Tunnel (E- in 3 g g - - - - - - 
W) &Marin NB L E 270 273 3 0.95 0.97 
Boulevard (N-S) Ri i 170 172 2 0.29 0.29 25.7 25.8 c C 
3B TR Tr 185 187 2 0.98 0.99 
R 150 152 2 - - - - - - 
E E 
L L 60 61 1 0.10 0.11 16.9 16.9 B B 
WB TR T 2795 2821 26 0.78 0.78 274 27.6 C C 
R 40 40 0 - - - - - - 
14th Street (E-W) & NB L L 85 86 1 0.25 0.25 26.6 26.7 Cc Cc 
Jersey Avenue (N-S) T T 720 7 7 0.56 0.57 32.6 32.7 C Cc 
B - T 135 136 1 0.32 0.33 37.9 37.9 D D 
R 810 818 8 1.03 1.04 
Intersection 38.4 39.0 D D 
E E 430 434 4 0.27 0.28 49 El) A A 
= TR il 655 662 Lf 1.04 1.05 [Se we ae 
R 365 369 4 - - : - - - 
L 375 379 4 2 = = 2 = = 
fee aii EB ER T 1045 1064 19 104 106 | eae | 
R 660 667 g = - - - - - 
T r 70 71 1 0.72 0.72 
Intersection 78.3 82.4 E lF 
L L 70 71 1 0.11 0.12 17.1 17.1 B B 
Eee TR T i 28 108 Lot (S76 eas EE 
Tunnel (EW) & e = = i : : : : = 7 
Marin Boulevard (N NB x T 370 374 4 0.57 0.58 26.7 26.9 C Cc 
5) R R 445 449 4 1.03 1.04 
SB T Tt 185 187 2 0.29 0.29 213 214 is C 
Intersection 53.0 56.5 D E 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-15 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


New Jersey Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 


14th Street / 
Holland Tunnel (E- 


W) & Marin 
Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)| 


12th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)} 


12th Street/ Holland 


Tunnel (E-W) & 
Marin Boulevard (N 
S) 


August 2022 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) LOS 
Approach Lane Group Movement — 7 — - — - — - 
Existing No-Action Increment Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
WB TT T 1780 1779 -1 0.95 0.95 38.8 39.5 D D 
R 175 177 2 - - - - - - 
Ne Tr T 235 231 2 034 os [8 | o7a_[F | F _| 
R 5 5 0 - - - - - - 
fe L L 300 308 3 O31 52 |S | 
T v 280 283 3 0.46 0.46 31.9 319 C C 
Es TR T 150 152 2 08 oa [e789 | ea2_[ © | © | 
R i) 116 i - - - - - - 
Intersection 47.9 48.7 D D 
L L 60 61 1 0.10 0.10 16.9 16.9 B B 
WB TR T 2340 2344 4 0.77 0.77 27.6 27.7 c ie 
R 70 71 1 - - - - - - 
NB L L 110 111 1 0.38 0.39 29,2 29.4 iq iq 
TL T 495 500 5 0.38 0.39 28.4 28.4 iq C 
B TR T 115 116 1 0.56 0.57 43.2 43.3 D D 
R 530 535 5 0.79 0.80 
Intersection 315 31.6 Cc C 
L L 295 298 3 0.23 0.23 5.5 55 A A 
Es TR T 6a 68 7 095 a 
R 200 202 2 - - - - - - 
L 310 313 3 - - - - - - 
B LTR T 895 894 -1 0.83 0.83 49.2 49.1 
R 115 116 al - - - - - - 
B L L 8&5 86 al 0.57 0.57 
i al 90 91 i 0.67 0.67 
Intersection B2e7: Belz D D 
L L 155 157 2 0.21 0.21 15.4 15.5 B B 
BB TR T 1565 1571 6 0.81 0.81 24.9 25.2 C C 
R 90 91 1 - - - - - - 
NB T T 425 429 4 0.81 0.82 41.9 42.0 D D 
R R 175 177 2 0.38 0.38 22.3 22.3 c iq 
B Th T 150 152 2 0.27 0.27 24.7 24.6 C iq 
Intersection 27.0 27.2 C C 
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Intersection # | Intersection Name 


New Jersey Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


14th Street / 
Holland Tunnel (E- 


W) & Marin 
Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)| 


12th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)} 


12th Street/ Holland 


Tunnel (E-W) & 
Marin Boulevard (N 
S) 


August 2022 


Appendix 4B.3-17 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) LOS 
Approach Lane Group Movement — = — - — - — - 
Existing No-Action Increment Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
WB TR ily 1360 1407 47 1.02 1.06 
R 95 96 1 - - - - - - 
Ne Tr T 260 28 3 LOL 12 [toa [os [Fd 
R 10 10 0 - - - - - - 
fe L L a a 4 104 oS | Sa a | 
T v 395 399 4 0.53 0.53 32.1 32.2 e G 
Es TR T 110 i 1 0.96 os7_[ 4s | ese | F | Ff | 
R 225 227 2 - - - - - - 
E E 
L L 35 35 0 0.05 0.05 16.3 16.3 B B 
TR T 3560 3629 69 1.04 1.06 
R 30 30 0 - - 
L L 165 167 2 0.41 0.42 
TL T 810 818 8 0.59 0.60 
R T 70 71 1 0.16 0.16 
R 905 914 9 1.04 1.05 
L L 355 359 4 0.23 0.23 
TR i 670 677 w 1.04 1.06 
R 175 177 2 - - 
L 620 626 6 - - 
LTR T 1605 1617 12 1.04 1.05 
R 185 187 2 - - - - - - 
B L L 40 40 0 0.38 0.38 
i al 65 66 il 0.65 0.65 
Intersection 76.4 79.4 E E 
L L 245 247 2 0.34 0.34 19.3 19.4 B B 
BB TR T 2165 2183 18 0.56 0.57 20.4 20.6 C C 
R 110 111 1 - - - - - - 
NB T T 575 581 6 0.90 0.91 46.2 46.8 D D 
R R 340 343 3 0.62 0.62 27.3 27.3 c iq 
B Th T 110 111 1 0.19 0.19 20.7 20.6 C iq 
Intersection 25.3 25.5 C C 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 
Volume vic 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existin 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


we 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


EB 


0.18 21.3 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


: 


O}O}>|: 


AI 
nan 
a}o 


a tf 


aso 


Bs 
© 


S| 
ul 
(o) 
i=} Te) 


0.56 0.51 


N 
Oi) WaT 
N 
ah 
Ww 
(oe) 
ie] [e) 


0.82 0.56 


: 0.55 
E 35th Street & 2nd 0.64 0.64 


Ave 0.22 0.14 
0.10 0.14 


(oe) 


lool tee) 


oO 
les} 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-18 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume vic Delay 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action No-Action 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue EB 


R 
LT L 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue WB 


R R 
[L 


8 

8 

Oo 

am 

ite) 
ols 
an 

iC) 
RNS 
NPS 
N 

SO} Cop 
B 

fa) 


ADPAL OA], DA) apPapaya 


L 
TR 
TR 


WB T 


TR 


E 35th Street & 2nd R 
Ave T 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-19 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 
Volume vic Delay 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue EB 


R 
LT L 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue WB 


R R 
[L 


L 
TR 
TR 


allele) 


a 


WB T 
= = 


E 35th Street & 2nd R 
Ave T 


wo 
om 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-20 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 
Volume vic Delay 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action No-Action 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue EB 


R 
LT L 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue WB 


R R 
[L 


AIA; }Y|' 


8 
3 
Oo 
= 
N 
ols 
an 
N 
8 
N 
N 
is) 
N 
fa) 


L 
TR 
TR 


WB T 


TR 


E 35th Street & 2nd R 
Ave T 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-21 


Intersection # 


Intersection Name 


9th Ave and 33rd 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


Approach LaneGroup | Movement 


Volume 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


Existing No-Action 
1059 


Existing 


No-Action 
0.46 


Existing 
15.3 


No-Action 
15.3 


Existing 


No-Action 


0.19 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


11th Ave and 34th 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


August 2022 


0.25 


24.9 
16.5 
54.1 


TT 


R 


T 


0. 
0.61 


0.78 


WB 


R 


Appendix 4B.3-22 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


9th Ave and 33rd 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 


12th Ave and 34th 


10th Ave and 33rd 


11th Ave and 34th 


Street 


10th Ave and 41st 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


August 2022 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 


Volume 


vic 


Delay 


Movement 


Existing 


No-Action 


Existing 


No-Action 
0.42 


Existing 
149 


No-Action 
149 


Existing 


No-Action 


26.5 


25.1 


A|-]| 2] 4] 
Ay |B} A} B] A] 


580 


“| a 
-| x} 4 


po) led ole 


a} 4] A] 


Z 


180 


0.29 


26.1 


i 


|x] A] -] 2] 4] - 


55 


0.39 


33.4 


La J] - 
alr] |a|A 


= 


Pe] 
bol! 


-}D\4 


—j 
Dial -|4l/-}a4 


ae 
_ 


Appendix 4B.3-23 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


: 5 Volume VIC Delay LOS 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Movement — 7 — 7 a 7 — 5 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
a 


0.41 14.7 14.7 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Greet 28.6 


29.0 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


mI ¢ 
ite) 
NI 
for) 
(o) 
oO] F/O] a] 


(o) 


ies} 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


= 


= 
| 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


R 


SSS SSS) 
TR T 
R 
c L 
B T T 
B 


s 
S| |>| a 
2) 2] A] r-| 


J 
2} 4} 4] - 
® 


g 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


res 
& 


1s) 
uo 
WwW 
ul 


Z 


ale 
DA] | wD] 4] -] we] 4] - 


245 


3 
8 


220 
305 302 
60 59 


11th Ave and 34th 
Street 


A\ |» 


5 
= 
a 
8 
N 


N N 
& 
N 
& 


2 
les} 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


= 
wo 
a] [8 


4 = 
4] a 


-|7 
|x| 4 


4 


D\|r 
a 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


a 
|p| Ay -)}4 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-24 


Red Hook Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group — vic — Delay - 
Existing Existing No-Action 


EB 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


Hamilton Avenue, 
Clinton Street & 
West 9th Street SB 

(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 
Hamilton Avenue NB 
NB & West 9th WB 
Street Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-25 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue, 
Clinton Street & 
West 9th Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9th 
Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Red Hook Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Volume 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


Existing 


No-Action 


Existing 


Existing 


No-Action Existing 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


Intersection 
NB 


ve 


Appendix 4B.3-26 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue, 
Clinton Street & 
West 9th Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9th 
Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Red Hook Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Volume 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


Existing 


No-Action 


Existing 


Existing 


No-Action Existing 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 
NB 


WB 
Intersection 


Appendix 4B.3-27 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue, 
Clinton Street & 
West 9th Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9th 
Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Red Hook Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Volume 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


Existing 


No-Action 


Existing 


Existing 


No-Action Existing 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 
NB 


WB 
Intersection 


Appendix 4B.3-28 


RFK Bridge Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 
Volume vic Delay 


Int ‘tion # | Intersection N: A h Lane G M t 
pasiaraetas sii anaemia Retoee ee adh Existing No-Action No-Action Existing No-Action — 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & St. 
Ann's Avenue 


Intersection 


St Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


wl: 
wl: 


Intersection = 


31st &t & Astoria 
Blvd 


OO}! ;O;O}S/Ofo}' 
(o) Be) ke) P02) fe) 


Hoyt N & 31st S& 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


Intersection 2 wi 3 6 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-29 


RFK Bridge Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 


Fi P Volume vic Delay LOS 
Intersection # |. Intersection Name Approach Jane Group.) “Movement Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
L 2 0 0 - - - - - - 
NW L 120 120 0.55 0.55 41.3 41.3 D D 
R R 1050 1050 0.70 0.70 13.0 13.0 B B 
6th Street and 3B ™R 1045 1042 0.47 0.47 20.8 20.7 ig Cc 
t 2nd Avenue a ot) ae) - - - - - - 
L 45 45 - - - - - - 
WB LIR 7 20 20 0.68 0.68 46.0 46.0 D D 
R 90 90 - - - - : : 
Intersection 20.3 20.3 ig ig 
L. L 315 318 0.37 0.38 6.2 6.2 A A 
SB lR 7 730 724 0.54 0.54 68 6.8 A A 
R 45 45 - - - - - - 
35 314 088 [02 
2 125th Street and a HR R 125 129 - - - - - - 
2nd Avenue EB ™R 7 545 555 0.71 0.72 36.4 36.8 D D 
R 50 50 - - - - - - 
WB iT L 20 18 - - - - - - 
70 64 0.21 0.19 28.5 28.3 Cc Cc 
Intersection 28.6 30.6 iG C 
E 7 170 170 0.51 0.51 14.0 14.1 B B 
NB IR R 0 20 : : : = : = 
3B IT L 110 110 - - - - - - 
u E 134th Street & St. 7 95 95) 0.53 0.53 17.9 18.0 B B 
Ann's Avenue L 155 155 : : : - : : 
EB LIR 7 140 140 0.94 0.94 51.5 515. D D 
R 85 85 - - - - : : 
L 20 20 - - - - - - 
NB Lm 1 740 140 080 0 [S77 
R 75 75 - - - - - - 
L 85 85 - - - - - - 
% UR 1 60 60 O72 [0:75 SS 
St Ann's Ave and 7 35 35 - - - - - - 
2 Bruckner Blvd = 2 = : . - 7 = = 
EB LTR 7 1260 1260 0.98 0.98 41.0 41.0 D D 
R 35 35 - - - - - - 
L 40 40 - - - - - - 
WB LIR 7 760 760 0.70 0.70 19.9 9.9 B B 
R 55 55 - - - - : - 
Intersection 37.1 37.1 D D 
NB ale U 165 117 0.45 0.32 32.9 30.4 Cc Cc 
R R 5 3 0.01 - 44 43 A A 
3 T 7 240 242 0.29 0.29 11.6 1.6 B B 
V7 31st St & Astoria R R 115 115 0.38 0.38 14.7 48 B B 
Blvd L 20 20 - - - - - - 
EB LIR 7 360 364 0.45 0.46 22.2 22.3 Cc G 
R 40 40 : - - - : : 
Intersection 20.5 95) G B 
L 130 102 - - - - - - 
Ne as 7 60 41 0.38 0.29 11.4 9.5 B A 
3B TR u -* -~ 0.37 0.37 23.1 23.1 Cc ig 
ce Hoyt N & 31st St L L 215 215 0.17 0.17 11.2 1.2 B B 
WB T 7 1680 1684 0.67 0.67 16.7 6.7 B B 
R R 65 65 0.17 0.17 12.0 12.0 B B 
Intersection 16.4 6.4 B B 
= 7 180 133 0.22 0.16 9.8 1.4 A B 
NB TR R 5 7 2 = 5 z : = 
8 I 7 a : : 
3 Hoyt S & 31st St - = : 
LT L 10 10 - - - - - - 
Al 7 850 861 0.55 0.55 25.9 26.0 Cc ig 
R R 75 76 0.23 0.23 23.8 23.9 ig Cc 
Intersection 20.4 20.9 Cc Cc 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-30 


RFK Bridge Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # 


ala 


22 


17 


24 


Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & St. 
Ann's Avenue 


St Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


31st St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st St 


Hoyt S & 31st St 


August 2022 


Volume vic Delay LOS 
Approach Lane Group Movement — - — - — - — - 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
L 2 25 25 - - - - - - 
NW L 180 180 0.93 0.93 
R R 765 765 0.55 0.55 10.0 10.0 B B 
7 1405 1472 0.56 0.58 21.8 22.2 ig ig 
= ws R 5) 35 - - - - - - 
L 45 47 - - - - - - 
WB LIR 7 25 25 0.56 0.57 39.5 40.0 D D 
R 50 51 - : - : : : 
Intersection 23.9 24.1 G Cc 
L. L 580 663 0.61 0.69 8.4 9.9 A A 
SB lR 7 835 822 0.55 0.55 6.6 64 A A 
R 60 59 - - - - - - 
400 369 096 08 
a HR R 150 138 - - - - - - 
EB ™R 7 595 686 0.70 0.81 35.8 39.9 D D 
R 20 20 - - - - - - 
WB iT L 25 55 - - - - - - 
80 176 0.23 0.63 28.7 38.3 Cc D 
Intersection 25.3 25.0 C C 
E 7 110 110 0.41 0.41 10.9 10.9 B B 
oS ie R 100 100 - - - - : - 
L 110 110 - - - - - - 
= Ze 7 50 50 0.38 0.38 13.8 13.8 B B 
L 155 155 - - - - - - 
EB LIR 7 140 140 0.78 0.78 30.3 30.3 C C 
R 30 30 - - - : : : 
Intersection 20.5 20.5 Cc 
L 20 20 - - - - - - 
NB LTR 7 95 95 0.50 0.50 43.0 43.0 D D 
R 30 30 - - - - - - 
L 35 35 - - - - - - 
SB LIR 7 20 20 0.29 0.29 39.6 39.6 D D 
R 25 25 - - - - - - 
L 50 50 - - - - - - 
EB LTR 7 1300 1300 0.85 0.85 22.5 22.5 C C 
R 45 45 - - - - - - 
L 25 25 - - 
WB LIR 7 610 610 0.46 0.46 
R 65 65 - - 
Intersection 
NB ale U 175 42 0.47 0.11 
R R 20 5 0.03 0.01 
3 T 7 475 478 0.58 0.58 
R R 220 222 0.74 0.75 
L 16 16 - - 
EB LIR 7 360 388 0.47 0.50 
R 45 48 - : 
L 50 17 - - 
NE af 7 135 47 0.36 0.12 
- 7 125 121 0.36 0.36 
a IK R 70 70 - - - - - - 
L L 510 513 0.33 0.34 9.7 9.7 A A 
WB T 7 1515 1523 0.47 0.47 10.7 10.7 B B 
R R 35 35 0.07 0.07 7.8 7.8 A A 
Intersection 19.6 13.3 B B 
5 7 175 53 0.25 0.08 D 
NB TR R 5 5 : 5 : 7 z : 
L 20 20 - - - - - - 
= a 7 615 614 0.39 0.39 13.6 13.2 B B 
T L 10 11 - - - - - - 
EB cb 7 990 1071 0.56 0.61 32.3 33.2 ig Cc 
R R 80 86 0.24 0.25 29.0 29.3 Cc ig 
Intersection 33.5 26.4 ig ig 


Appendix 4B.3-31 


RFK Bridge Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 


: ‘ Volume vic Delay LOS 

Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 

iL 2 5 5 - - - - - - 

NW L 75 75 0.36 0.36 35.3 35.3 D D 

R R 535 535 0.40 0.40 8.1 81 A A 

6th Street and 3B TR 570 560 0.24 0.24 18.2 18.2 B B 

: 2nd Avenue a au ay 7 - - - - - 

L 20 20 - - - - : : 

WB LIR 7 35 35 0.46 0.46 35.7 35.7 D D 

R 60 60 - - - : : : 

Intersection 16.7 16.6 B B 

L L 110 109 0.13 0.13 5.7 5.7 A A 

SB lR 7 465 456 0.32 0.31 6.3 63 A A 

R 20 20 - - - - - : 

ow LR L 165 174 0.58 0.61 36.8 37.6 D D 

2 125th Street and R 145 153 - - - - - - 

2nd Avenue EB TR 7 530 535 0.67 0.68 34.8 34.9 Cc Cc 

R 50 50 - - - - - - 

WB LT — 10 2 = = = - = = 

80 70 0.17 0.15 27.8 27.5 Cc ig 

Intersection 23.3 23.8 ig Cc 

z 7 100 100 0.21 0.21 17.0 17.0 B B 

Me I R 20 20 - - - : - - 

SB Op — al a = = = = = = 

u E 134th Street & St. 7 50 50 0.18 0.18 10.9 10.9 B B 

Ann's Avenue L 190 190 - : - : : : 

EB LIR 7 90 90 0.70 0.70 25.0 25.0 ig Cc 

R 35 35 - : - : : : 

Intersection 20.6 20.6 Cc C 

L 0 10 - - - - - - 

NB LIR 7 55 55 0.24 0.24 33.0 33.0 Cc C 

R 5 15 - - - - - - 

L 30 30 - - - - - - 

SB LTR 7 ig) 10 0.25 0.25 35.0 35.0 Cc C 

St Ann's Ave and R aad a - - - - - - 

2 kner Blvd = 7 40 = = = = = = 

Baad. EB LR i 1515 1515 0.88 0.88 26.6 26.6 i i 

R 0 10 - - - - - - 

L 0 10 - - - - - - 

WB LIR 7 500 500 0.33 0.33 12.2 12.2 B B 

R 25 25 - - - : : : 

Intersection 23.7 23.7 ig Cc 

NB T T 140 120 0.40 0.34 31.8 30.7 Cc Cc 

R R 3) 13 0.02 0.02 45 45 A A 

3 T 7 345 345 0.47 0.47 9.3 9.2 A A 

7 31st St & Astoria R R 165 165 0.38 0.39 10.0 10.0 A A 

Blvd L 0 10 - - - : - - 

EB LIR 7 285 286 0.32 0.32 20.2 20.2 (c (c 

R 3) 15 - : - : : : 

Intersection 16.0 15.5 B B 

L 90 80 - - - - - : 

NE a 7 60 51 0.27 0.23 8.7 77 A A 

3B TR u a a 0.28 0.28 21.7 21.7 ig ig 

a Hoyt N & 31st St L L 440 440 0.33 0.33 48.5 45.6 D D 

WB T 7 1105 1105 0.42 0.42 13.2 13.2 B B 

R R 20 20 0.04 0.04 10.4 10.4 B B 

Intersection 21.8 21.2 ig ig 

S 7 145 126 0.18 0.16 7.8 8.3 A A 

NB TR R 5 7 z - : - = 

8 z 7 7 c c 

3 Hoyt S & 31st St 5 5 = a 2 = 7 a 

EB a 7 740 744 0.44 0.44 24.3 24.3 Cc Cc 

R R 55 55 0.17 0.17 22.7 22.7 ig (G 

Intersection 24.0 24.1 ig (G 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-32 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 
‘ : Volume vic Delay LOS 
Intersection # |IntersectionName} Approach | LaneGroup | Movement | -> 1 “No-action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action 


E 60th Street & 
Queensboro Bridge 
Exit 


95 94 B B 

1050 Cc 
350 . B 
225 
NB 670 670 0.38 0.38 

447 0.27 
219 . 0.29 
0.31 


E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


SB 


E 60th Street & oe 


York Ave 


| 4] -| 2} 4] -| a] 
2 A] -| 2} a} -]] 


Intersection 


T 
Intersection 
2 


NWB ihe 


577 


E 60th Street & 1st 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


105 104 - 
950 917 
335 357 
95 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


128 - - 

T 715 68 85 
E 62nd Street & 750 715 . 45.9 
Queensboro Bridge 10 10 - 
Exit 240 232 30.8 
870 851 
280 274 
150 153 
325 329 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Intersection 23.3 26.8 


490 472 0.84 43.3 40.9 
550 527 0.68 8.7 79 
355 353 0.67 . 42.1 39.2 
375 372 13.8 13.8 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


1D 7 - - 
275 270 . 42.7 42.3 
255 251 . 40.2 39.9 
75 74 - - 
Intersection 274 26.5 Cc Cc 

SB R R 235 233 - - - - - - 

FDR Drive SWB R R 260 258 - - - - - - 


Intersection —_ Unsignalized 


B 
B 
B 
is 
B 
iE 
© 
Cc 
Ss 
iE 
D 
A 
D 
B 
D 
D 


DO! {BD OYS/OPOfPI OO] Bolo}: |oO Flo]: 


2] A] -} 2] 4] -] 2] 4 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-33 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


; : Volume vic Delay 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement Existing No-Action No-Action Existing No-Action No-Action 


B T ne 880 867 0.58 0.57 22.3 22.4 Cc C 
eols 5 Son WB L L 270 258 0.27 0.26 19.0 18.8 B B 
Intersection 0 0 - - 215 21.6 Cc Cc 
90 89 - - - - - - 
785 773 . : q A A 
E 65th Street & 5th 785 781 


pu R 340 338 
10 


Intersection 36.5 36.0 D D 
C C 


798 


8 


E 66th Street & 5th 22 


Avenue 70 


E 79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Intersection 


E 71st Street & 
York Ave 


2] A] -] 9] A] -] 2] a] - 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-34 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


E 60th Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


E59th Street & 
2nd Ave 


E 60th Street & 
2nd Ave 


E 60th Street & 1st 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


E 62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 68rd Street & 
York Ave 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
VIC 


Movement 


Volume 


Delay 


Existing No-Action 


Existing 


No-Action 


Existing 


No-Action 


No-Action 


Intersection 


OJ: |a 


aa 


folie) ie) tele 


DOD]: |wyo]' 


Intersection 


ce 
B 
B 
G 
B 
B 
D 
B 
C 


on 


B 


OLD] wa) wa) qpq}ao]: 


Intersection 21 0 ) 0 ig 


Intersection 18.2 = - id 
} . . C 


Intersection 


Intersection 


D\| Al] av] Air} a4 


merece 38.8 


SIT 


Ee 


Appendix 4B.3-35 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 
E6lst Street & 5th 


14 ‘Ave 


E 65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


August 2022 


Approach 
B 


Lane Group 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
viC 


Movement 


Volume 


Delay 


Existing No-Action 


No-Action 


No-Action 


No-Action 


WB 
Intersection 


C 
C 


Intersection 24.1 24.1 


65 65 


445 


150 


ic c 
Intersection 37.1 36.9 D D 
65 64 - - - - - - 


0.50 


0.49 


Intersection 


BD) A] r-] B] A] -} DB] A] - 


Appendix 4B.3-36 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action- PM Peak Hour 
: E Volume VIC Delay 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach 
PP tans Group.) Movement Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action isti No-Action 


E 60th Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


x] A] -|] 4} -] 4] 
x] 4] -| 2] 4} -]4}]4 


E59th Street & 
2nd Ave 


E60th Street & 
2nd Ave 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 1st 
Ave 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


B 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


myo) 


Intersection TG. 9 a 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


ALA; 
|} cop clo]: 


Intersection = < “ 4 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


Ol>}o}! 
ive] Bd Ta) a 


fo) fal 


Intersection zis 2. i : 


C 
B 
A B 
D D 
B C 
B C 
C 


E60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Intersection 


wo 


E 63rd Street & 
York Ave 


Diajr-|v\/ Ayr} a) 4 


Intersection 

R 
SWB R 

Intersection —_ Unsignalized 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-37 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action- PM Peak Hour 


‘ : Volume VIC Delay 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement Existing No-Action rr No-Action = No-Action aca No-Action 


B u uy 690 661 0.49 0.47 . 20.6 ‘ ‘ 


EOIst Stee Sou WB 170 71 0.18 0.18 18.0 


We Intersection 203 20.1 


E 65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Intersection 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


BD) A] r-] WB] A] -} BD] Ay r- 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-38 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 
Intersection # | IntersectionName} Approach Lane Grou Movement volume ue Deny wus 
PP P Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 


E 60th Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


TAINO DDO] O] wa] o| a 


xa] -| 2] 4} -]|4]4 
x] |] 4} -]4}4 


Intersection 


BB) ' /O;OO]: 


E59th Street & 
2nd Ave 


Intersection 


os} es) a) Bd 


E 60th Street & 
2nd Ave 


Intersection 


DOD]: |walq: 


E 60th Street & 1st 
Ave 


Intersection 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


B 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


wy>|: 


Intersection o = 7s. 3 


B 
B 
B 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


(| co] cof cof] 


Intersection 19.3 17.2 


folie: 
co] co] coy 


E 62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Exit 


ama: 


Intersection 9. 3 TS. 4 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


wo] om] | 


Intersection 


DIA PIVPAPALASAS A} ow]oa}: 


DIA >|O 


E 63rd Street & 
York Ave 


oOy;O}' 
oO}o}" 


DVDi4aj-|v\/ Ayr} a4 


Intersection 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


SWB 
Intersection —_ Unsignalized 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-39 


Upper East Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 
Volume viC Delay 
Existing No-Action No-Action isti No-Action No-Action 


Intersection # | Intersection Name} Approach Lane Group | Movement 


B 
4 E6lst Street & 5th We 


Ave 7 
Intersection 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


255 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


22.5 C C 
8.1 C C 


Intersection 28.4 2 


L 
T 
R 
L 
T 
R 
L 
T 
R 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-40 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


a A Volume vic Delay LOS 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Gro! Movement 
per sacialbai Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action 


20.5 20.4 
16.8 16.7 
15.8 15.7 
27.8 27.8 


W 72nd Street & : - 
West End Ave 38.3 37.4 


45.3 43.9 D 
R = S = = 5 = 
20 19 - - - - - 

370 0.49 } 10.2 10.1 B 

57 - - - 
55 0.25 15.0 14.8 
W 61st Street & 0.37 13.4 13.4 
West End Ave 35 : : : 

L 20 - - - - 
15 0.34 28.9 28.9 Cc 
R 55 - - - - - - 


60 


48.3 48.3 


W 79th Street & 
Riverside Drive 


10.7 10.6 


R 


Intersection 26.8 26.7 G 


1170 0.91 
2958 0.52 : 
0 : 7.0 


W 56th Street & 
12th Avenue 


NB T T 2013 ; 0.59 

W 56th Street & 2958 0.92 
West Side Highway iT T 0 - 0.7 : A 
C 


Intersection 32.2 - 


[E : ; ; C 
T 15.6 


TR 


33.0 
W 55th Street & : 
West Side Highway 


(or 


29.2 - - 
R R 6.1 - - 
Intersection 28.1 : c : 


W 55th Street & L : 
12th Avenue T 0.54 
R 30 : : - 


D 
Intersection 36.2 14.3 D B 
W 55th Street & WB L 105 64 0.41 - 36.3 D - 
9 D c 


West Side Highway 
Arterial Intersection 36.3 27 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-41 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Grou Movement Volume vic Delay 10s 
PP P Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action 
T a 


W 60th Street & 
Broadway 


Intersection 


W 60th Street & 
Columbus Ave 


W 60th Street & 
Amsterdam Ave 


Intersection ig 


W 60th Street & 
West End Ave 


Intersection 


W 61st Street & 
Amsterdam Ave 


W 61st Street & 
Columbus Ave 


W 61st Street & 
Broadway 


Intersection 
NB 
EB 
Intersection 


W 61st Street & 
Columbus Ave 


W 81st Street & 
Central Park West 


Intersection 


W 66th Street & 
Central Park West 


Intersection 


W 65th Street & 
Central Park West 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-42 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


W 72nd Street & 
West End Ave 


W 61st Street & 
West End Ave 


W 79th Street & 
Riverside Drive 


W 56th Street & 
12th Avenue 


W 56th Street & 
West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & 
West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & 
12th Avenue 


W 55th Street & 
West Side Highway 
Arterial 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
vic 


Volume 


Delay 


LOS 


Existing No-Action Existing 


0.34 


No-Action Existing 


No-Action 


Existing No-Action 


0.49 


0.23 


0.57 


0.64 


0.89 


R 


Intersection 34.3 34.2 Cc € 


5 - 


0.42 


0.42 9.4 


A 


R 


0.07 


0.07 12.7 


B 


B 


0.33 


0.32 14.0 


0.17 


0.17 24.0 


c 


R 


Intersection 12.8 12.8 B B 


70 70 - 


0.46 


R 


0.46 31.6 


g © 


R 


ersection 


0.78 


560 


0.91 


2307 


0.81 


0 0.84 


6.8 
0.5 


NB T 


SB 


ersection 


Intersection 


Intersection 
WB 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.3-43 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Grou| Movement volume Wt Delay _ 
FP P Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 


W 60th Street 
Broadway 


ersection 


W 60th Street & 
Columbus Ave 


L 65 10 
356 
588 


W 60th Street & 
Amsterdam Ave 


0.05 0.07 
0.30 
0.31 


W 60th Street & 
West End Ave 


0.07 


0.73 : 48.1 D 
0.28 : 


5 10 - - G 
Intersection 18.0 23.9 B Cc 
20 0 0.48 - 3.6 6.8 A A 


NB 


W 61st Street & EB - 0.82 - 23.8 - CG 
Amsterdam Ave 0.29 - 34.0 23.8 Cc Cc 
WB R R 0 0.06 0.28 23.9 5.1 Cc A 

> A ~ 

5 5 5 = 


Intersection 6.7 


L 2 30 a 
W 61st Street & 688 0.83 0.53 24.2 19,2 C 
Columbus Ave 


B 
Intersection 24.2 - C : 
R 445 35 0.29 0.66 5.1 37.9 A D 

R 


- - - 18.0 - 
W 61st Street & 0.54 0.34 19.3 13.6 B 
Broadway L - 0.25 - 24.0 : 

0.66 : 37.8 14.7 D 


R 40 - - - - - - 
NB T 0.35 0.91 13.6 

EB 0.26 0.48 24.9 29.3 
Intersection 14.9 35.8 


W 61st Street & 
Columbus Ave 


0.20 46.5 
0.74 
0.19 
0.91 
0.64 
0.57 


W 81st Street & 
Central Park West 


L 0.44 
0.55 
R R : 


D e 
Intersection 44.0 36.1 D D 


1.6 
20.6 


W 66th Street & 
Central Park West 36.3 


Intersection 
0.81 j 34.6 


0.78 - 34.6 
W 65th Street & 0.54 - 11.0 
Central Park West L 0.18 - 25.5 
0.62 - 32.1 


R = : F : = 2 
Intersection 28.3 - Cc - 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-44 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


. ; Volume vic Delay LOS 
Intersection # |Intersection Name Approach Lane Gro! Movement 
: enon pp sholhsthnad Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action 


W 72nd Street & 
West End Ave 


Intersection 35.0) 35.6 D D 


0.68 . 10.9 10.9 


0.23 15.6 15.6 
W 61st Street & 0.40 13.7 13.6 
West End Ave : : = 


0.27 27.2 27.2 C 


R 


Intersection 13.1 13.0 B B 


46.6 46.6 D 


W 79th Street & 
Riverside Drive 


Intersection 


W 56th Street & 
12th Avenue 


W 56th Street & 
West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & 
West Side Highway 


LT 
R R 


W 55th Street & - 
12th Avenue 0.76 
20 - 44.1 


Intersection 42.6 15.3 D B 
W 55th Street & WB L L 25 88 0.08 - Teil - A - 
i Thal 34.1 A G 


West Side Highway 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-45 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 
Intersection # |Intersection Name Approach Lane Grou Movement volume vie Delay p08 
PP P Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action | Existing | No-Action 


W 60th Street & 
Broadway 


Intersection 


W 60th Street & 
Columbus Ave 


W 60th Street & 
Amsterdam Ave 


B 
D 
D 
C 


Intersection 22.6 - : 


1 | D>] 0] 0 


W 60th Street & 
West End Ave 


TR 


W 61st Street & 


Amsterdam Ave a 


R R 


195 40 : : 
1300 814 0.85 0.60 20.6 


C 
Intersection 25.7 G 
A 


TR 5.3 32.7 


Street & 
bus Ave 


- - 16.2 - 
W 61st Street & 0.62 20.9 145 C 
Broadway - - 26.1 : 
0.51 32.4 15.7 Cc 
R 25 - - - - - - 

NB T li 255 0.44 0.80 146 41.6 D 
EB L 0.30 0.44 25.8 30.8 c 
Intersection 15.8 29.1 c 


W 61st Street & 
Columbus Ave 


49.5 47.1 


W 81st Street & 
Central Park West 


T 

R R - D - 

35 - 
645 0.55 
585 0.54 
W 66th Street & 40 - 
Central Park West 175 0.46 
395 1.04 
295 0.86 


Intersection 
630 0.94 
250 - 
330 0.92 
W 65th Street & 430 0.50 9.7 
Central Park West 50 0.17 25.4 
460 0.78 38.1 
40 


Intersection 46.2 - D - 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-46 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 


: P Volume VIC Delay LOS 
Int ‘tion # | Intersection N A h Lane Gi M it 
ern ere Reread nennoue tail Existing No-Action istii No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 


W 72nd Street & 
West End Ave 


25 24 
30 30 


W 61st Street & 
West End Ave 15: 15 
10 10 - : - 
20 20 0.16 0.16 23.8 
25 25 

12.5 


Intersection 


W 79th Street & 
Riverside Drive 


ntersection 


W 56th Street & 
12th Avenue 


W 56th Street & 
West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & 
West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & - - : - A 
12th Avenue E - : A 
D 


Intersection 30.6 TS. 3 B 


West Side Highway 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-47 


Upper West Side Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Late Night Peak Hour 
; F Volume vic Delay LOS 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement Existing No-Action Existing No-Action — No-Action Existing No-Action 


W 60th Stree! 
Broadway 


ntersection 


W 60th Street & 
Columbus Ave 


L 40 15 
960 258 
150 570 


LT 


W 60th Street & 
Amsterdam Ave 


ntersection ; 


15 0 0.06 0.04 ! 20.0 B 
0.19 
0.29 


R R 


41.8 


W 60th Street & 
West End Ave 


0.04 : 13.8 
: 5.0 


0.47 


R 4 0.20 30.3 : 


c 
Intersection 13.9 22.6 Cc 
A 


: : B 
NB 0 0.44 : 5.0 71.2 A 


W 61st Street & EB - 0.70 9.8 - B 
Amsterdam Ave 0.20 - 9.8 Cc B 
WB R R 25 0.07 0.26 5.0 Cc A 

2 A = 


Intersection 7.2 


L 185 20 : 


W 61st Street & 
Columbus Ave 


1100 590 0.71 0.39 9.9 i B B 
Intersection 919) - B - 
R 480 29 0.27 0.49 5.0 34.8 A c 
R 


: z 5.4 
W 61st Street & 5 0.34 a 3.6 
Broadway - 0.16 9.0 

: 4.0 


Intersection : 20.5 


54 
NB 695 170 034 036 3.6 214 
USES EB L L 50 55 0.16 0.19 8.9 95 
Columbus Ave 
40 
30 : : 2 


Intersection 24.4 


W 81st Street & 
Central Park West 


Intersection 


W 66th Street & 
Central Park West 


G 

D c 
6. D A 

C c 

D C 


Intersection 25.0 24.5 


C 


W 65th Street & 0.48 - : B 
Central Park West L 0.10 : : Cc 
0.61 - - Cc 


R 


Intersection 26.9 - C - 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-48 


LDR Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


| . Volume v/c Delay LOS 

Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement or = a = a = =a = 

Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
B 8 

NBT 0.18 
SBT 0.44 
W 179th St & SBR 
Broadway WBL 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-49 


LDR Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - MD Peak Hour 


| . Volume v/c Delay LOS 

Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement aor 5 a = a = a = 

Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
140 B 8 

NBT 0.25 
SBT 0.44 
W 179th St & SBR 
Broadway WBL 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-50 


LDR Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


| . Volume v/c Delay [Key 

Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement ar = ar 7 5 a — = 

Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
135 B 8 

NBT 0.27 
SBT 0.41 
W 179th St & SBR 
Broadway WBL 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.3-51 


LES Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement aon = —— 7 a = ai = 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 

NBL c 10 a 
NB NBT T 355 355 0.76 0.76 39.1 39.1 D D 
NBR2 R. 155 165 0.42 0.45 28.8 29.5 Cc C 
SBL T 75 85 0.69 0.78 66.7 86.2 E F 
SB SBT T 50 50 0.15 0.15 23.6 23.6 Cc Cc 
EB 20 20 0.09 0.09 22 22 Cc Cc 
square & ae EBR R 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Worth/Oliver St & 

Mott St WBL L 135 133 0.46 0.46 29.6 29.6 Cc GC 
WB WBT T 15 15 0.3 0.3 21.3 21:5 Cc Cc 

SW ee | 
SWB 0 0 0.24 0.24 33 33 Cc Cc 

SWR R 0 0 
[intersection |__| | | ||| 335] 355] c D 
a NBL ! 95 35 B B 
NBR R 30 30 0.07 0.07 4.9 14.9 B B 
cha hernisatereree EB EB 170 190 0.16 0.18 8.4 19.2 B B 
EBR R 135 135 0.29 0.29 57 59.7 E E 
E Broadway 

we WBL L 120 120 0.35 0.35 0.2 10.4 B B 
225 221 A A 
mS | | | | | |. | 10 c c 
NBL L 140 140 0.58 0.58 41.5 41.5 D D 
NBR T 250 250 0.55 0.55 9.8 19.8 B B 
EBT T 195 215 0.24 0.27 6.2 5.8 A A 

a ge a a ee ee 
WBT T 205 201 0.25 0.25 Cc Cc 
|_intersection | oT 206 201 c c 


August 2022 


Appendix 4B.3-52 


NN 


NRNNNNNNNN 


Volume VC Ratio Delay Los QLength SOth_QLength 95th 
LES Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume wa Delay TOs Calibration Edits 
Intersection # Approach | Lane Group | Movement — - — — - — 
Existing No-Action Existing Existing No-Action Existing 
NBL U 10 10 Based on video observation. 
NB NBT is 215 215 0.49 0.49 29.3 29.3 C C 
NBR2 R2 170 172 0.46 0.47 30 30.2 C C 
SBL T 160 163 0.82 0.84 88 95.2 F F 
SB SBT T 75 a 0.22 0.22 24.6 24.6 C C 
Park Row/Chatham os x = 
EBT T 20 20 0.11 O41 22.2 22.2 C C 
Square S Fe EBR R 20 20 
Worth/Oliver St & 
hinecee WL L 155 140 0.48 0.44 25.6 25.6 C C 
we wet T 20 20 03 0.27 174 18.2 B B 
war R 180 165 Based on video observation 
SWL2 2 40 40 
SWB SWL L 0 0 0.17 0.17 31.8 31.8 c c 
SWR R 0 0 
Intersection 35.4 37.3, D D 
i NBL L 85 5 0.15 0.15 15.8 15.8 B B 
NBR R 35 35 0.08 0.08 14.9 14.9 B B 
fore eaTER a EBT T 205 210 02 02 19.4 20 B B 
rare EBR R 185 185 0.37 0.37 84.9 84.7 F F 
mH wet L 130 130 035 0.35 7A 77 A A 
wet T 270 240 0.23 0.21 47 47 A A 
Intersection 26.5, 27.3 E C 
Ne NBL L 110 110 0.43, 0.43 36.6 36.6 D D 
NBR T 225 225 0.41 O41 16.3 16.3 B B 
Chatham = EBT T 230 235 0.28 0.29 55 57 A A 
Square/Bowery & EBR2 R2 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Divison st we wet L 5 5 0 0 0 0 0 0 
wet T 290 260 0.33, 03 21.1 20.7 C G 
Intersection 177. 174 8 8 
A 3 3 
B 5 5 
c 7 7 
D 1 1 
E é 
F 2 2 
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Appendix 4B.3-53 


LES Study Area - Existing vs No-Action - PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement ar = a z a = er = 
Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action Existing No-Action 
NBL fi Meee te ole ee he ee 
NB NBT T 175 175 0.37 0.37 26.8 26.8 Cc Cc 
NBR2 R. 225 230 0.61 0.62 37.5 39 D D 
SBL T 190 195 0.71 0.73 61.6 68.8 E E 
SB SBT T 95 95 0.24 0.24 24.7 24.7 Cc Cc 
EB 25 25 0.09 0.09 22.1 22.1 C Cc 
square & ae EBR R 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
Worth/Oliver St & 
Mott St WBL L 150 143 0.48 0.46 28.6 28.7 Cc GC 
WB WBT T 20 20 0.32 0.31 20.5 21 Cc Cc 
SE Se Sa (NN (A 
SWB 0 0 0.24 0.24 33 33 Cc Cc 
SWR R 0 0 
[intersection || +d COCOCSCSd SSCS SCS CS—i | dT Ci D 
a NBL [ 705 705 8 B 
NBR R 45 45 0.09 0.09 15 15 B B 
cha hernisatereree EB EB 270 280 0.25 0.26 38.2 45.5 D D 
EBR R 225 225 0.39 0.39 84.5 84.4 F F 
E Broadway 
we WBL L 125 125 0.34 0.35 9.4 9:9 A A 
260 246 A A 
eS | | | | | SE | 7) = | SV c D 
NBL L 155 155 0.62 0.62 43 43 D D 
NBR T 395 395 0.74 0.74 26.5 26.5 Cc Cc 
EBT T 305 315 0.37 0.38 6.3 6.2 A A 
Square/Bowery & oe EBR2 R2 10 10 0 0 0 0 0 0 
a ge a a a a ee 0 
WBT T 230 216 0.26 0.25 Cc Cc 
|_intersection [oT tes c c 
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CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 4B.4, Transportation: 
Traffic LOS: CBD Tolling 
Alternative 


August 2022 


Intersection # 


Intersection Name 


24th Street & 12th 
Ave 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


9A Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


vic 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


With-Action | No-Action 


With-Action 


Appendix 4B.4-1 


9A Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation)- MD Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action 


24th Street & 12th 
Ave 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-2 


9A Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation)- PM Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action 


24th Street & 12th 
Ave 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-3 


9A Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - LN Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action No-Action | With-Action 


24th Street & 12th 
Ave 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-4 


Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Delay 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement - Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Flatbush Avenue 
and Tillary Street 


Old Fulton Street 
and Vine Street 


2 Adam Street and 
Tillary Street 


August 2022 


Increment 


With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


NB 


[L 


L L 
is T T 
SB T T 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-5 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Flatbush Avenue 
and Tillary Street 


Adam Street and 
Tillary Street 


Old Fulton Street 
and Vine Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


No-Action 


With-Action 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-6 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Approach 


Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


vic 


Delay 


LOS 


No-Action 


With-Action Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action No-Action 


With-Action No-Action 


With-Action 


Flatbush Avenue 
and Tillary Street 


IL 


0 


0 


621 


558 


R 


R 


R2 


Adam Street and 


L 


R 


Tillary Street 


Old Fulton Street 
and Vine Street 


August 2022 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-7 


Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night Peak Hour 


vic Del LOS 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement - Volume (vph) - f - - - oo. - - - - - 
No-Action With-Action Increment No-Action With-Action No-Action With-Action No-Action With-Action 


Flatbush Avenue 
and Tillary Street 


Intersection 


Adam Street and 
Tillary Street 


Intersection 


Old Fulton Street 
and Vine Street 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-8 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation)- AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


[Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


[Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach 


Lane Group Movement 


Volume (vph) 


wc 


Delay (seconds) 


LOS 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment 


S 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


a 


viele, Alylolaltlo 


65 65 0 


685 671 


495 497 


15 15 


Intersection 


10 10 


B 


D 


NB T 


-26 = 


Intersection = 26.3 


\. 25.4 C c 


SB a 


-19 


TR 


0 


WB R 


31 


Intersection 


32.9 


E 


LT; 


R 


alolofofa) fo] i] tfololo 


Intersection : : 54.9 54.4 D D 


= 


(er 


HY nrJolulolw/e]olulasolo 


© 


Intersection 


eh 


A 


25.5 


B 


6 


0 
Intersection 26.0 
0 


. 26.4 & G 


WB Tt T 


0 


0 


Intersection 


R R 


-153 


EB i a 


-12 


0 0 


Intersection 


365 365 


0.47 


947 951 


1.05 


401 334 


0.51 


17.6 


123 120 


78 63 


0.71 


84 82 2 


46.5 47.8 D D 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-9 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


(Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


vic 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action | With-Action 


Increment No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


Intersection 24.3 25.3 iG € 
B B 


7 


19 


B 


B 


B 


20 20 


0 : : 
1 


Intersection 5.7 16.3 B B 
rE rE al WE B B 


T 


752 754 


40 39 


L 


78 Ze 


624 561 


243 250 


40 40 


D 


60 59 


Intersection 2315) 24.1 ic C 
9 7 e 2 ss 7 ~ 


NB 


T 


995 1004 


SB 


702 632 


-10 


215 215 


0 


WB 


185 114 


71 2 


Intersection 


20 20 


28.7 28.7 


ig E 


LTR 


LT 


B B 


R 


ofofofn]s} ult] ol olololo 


Intersection 38.0 34.8 


D D 
C 


Intersection 


20 19 


a 


238 228 


768 580 


14 11 


3.6 


A 


651 643 


18.1 


B 


TI 


R 
T 


501 528 


238 227 


ye 
1 


1 


Intersection 35.2 17.6 D B 
k i 28.0 27.8 Gc C 


10 10 


574 403 


194 77 


A A 


20 20 


205 205 


C Cc 


3 


5 35, 0 : : - - Z z 
Intersection 51.4 42.7 D D 
5 15 0 : 5 : : z : 


q 


272 


42 


55 


1047 1022 


-2! 


nl 5 5 5 i 
Intersection 7.6 31.0 Cc iG 
5 74 1 B B 


25 24 


223 207 


By 
-16 


29.0 28.8 


C C 


235 230 


5 


30.4 30.3 


C C 


0 0 


0 - 


T T 235 230 


5 z 


21 20.7 C C 


R 


R 


885 885 


0 


T 


T 


1270 1229 


~41 y x 


Intersection 


0 0 


0 


818 804 


D 


496 499 


C 


249 268 


B 


65 55 


44 41 


D 


51 43 


7) 2 z 


Intersection 39.7 37.5 D D 


Appendix 4B.4-10 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach 


City Stu 


Volume (vph) 


ly Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation)- PM Peak Hour 


vic 


Delay (seconds) 


Movement 


No-Action | With-Action 


Increment No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


Intersection 


45 


48 


50 


34 


B 


15 15 


Intersection 15.8 17.2 B B 
B B 


T 


892 


E 61 0.56 


20 


59 


970 


170 


35 


D 


55: 53 


Intersection 20.4 19.6 iG B 
73 2 a a 3 J 7 


NB 


SB 


WB R 


Intersection 


0.63 0.63 


335) 33.4 


Cc Cc 


LTR 


LT 


R 


Intersection 


LT 


Intersection 23.3 217 


37 - - 
-24 0.44 0.40 


(a C 
D D 


0.56 0.46 


B 


Intersection 29.0 25.2 c ic 
B B 


70 0.69 


0.36 0.37 


D D 


0.58 0.58 


49.1 49.0 


D D 


0 5 - 
Intersection 29.3 29.4 Cc C 


il i 


R 


0 


2 


Intersection 


0 : 2 2 2 : 3 


Intersection 


8 5 - 


Appendix 4B.4-11 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Trinity Place & 
Edgar Street 


Trinity Place & 
Rector Street 


HCT Entrance/Exit 
& West Street 


HCT Exit & West 
Street & West 
Thames Street 


Chambers Street & 
Centre Street 


Canal Street & 
Hudson 

Street/ Holland 
Tunnel On-Ramp 


Canal Street & 
Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street S & 
West Street 


West Street & 
[Albany Street 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


West Street & 
Chambers Street 


(Canal 
Street/M anhattan 
Bridge & Bowery 


Manhattan Bridge 
& Bowery 


6th Avenue & 
Watts Street 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/Laight 
Street 


Approach 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Lane Group | Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


-17 


L 


TR 


Intersection 


NB 


SB 


WB 


T 


D 


Intersection 


Intersection 33.6 29.8 iG C 
A A 


EB 


T TE 


609 


-26 


0.42 


0.40 


WB 


T T 


416 


-82 


R R 


880 


0 


0.97 


2678 2 1.00 1.00 


5.1 5.0 


0.61 


0.58 


Intersection 


Intersection 25.6 


; 25.4 C C 


20.3 19.8 


B 


C 


D 


Intersection 


SB 


WB 


NEB 


R 


NB 


LTR 


EB 


T 


WB 


TR 


-16 


Appendix 4B.4-12 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Trinity Place & 
Edgar Street 


Trinity Place & 
Rector Street 


HCT Entrance/Exit 
& West Street 


HCT Exit & West 
Street & West 
[Thames Street 


(Chambers Street & 
Centre Street 


Canal Street & 
Hudson 
Street/Holland 
‘Tunnel On-Ramp 


Canal Street & 
Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street S & 
West Street 


West Street & 
Albany Street 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


West Street & 
(Chambers Street 


Canal 
Street/M anhattan 
Bridge & Bowery 


Manhattan Bridge 
& Bowery 


6th Avenue & 
Watts Street 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/ Laight 
Street 


Approach 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 


Lane Group | Movement 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action | Increment 


No-Action | With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


“1 


afo} + 


Intersection . 


T T 


970 -63 


R2 


977 196 


SB 


I ‘I 


1294 115 


964 132 


oO] >] x2] o}>]>/o]o}o} : 


Intersection 


0 
0 . F 


R R 


5 


TR 


5 


0.64 


AO] >| SJ oo] a] x]o] S}o] S/S] a] o] + 


alo] >|cfolofo}a 


a 


0.60 


36.9 


D 


2) A) -|2|4]-} 2] 4 


sJo}alalSlofu 


Intersection 23.7 24.9 C 


10 


1924 


23.8 


| A] -] 2] -| 2] 4] 4) - 


Intersection 


2) A} -|2]4]-}2]}5]-}a]4 


aJo}o} + 


P| a/>lofajajafo}o]ec}: 


CtelPtellelkelre! 


2] 4) -|2] 4] 4] >] 4 


9 


Intersection 20.9 17.0 


NB 


T ar 


“1 


.7 0.7 


SB 


T 


-267 


17.0 


WB 
Intersection 


-251 


6.2 


wl >|o]>]o} + 


B 
A 
B 
A 
A 
B 


16.7 


0.33 


7.6 


A 
B 


A 
Intersection 12.3 i) B 
D 


R 


0.57 


0.43 


0.54 


Intersection 


-109 


0.58 


22 2 S 3 2 
27.3 25.4 Cc C 


20.3 


Appendix 4B.4-13 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Trinity Place & 
Edgar Street 


Trinity Place & 
Rector Street 


HCT Entrance/Exit 
& West Street 


HCT Exit & West 
Street & West 
Thames Street 


Chambers Street & 
Centre Street 


Canal Street & 
Hudson 
Street/Holland 
Tunnel On-Ramp 


Canal Street & 
Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street S & 
West Street 


West Street & 
Albany Street 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


West Street & 
Chambers Street 


Canal 
Street/M anhattan 
Bridge & Bowery 


Manhattan Bridge 
& Bowery 


6th Avenue & 
Watts Street 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/ Laight 
Street 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


alo}: 


Intersection 79, 1 79, 8 


OF] >] 


>| 


ian 2 s 2 4 


Of >] >]o]>]>fofo}o] : 


a|> 


ee 


NB 


SB 


EB 


ofofo] + 


Intersection 
EB 


Of >| >}a]o] + 


WB 


Intersection 


a|> 


Intersection 


Intersection 


| A] -] 2] -| 2] 4] 4) - 


Intersection 


2] A} -|2]4]-]}2}5]-}a]4 


intersection 


2] 4) -|2] 4] 4] 2] 4 


Intersection 


BD] oO) >| a] >} a] >| >) a] >] a|/a/olo]olo 


Intersection 34.6 


Appendix 4B.4-14 


New Jersey Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) Delay (seconds) 


Intersecnon “intersection Mame Approach Lane Group Movement No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


a TR 1988 1695 233 103 0.90 ae 
207 207 0 - - - - - - 
ou a 


TR 


2) A 


° 
‘18 
° 
‘18 


14th Street / 
Holland Tunnel (E- 
W) & Marin 
Boulevard (N-S) 


»|4 


T 
R 


Intersection 


14th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)} 


12th Street (EW) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S)} 


sar} a} A] r-] a} Ay r- 


12th Street/ Holland 
Tunnel! (E-W) & 
Marin Boulevard (N, 
S) 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-15 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation)- Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement With-Action | Increment With-Action With-Action 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


Dyer Ave & West 
36th Street 


Intersection 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


14 - - - 
71 71 -4 - - - 
736 0.64 217 
120 - 
160 . 0.92 
11th Ave and 34th 182 0.28 
Street 55 0.38 
140 0.52 
231 . 0.84 
35 34 -1 - - - 
LT 233 157 -76 - - - 
1450 1419 -31 0.78 0.72 27.0 25.4 (G 
690 472 -218 0.40 0.28 14.9 13.6 
R 540 533 -7 0.97 0.96 
1860 1 54.8 
-8 22.8 
48.9 
39.1 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


35.5 


39,3 
21.9 


Wr) D| Al r-| Ayr} a) 44 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-16 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation)- PM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement With-Action | Increment : With-Action ror With-Action 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


DO], F|] By O; oO] Bo]! 
OPO] BR) BQ; OQ] wo]: 


aQ;a;o}! 
aQ;a;o}! 


Dyer Ave & West 
36th Street 


WD) D) A} r-] B] A} |] B] 4 


Intersection 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Intersection 


11th Ave and 34th 
Street 


BW) Ayr] 2] A] ] BA 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


Wr) BD] A} r-] 4] | By] A 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-17 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection #: |/Intersection Name AphroRG Lane Group”) “Movement No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Ave and 34th 


12th Ave and 34th 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


Intersection 


Dyer Ave & West 
36th Street 


10th Ave and 33rd 


11th Ave and 34th 
Street 


10th Ave and 41st 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


-]2) A/c} Ayr} a)4 


pe) 

SIN 
BIS 
wIS 
RIS 
alo 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-18 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation)- Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement With-Action | Increment With-Action With-Action 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


Dyer Ave & West 
36th Street 


Intersection 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


14 - - - 
71 71 -4 - - - 
736 0.64 217 
120 - 
160 . 0.92 
11th Ave and 34th 182 0.28 
Street 55 0.38 
140 0.52 
231 . 0.84 
35 34 -1 - - - 
LT 233 157 -76 - - - 
1450 1419 -31 0.78 0.72 27.0 25.4 (G 
690 472 -218 0.40 0.28 14.9 13.6 
R 540 533 -7 0.97 0.96 
1860 1 54.8 
-8 22.8 
48.9 
39.1 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


35.5 


39,3 
21.9 


Wr) D| Al r-| Ayr} a) 44 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-19 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation)- PM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement With-Action | Increment : With-Action ror With-Action 


9th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Ave and 34th 
Street 


12th Ave and 34th 
Street 


11th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


DO], F|] By O; oO] Bo]! 
OPO] BR) BQ; OQ] wo]: 


aQ;a;o}! 
aQ;a;o}! 


Dyer Ave & West 
36th Street 


WD) D) A} r-] B] A} |] B] 4 


Intersection 


10th Ave and 33rd 
Street 


Intersection 


11th Ave and 34th 
Street 


BW) Ayr] 2] A] ] BA 


10th Ave and 41st 
Street 


12th Ave and 42nd 
Street 


Wr) BD] A} r-] 4] | By] A 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-20 


Intersection # 


Intersection Name 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


E 35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


August 2022 


Approach 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-21 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) Los 


Intersection # | Intersection NMDe Approach Lane Group Movement 2 : 2 . 2 XS ¥ 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment With-Action With-Action With-Action 


E 37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 
242 
1035 
1278 

85 83 -2 - - 
4 21 3 - - 
949 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


wBlAla}o]: 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


Apa[o}ala}aja 
BIALAlOlala|alafafalalal}: 


ow 


E 35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


woo: 
wooo]: 


o 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-22 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No M — PM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection NPMe Approach Lane Group Movement : “ : - 2 L . 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment y With-Action y With-Action y With-Action 


E 37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


DLO] o>: 


Intersection a < = ; 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


DO] D/O] BO] a] >): 


faliel Te) 


E Mth Sreet & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


E 35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


Intersection 13.8 13.6 B 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-23 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No M —— ae Night Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection NLNe Approach Lane Group Movement . : “ : - 2 i ¥ 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment y With-Action y With-Action y With-Action 


E 37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


APP] Daf wala} a] P| + 
OPP] DAP mya} qo] Pp] + 


wala]: 
wala]: 


E 35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


woo: 
wlo|m}a]: 


ow 


Intersection 135) 13.0 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-24 


Red Hook Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) Delay (seconds) 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | Movement 


4 


EB 


NB 


: SB 
Hamilton Avenue , 
Clinton Street & (at West 9th) 
West 9 Street SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


-}a]e-}a} |] A]a} | 


L 
Intersection 10.0 10.1 


NB I T 2081 2050 31 0.60 059 145 143 
NB & West 9 Street the a R 243 239 4 0.42 0.41 36.5 36.4 


Intersection ilg/atl 17.0 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-25 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue , 
Clinton Street & 
West 9 Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9 Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Lane Group 


Movement 


4 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


Red Hook Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 
vic 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


With-Action 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 10.4 10.7 


NB 


L 


T 


| A} rH} a} ] 3] A] A] -} 


T 


1967 


2001 


0 


34 


0.54 


0.54 


10.9 11.1 


WB 
Intersection 


R 


R 


132) 


128 


4 


0.29 


0.28 


38.8 38.6 
13.0 13.0 


Appendix 4B.4-26 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue , 
Clinton Street & 
West 9 Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9 Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Lane Group 


Red Hook Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 
vic 


Movement 


4 


Volume (vph) 


No-Action | With-Action 


Increment 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


With-Action 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 10.7 111 


NB 


T 


L 


T 


-|A}r}a} |] alate} 


T 


95 95 


1729 1650 


=) 


0.48 


0.45 


3 10.7 


WB 
Intersection 


R 


R 


130 123 


1 


0.27 


0.26 


38.5 38.3 
13.5 12.9 


Appendix 4B.4-27 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Hamilton Avenue , 
Clinton Street & 
West 9 Street 


Hamilton Avenue 
NB & West 9 Street 


August 2022 


Approach 


EB 


Lane Group 


Movement 


4 


Volume (vph) 


No-Action | _With-Action 


Increment 


Red Hook Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night Peak Hour 
vic 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 
With-Action 


NB 


SB 
(at West 9th) 


SB 
(at Clinton St) 


WB 


Intersection 8.1 9.0 


NB 


T 


L 


T 


-|A}r}Al |] a}a}r}= 


T 


50 50 


1034 877 


-157 


0.27 


0.23 


8.0 vel 


WB 
Intersection 


R 


R 


76 68 


8 


0.15 


0.14 


36.7 36.5 
10.2 10.0 


Appendix 4B.4-28 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & St. 
Ann's Avenue 


& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


Bist S& & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st & 


Hoyt S& 31st S& 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


A Increment 


DIAlr-}~]Al >| -|B 


90 
Intersection = 9 = 5 


(ej 
A 
A 


A 
A 


Ayr) 2] A) ar} a] A} 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-29 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - MD Peak — 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & &. 
Ann's Avenue 


S& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


3i1st S& & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st St 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Delay 


No-Action 


A Increment 


No-Action 


Action 


No-Action 


No-Action 


c 


Intersection = 3 = 6 


B 
ry 
A 


my 
A 


Ay} a] A} J -] DD] Sy 


Intersection 


DY] Ale] a) A] } ve] Ss} |] we} A] 


Intersection 20, ) D, 4 


Appendix 4B.4-30 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak a 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & St. 
Ann's Avenue 


& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


3ist St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st St 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Delay 


No-Action 


A Increment 


No-Action 


No-Action 


No-Action 


D 


D 


Intersection “ 1 =. = 


A 
A 


C 
A 
A 


Ay} a] SA} J] BD] Sy 


Intersection 


Intersection 


Appendix 4B.4-31 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - LN Peak iu 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & &. 
Ann's Avenue 


S& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


Bist St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st S& 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Delay 


No-Action 


A Increment 


No-Action 


No-Action 


No-Action Action 


Ay] 2] SA} J] DD] Sy 


Intersection 


BD] Ale] a) Ay} a] A} |] a} A] 


Intersection 7a, af 77, 6 


Appendix 4B.4-32 


Upper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 
Cc 


Volume (vph) V/ Delay (seconds) 
Intersection # |Intersection Name} Approach | Lane Group | Movement | 1. action | with-Action | Increment With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection _ Unsignalized 


2 E 60th Street & 3rd 


2|4|-]2]4]-|5]4 
2|A|-]>]5]-|A]4 


Ave 
3 E60th Street & : : : 
York Ave = : : 
Intersection 
ati 296 0.97 
( 
E59th Street & 2nd} = 
; B 
Ave = 
. . z B 
E 60th Street & 2nd . 
Ave 
Ave 


4 
5 
Intersection 


Cc 
Cc 

B 

. B 

I B 

Cc 

7 O51 037 165 148 B 

8 E 60th Street & Ist ; ; 5 
; : : B 

Intersection ; Cc 

. . : B 

. : I B 

. G 

(ai 

c 


34.8 34.7 
5.0. 24.6 


Intersection [iq 


E60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


381 363 0.58 
L 134 105 -29 0.32 0.25 20.5 19.3 
Ti 782 0.61 E 18.3 
348 0.59 
128 z = 
T 681 X , C] 
E62nd Street & 715 
(Queensboro Bridge} 10 
Exit 232 
Intersection 


E60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


Bo}: | a] ao] + |a}a}ofafo + 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Ao} aj aja} 


Intersection 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


af folo]: |ajol}>lo 


Intersection 


Hop foo]: |ajo]>lofofojajof a} a}o} + ja} >} a} + jo} a} a] a}a} + 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


Intersection — Unsignalized 
T 
WB L 
Intersection 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


2) 4} -| 2] 4] -] >] 4] 4 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-33 


Upper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) V 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach lane Group | Movement 7 2 _ a 
With-Action | Increment With-Action 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


4 


Ave 

5 E 60th Street & 2nd 
Ave 
Ave 


6 E 60th Street & 1st 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


Intersection 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


SWB R 
Intersection __Unsignalized 
B T 
WB L 
Intersection 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


| a oo 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


afojal>| + 


lo 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


ayo] + 


E 79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.4-34 


2 E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Bt 


E 60th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


E 61st Street & 5th 


Ave 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E 79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


August 2022 


Lane Group 


U 


jpper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peal 


Movement: 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


V 


k Hour 


With-Action 


Intersection __Unsignalized 


106 79 ey) 0.26 


0.20 19.5 


901 


0.77 


23.0 


271 


141 


94 


266 


166 


150 


124 


27.7 


Intersection 
B 


WB 
Intersection 


Intersection 


2} 4] -| 0] 4] -} 2] a] -] 


Appendix 4B.4-35 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


E65th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E 66th Street & Sth 
Avenue 


E79th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


Ul 


Lane Group 


jpper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


Peak Hour 
v 


With-Action 


Intersection 


al: 


Af>] + |o} + jojo} 


Alo] [ala]: | oo 


wm] fo] + | oo 


7 -ll 0.16 0.14 


0.57 


afaofajaja 


Ap folo] + a}a}>] o} 


R 
Unsignalized 
T 


WB 
Intersection 


Intersection 


Intersection 


| 4}-| 2] 4] -] 2] a] 


Appendix 4B.4-36 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) Wie Delay (seconds) Tos 
Intersection # | IntersectionName| _ Approsch lane Group / Movement | 11. action | with-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T Tor 8 5 036 034 204 ToT C B 
NB T T 187 177 10 035 033 167 164 B B 
R R 64 60 4 022 0.20 157 155 B B 
a TR T m4 406 2 0.60 059 278 276 C C 
R 30 30 0 : zi = : 
i W 72nd Street & L 10 8 2 : 5 = : : 3 
West End Ave &B UTR T rey 105 26 Oe 050 374 332 D C 
R 116 90 26 g : 
L a4 74 “10 : : ; : : 2 
we LTR T 138 125 3 015 et BS ITT D D 
R ma 0 4 : : : 7 
Intersection 1322 Ris 109 300 275 C C 
i 19 TS ~4 5; 3 : ; : z 
NB LTR T 370 22 “98 047 035 Toi 94 B A 
R 57 5 12 : : 3 : 5 
T L 55 55 0 025 02 148 139 5 B 
5 W 6ist Street & sB = Ti 374 450 Br] 0.36 0.29 134 127 B B 
West End Ave R 35 35 0 5 : = 
L 20 19 I : z : 2 
cE) LTR i 15 TI a 034 033 289 288 C C 
R 55 55 0 : 5 z : 5 a 
Intersection 1200 957 203 BS 132 B B 
T 60 37 3 : 7 z : ; 7 
NB LTR T 30 30 0 066 Vel 3 BS D D 
R 10 10 0 5 z 7 
L 15 15 0 : 3 : : : : 
$B UR T 130 130 9 1.03 io [es ear 
W 79th Street & R i ui # : : 
= Riverside Drive B 7 : = : e - : - : 
ce) TR T 502 a8 aa 059 053 126 115 B B 
R 330 295 35 : 5 : 
T 5 5 0 : i : : : 5 
we TR T 590 3a ze 046 043 106 103 B B 
R 25 24 a : ; 3 : = 
Intersection 1856 Tz Br) 267 55 C C 
i 22 207 5 035 034 22 BI C C 
Me us R 100 99 BI z 5 : 3 
W S6th Street & 
td 12th Avenue cE) i E as ae ES = - z z = 
T 705 702 3 0.86 0.86 70 68 ny ny 
Intersection 1482 1472 a0 10.6 10.4 B B 
NB T T 2143 2128 “15 105 T05 
6 W Séth Street & a L L 1170 1166 4 0.91 0.90 41.9 475 D D 
West Side Highway T T 2958 2936 2 052 051 07 06 A A 
Tntersection 321 312 C C 
a T T 7% 7 0 Tor Tor 
T T 2013 2002 aI 059 058 15.6 154 B B 
= = Ti 2958 2936 22 0.92 0.92 332 32.7 C E 
= W 55th Street & R 0 0 0 Z 3 S : ; z 
West Side Highway & L 126 122 4 : S E E : 
we T 30 29 al O77 075 301 279 C C 
R R 130 126 4 036 0.35 62 62 A A 
Intersection 282 278 C C 
T 0 0 7 : 5 = ; : 7 
NB eh T 282 TT 5 036 035 Tle 117 B B 
T 0 0 0 : : 
a W 55th Street & = Te R 0 0 0 = : = 
12th Avenue L 0 0 0 : z : : : : 
we UTR T 286 277 3 054 052 | 
R 30 29 a : 
Intersection 362 358 
WW 55th Street & Ey T T T 0 0 : 5 g g 
5c West Side Highway We c i! 105 104 zt O41 0.40 D 
arterial Intersection D 
Ne 7 7 a VT 3 
6 Foshan & e a T 845 689 156 0.89 0.72 C 
R 64 52 “2 é 
Tntersection C 
a a i aE Te za mz 056 ry 
7 beastie ve E L 235 215 =20 092 084 D 
T T 157 154 3 029 0.29 A 
Intersection B 
T or 9 2 : : : 
NB i 
T 912 687 25 047 036 B 
8 bebiedbestaie a T T 170 150 20 0.48 043 D 
R R 65 4 a 031 031 D 
Intersection C 
re T T 19 im gy 009 0.06 B 
T T 372 26 26 034 0.25 B 
if 609 489 "120 033 0.26 A 
= is R 20 16 4 : 3 e 
L 5 5 0 : = 2 
9 acetates cE) LTR T 0 0 0 O12 Oz G 
R 30 30 0 3 z 
L 140 137 3 : 5 = 
we LTR T 52 31 21 0.68 058 D 
R 69 31 “8 : 3 z 
Intersection B 
T 7 THT 25 0s 034 A 
NB TR u 7 = a E 4 
W 61st Street & L Ti 102 5 z 5 : 
19 Amsterdam Ave & al T 10 9 1 046 040 D 
We R R 10 10 0 0.04 0.04 C 
Intersection 1a2 15 a7 A 
T 182 156 26 : 5 z 
u ee bee =e a T 1050 B12 238 O77 061 B 
Intersection 1232 968 264 B 
WB TR T 493 476 7 034 033 A 
R 10 10 0 5 
Se iy L 20 0 20 : 7 : 
i Ww 6ist Street & T 801 650 “IST 056 040 B 
Broadway c 30 26 4 z = = 
ce) LTR T a 39 3 O54 046 C 
R 108 9 a7 zi 
Intersection 1506 1292 24 B 
NB T Ti 598 375 2 O32 Oat B 
B Henriette €B c E 7 9 25 0.23 0.15 B 
Intersection 672 624 48 B 
T 15 14 I : 5 = 
NB LTR T 224 219 3 028 027 B 
R 169 164 3 044 0.42 C 
L 165 162 3 057 056 C 
$B LTR T 385 379 6 0.88 0.86 D 
‘i Ww sist Street & x as a 2 : a : 
eenteaipesk Wek T c 15 re] 2 016 015 D 
&B 7 T 312 278 34 0.92 0.82 D 
R 10 9 I 0.04 0.03 C 
T L 167 isi 16 0.84 0.68 C 
we id T 224 188 36 O71 0.60 D 
R R Tig 107 “I 041 037 C 
Intersection 1441 1329 az C 
T 65 @ 3 : 5 5 
NB By: T 353 335 18 08 040 ny 
T 656 612 =a 057 054 B 
is W 66th Street & es bs R 6 my al : ; : 
central Park West T L 7 162 5 051 047 cs 
we T T 314 285 29 0.80 073 D 
R R 231 2 20 0.65 0.60 a 
Intersection 1841 Tit 130 C 
T 388 369 “19 Ta Oa D 
Ne Tf R 255 254 a : : 2 
s re L 370 345 25 0.98 0.30 D 
te Ww 65th Street & T 463 229 34 056 052 A 
central Park West T L 30 28 2 0.09 0.09 C 
€B aie T 499 462 37 07 O71 C 
R 25 2B 2 : 3 : 
Intersection 2030 1910 “120 C 


Appendix 4B.4-37 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vphy Vi Delay (seconds) 10 
Intersection # | Intersection Name] Approach laneGroup | Movement : eer . wears . Sa F ee 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T Tis 107 8 O34 O31 19.0 Ta2 B B 
NB T ER 284 265 “19 0.49 0.45 19.8 19.1 B B 
R R 70 65 5 023 0.22 165 16.2 B B 
S TR T 329 312 -7 057 055 29.4 28.9 C c 
R 55 55 0 - - - - - 
W 72nd Street & L 35 19 6 5 - 5 zi i zi 
West End Ave &B LTR T 108 81 27 063 0.46 385 336 D C 
R 89 2 27 - = - - - - 
L 80 67 “13 zi ei - ei - zi 
we LTR T 155 137 -18 0.89 3 DS 37 iia D 
R 50 44 6 - - - - - - 
Intersection 342 291 C C 
T 5 4 “I 5 i 5 5 zi 5 
NB uIR T 366 21 “115 0.2 029 95 103 A B 
R 60 a “19 - - zi - - 
E E 14 4 0 0.07 0.06 12.6 123 B B 
W Gist Street & B az T 568 375 “193 0.32 022 140 13.0 B B 
West End Ave R 5 5 0 z : 5 5 z : 
ig 5 5 0 5 5 5 - zi zi 
eB UTR T 20 20 0 017 017 24.0 240 E ie 
R 35 35 0 5 : - - - - 
Intersection 128 129 B B 
T 70 66 4 5 5 ~ ~ 5 5 
NB LTR T 5 5 0 06 03 316 305 c C 
R 5 5 0 5 zi 5 zi 
T 5 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
SB LTR T 5 6 0 0.68 65 388 374 D D 
W 79th Street & R Ea a 4 - - - - - - 
Riverside Drive o a an 2 S ei 2 a S x 
eB TR T 313 265 “48 053 oma 127 115 B B 
R 357 303 54 5 5 5 5 5 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
WB TR T 333 483 50 036 EW 106 102 B B 
R 50 8 2 5 - 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 168 163 B B 
ce = T 258 72 6 O25 O25 40 39 A A 
W Séth Street & B es a E - - - - - - 
12th Avenue 6B i rE a as ES a z E a a g 
T 290 285 5 0 Om2 168 5 B B 
Intersection 116 10.8 B B 
NB T T 207 7398 “19 O78 O78 105 10.1 B B 
W 56th Street & 8 T T 560 350 =10 O51 089 
West Side Highway T T 2307 2255 zy] O81 079 49.6 49.4 D D 
Intersection 33.6 33.0 c C 
cB T E 155 155 0 105 1.05 
T T 2232 2a 10 O71 070 19.0 18.9 B B 
T i a a | 
W 55th Street & = mR R 0 0 0 3 : z : 5 : 
West Side Highway iz i 162 155 7 5 = 5 5 = = 
WB T 65 2 =) 0.80 OT 265 73.2 C g 
R R 185 176 9 0.42 0.40 5.9 57 A A 
Intersection 505 49.9 D D 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
ne ue T 298 293 5 O43 043 5 154 B B 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 - 5 
W 58th Street & = m R 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
12th Avenue T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
WB LTR T az 393 19 056 053 aT Wi D D 
R 5 2B 2 - 5 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 319 33 
W sath Street & SB T T 0 7 0 5 = 5 5 5 ~ 
West Side Highway We T T 220 27 3 O57 O57 
Arterial Intersection 
aie T T 338 327 “II EE OBL 52.2 49.9 D D 
Wemneuaes T T 450 436 “14 036 035 13.6 135 B B 
Buadey a an T 753 344 209 0.86 0.62 345 216 C C 
R 79 37 57] 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 326 263 C C 
= = i zd ee a O74 048 66 42 A A 
Meee mn T i 24 181 33 05 063 2 Tod C B 
T T 203 203 0 032 032 35 31 A A 
Intersection 88 65 A A 
a ir T 64 46 “18 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Wines T 103 735 296 048 035 146 13.0 B B 
Medes We T T 241 199 “42 0.60 050 5.3 a74 D D 
R R Es 35 0 036 036 a1 463 D D 
Intersection 22.0 29 C G 
cB T t 10 i 3 005 OE 103 99 B A 
T T 356 ZI “135, 029 018 118 10.8 B B 
T 588 400 188 030 O21 52 52 A A 
= Le R 5 10 5 5 5 5 5 5 
T 0 0 0 = 5 5 5 = = 
eae cade 6B uTR T 0 0 0 007 007 206 206 C ig 
R 20 20 0 5 5 5 5 = 
ig 170 170 0 = 5 = 5 5 5 
WB LTR T 60 0 60 O72 O63 a5 469 D D 
R iB 5 0 5 - 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 179 187 B B 
tie aa T 1106 B12 “294 0.47 035 36 43 A A 
R 10 8 2 - - - - - > 
W Gist Street & = eo L 84 67 “7 5 zi i i zi 
Amsterdam Ave T 10 3 2 028 023 340 324 C C 
We R R 20 20 0 0.06 0.06 23.9 23.9 C C 
Intersection 68 75 A A 
T 22a 187 “37 5 5 5 5 5 5 
i ee eee = a T 1090 a7 33 0.82 057 238 173 E B 
Intersection 23.8 173 i B 
ie TR T wy 235 7 028 O27 31 Ea A A 
R 8 I 7 zi zi zi zi zi 
a Th L 30 6 24 zi i zi : zi zi 
W Gist Street & T 688 483 205 053 034 192 16.6 B B 
Broadway L ® 39 6 - - - - - - 
eB LTR T 35 30 5 0.66 055 379 38.6 D D 
R 144 ns 26 5 - - - - - 
Intersection 18.0 161 B B 
NB T T Gu 378 “39 O34 O32 13.6 133 B B 
B baal EB U [ B 37 36 0.25 013 24.0 94 G A 
Intersection 147 ERT B B 
T 0 7 3 5 5 5 5 zi zi 
NB LTR T 395 386 9 050 0.48 27 214 C C 
R 255 2a z AT 1: = 
L 85 79 6 0.48 0.44 29.3 27.6 C C 
B LTR T 305 287 “18 OT O72 35.8 323 D C 
W Bist Street & uy a 35 = z z < z : z 
Central park West v T 15 iB 2 020 016 447 38 D D 
eB eR T 299 263 36 O74 0.65 40.7 36.1 D D 
R 30 27 3 0.19 O17 272 268 c C 
C C 178 159 “19 O91 O77 2 a D 
WB T T 261 219 “42 0.64 054 36.0 32.4 D C 
R R 158 142 16 057 O51 35.2 333 D C 
Intersection 387 341 D C 
0S i T 5 B 2 5 5 - - - - 
T 474 453 21 0.44 O41 16 15 A A 
= a T 585 523 “62 055 050 206 196 C B 
W 66th Street & R 55 53 2 E z 3 é 5 5 
Central Park West T L 218 197 “21 0.65 059 361 337 D a 
we i T 387 347 ~40 0.98 0.88 525 D 
R R 273 246 27 081 073 49.0 23 D D 
Intersection 309 355 iE ie 
ia TR T 464 “a7 “7 aL 079 346 335 C C 
R 200 199 “1 i - : i zi 
a i L 332 300 32 078 069 340 29.0 C C 
W 65th Street & T a7 420 “51 054 0.48 11.0 103 B B 
Central Park West T L 55 49 6 0.18 0.15 25.5 25.2 C C 
eB aa T 363 321 “a2 0.61 054 32.0 304 C C 
R 30 27 3 - zi zi i 


Appendix 4B.4-38 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 
Volume (vphy Vi Delay (seconds 0 
Intersection # | Intersection Name] Approach laneGroup | Movement : aes . a he . eee F ee 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T 150 136 “14 O37 O32 183 167 B B 
NB T ER 626 568 58 087 0.79 34.0 274 iC C 
R R 135 122 “3 034 O31 158 152 B B 
S TR T 363 325 =38 0.64 058 35.7 34.1 D C 
R 30 30 0 - - - - - - 
W 72nd Street & L 20 3B 7 zi zi : 5 zi 
West End Ave &B LTR T 96 62 34 065 038 a7 338 D C 
R 90 48 “42 - - - = - - 
L 79 59 20 zi ei - zi - zi 
we LTR T 120 102 -18 0.83, 13 (Ss 09 |e D 
R 5 38 7 - - - - - - 
Intersection 35.6 293 D C 
T 15 a “4 5 5 5 zi 5 
NB LTR T 746 490 256 0.68 0.45 109 98 B A 
R 8 37 =I - 5 - zi = = 
E E 35 35 0 023 0.14 15.6 127 B B 
W Gist Street & B az T 723 495 28 039 028 136 12.4 B B 
West End Ave R 20 20 0 z : : = : 5 
ig 5 2B 2 zi 5 5 5 zi 
eB UTR T 20 0 20 027 008 272 241 iG ie 
R 35 0 35 i i - - - 5 
Intersection 130 114 B B 
T 0 36 4 5 5 5 5 5 5 
NB uTR T 185 185 0 O78 O75 166 a3 D D 
R 5 15 0 - zi 5 5 5 
T 5 5 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
SB LTR 7 60 59 =I O62 O57 395.0 368 D D 
W 79th Street & R = a = = = - = = = 
Riverside Drive t a ae ~ G z £ 4 B a 
eB TR T 605 507 “38 O78 O64 71 Tad B B 
R 352 295 “57 - 5 5 5 5 5 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 5 
WB T™ T a9 345 “74 OAL 035 35 30 A A 
R 156 146 10 5 - 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 206 185 C B 
ce = T 250 27 BE] 028 O27 42 42 A A 
W 56th Street & H ze aes = - - - - - - 
12th Avenue 6B i IE zen zl Z z Z z a a g 
T 410 404 6 O76 O75 172 158 B B 
Intersection 114 107 B B 
NB T T 2667 2625 Ey 079 O78 87 82 A A 
W 56th Street & 8 T T 370 562 8 092 O51 
West Side Highway T T 2014 1970 “4a 036 035 02 0.2 A A 
Intersection 13.9 133 B B 
cB T [ 5 5 0 O21 O21 
T T 2478 2448 =30 0.68 067 15.9 15.7 B B 
5 an T 2014 1970 4a 0.66 0.64 237 233 iE C 
W 55th Street & R 0 0 0 5 5 zs : 3 : 
West Side Highway iz Is 35 301 “14 080 O75 PEE] 216 iE ic 
WB T 10 10 0 088 O84 39.1 335 D a 
R R 189 17 “12 O77 O74 229 27 C C 
Intersection 208 20.1 C g 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 5 
ne ue T 399 382 “IT 046 Oma 134 T31 B 
T 0 0 0 5 5 5 5 
W 58th Street & = m R 0 0 0 5 5 zi 5 
12th Avenue T 0 0 0 5 = - 5 5 5 
ws UTR T 3 728 Ea 2: = 
R 20 19 =I 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Intersection a6 a3 D D 
W sath Street & SB T T 0 7 0 = = 5 5 5 5 
West Side Highway We T T 5 5 0 008 008 TI 67 A A 
Arterial Intersection TI 67 A A 
aie T T 303 289 “14 O71 O68 441 426 D D 
Wemneuaes T T 640 611 28 0.49 0.47 153 149 B B 
Buadey a an T 847 599 “248 093 0.66 B38 25 D C 
R 38 2 26 - 5 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 341 PEE] c C 
= = if ivEE] 653 ~480 a2 O47 81 42 A A 
W 60th Street & Hi Bo E = = = = = 
ee oa T T 190 162 “28 068 059 259 208 C ig 
T T 201 189 “12 035 033 5.0 43 A A 
Intersection 97 67 A A 
a ir T 7 66 “31 5 5 5 5 5 5 
T 137 926 “405 065 O44 Ta 140 B B 
W 60th Street & 
Medes We T T 22 183 =39 0.60 050 457 49.3 D D 
R R 105 79 26 0.49 037 46.1 49.1 D D 
Intersection 226 27 C G 
cB T i 10 7 3 005 003 105 99 B A 
T T 679 32 “247 O54 034 151 123 B B 
T 748 488 260 039 025 58 51 A A 
= Le R 10 7 3 5 5 5 5 5 5 
T 10 10 0 5 = 5 zi = = 
eae cade eB uR T 0 0 0 010 010 20 20 C ig 
R 3 5 0 5 5 5 = 5 
T 130 116 “14 = 5 = 5 5 5 
WB LTR T By 37 “32 O74 059 a2 Lym D D 
R 120 96 24 5 5 5 5 5 5 
Intersection 169 162 B B 
tie aa T 1456 991 ~465 061 0.42 34 31 A A 
R 20 ig 6 - - - - - - 
W Gist Street & = eo L 98 60 =38 zi i 5 : i zi 
Amsterdam Ave T 5 12 7 032 022 325 398 C D 
We R R 20 19 =I 0.07 0.06 23.9 23.9 C C 
Intersection 37 61 A A 
T 194 Tar 53 5 5 5 5 5 5 
i ee eee = a T 1259 R26 533 083 050 244 162 E B 
Intersection 244 16.2 e B 
ie TR T 630 601 “28 038 036 33 52 A A 
R 10 10 0 zi zi zi zi 
a Th L 40 4 236 zi i zi zi zi zi 
W Gist Street & T a4 576 238 0.60 037 206 16.8 c B 
Broadway L 35 27 8 - - - = - = 
eB LTR T 38 29 3 O51 036 327 344 c C 
R 121 85 236 - - - - - - 
Intersection 162 Tad B B 
NB T T 806 Tor 45 042 0.40 145 142 B B 
B baal EB U U 88 B 45 029 014 26.1 148 G B 
Intersection 157 143 B B 
T 3 3B 2 ~ - ~ 5 5 5 
NB uTR T e21 603 18 O61 059 28 24 Cc C 
R 255 245 10 0.80 O77 416 38.9 D D 
L 59 56 3 0.44 0.40 308 28.5 C C 
B uTR T 7m 261 = 065 O61 29.1 279 C C 
W Bist Street & a Ea a 2 zs 2 z Z a S 
Central park West v T 35 2 “4 028 023 a71 55 D D 
£8 TR T 306 252 “4 0.89 0.73 406 [Dene D 
R 3B a 4 013 O11 25.5 25.1 c C 
C C 204 182 22 0.99 078 7 (ae D 
WB T T 283 237 ~46 0.74 0.62 40.9 35.0 D D 
R R 209 186 23 075 0.67 5.6 40.0 D D 
Intersection 402 324 D C 
0S i T EH 3 2 5 5 - zi - - 
T 645 614 31 055 052 13.0 95 B A 
= a T 586 522 64 054 0.49 203 19.4 C B 
W 66th Street & R 40 38 2 E E 3 z = 5 
Central Park West T L 173 141 32 0.46 037 297 279 E c 
WB T T 391 343 48 1.03 0.90 
R R 292 258 234 085 075 517 427 D D 
Intersection 346 26.4 iS C 
ia TR T 630 603 27 054 O51 51.0 23.9 D D 
R 250 249 =I i - i : i : 
7 F L 36 281 a A 
W 65th Street & T 433 376 “57 0.50 0.43 9.8 9.0 A A 
Central Park West " L 50 44 6 017 0.14 25.4 25.1 c C 
eB aa T 462 404 58 0.78 0.68 38.3 34.0 D C 
R 40 35 5 - zi zi - i 


Appendix 4B.4-39 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) v Delay seconds TO 
Intersection # | IntersectionName| Approach | LaneGroup | Movement . eee . oer . Sa : eae 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T 33 3 ~I0 023 020 1) 0) B B 
NB T T 133 119 “4 0.20 0.17 151 136 B B 
R R 59 53 6 0.15 0.13 15.0 136 B B 
e TR T 295 273 22 0.41 0.35 26.2 24.1 c C 
R 25 25 0 : : : : : 
W 72nd Street & E 10 8 2 5 : 5 : 5 7 
West End Ave 6B uTR T 104 81 23 0.46 0.32 33.1 299 C C 
R 79 56 23 : : : : : : 
L 65 8 “7 : 5 : : : : 
we UTR T 126 102 24 058 OaI 365 315 D C 
R 30 24 6 : : = = : : 
Intersection 270 PE C C 
T 10 7 3 5 = 5 = 3 : 
NB UTR T 269 146 “123 0.26 0.14 82 114 A B 
R 2 4 =10 : E 3 3 5 : 
T L 30 30 0 0.10 0.08 127 119 B B 
W 6lst Street & $8 ry T 555 335 220 0.28 0.17 135 72.0 B B 
West End Ave R 15 15 0 z = 5 : z = 
L 10 9 a 3 E S : 5 : 
6B UTR T 20 20 0 0.16 015 B38 229 C i 
R 25 25 0 : : 3 E : : 
Intersection 125 729 B B 
T 0 38 2 7 : 7 : : E 
NB uTR T 35 35 0 025 023 21 Bi C C 
R 5 5 0 E : : : : 
T 5 5 0 : : z z : : 
38 UTR T 50 a I 046 Oaz 304 286 ig C 
W 79th Street & A Ea P = - - - - - 
RNeienine EB T™ T 396 307 89 Oz O32 II 35 B A 
R THs 134 339 = 5 3 7 7 s 
iy 0 0 0 = z 5 5 2 x 
we TR T 7a aaa 40 036 O32 Tod 36 B K 
R 30 2 BI : 7 5 z : : 
Intersection 38 729 B B 
iS a T Tel 136 Bo 03 Or 15 15 A A 
W 56th Street & R aa ae Ed - - - - - - 
12th Avenue &B i E 240 =i) ES, z Z a g a g 
T 280 2 3 076 063 146 62 B A 
Intersection 70.0 a7 A A 
NB T T 2966 2884 82 085 Oar 213 125 C B 
W 56th Street & 3B T T 220 406 Bu 0.84 0.69 5 [poe D 
West Side Highway T T 1338 1274 “64 0.25 0.24 0.1 01 A A 
Intersection 79.0 125 B B 
an T c 5 5 0 0.06 0.05 52.6 D D 
T i 2656 2648 48 0.83 079 24.6 207 is E 
5 = T 1338 1274 “64 055 050 237 216 ig fe 
W 5th Street & R 0 0 0 z : = 5 : = 
West Side Highway i fr 105 33 =H 5 : z : i : 
we T 5 4 I 039 031 63 63 A A 
R R 270 236 34 054 0.43 74 6.1 A A 
Intersection 7H 197 C B 
T 0 0 0 : : : : : : 
ne Ht T 195 165 330 026 O21 T27 113 B B 
T 0 0 0 : : : 7 5 
W 58th Street & = e R 0 0 0 : 2 : Z zi a 
12th Avenue iy 0 0 0 z : : 7 E : 
we UTR T 380 333 “aT 045 036 404 367 D D 
R 70 3 I z zi : : : : 
Intersection 31 284 C C 
W 55th Street & 38 T T 0 0 0 z : 5 E i : 
West Side Highway We T T 10 9 I 0.03 0.02 25 2 A A 
Arterial Intersection 25 23 A A 
ua T T VV 3 i 
Bony . = = T 620 363 257 0.76 0.43 56 207 C C 
R 85 50 35 7 : = z : : 
Intersection 33 133 C B 
= a a aval as 519 070 O32 38 40 A A 
Meee mn T i 235 780 55 05 055 286 Tod C B 
it T 162 T61 I 0.27 0.26 49 a3 A A 
Intersection 94 74 A A 
T C0) 3a Ey : 7 5 z : : 
we i T 949 TT B17] 0.40 O32 135 T22 B B 
W 60th Street & 
Aristerdam Ais We T T 17 Tz =20 0.38 0.32 44.0 a9 D D 
R R 85 67 =18 0.30 0.23 26 443 D D 
Intersection 20.0 192 B B 
iB T T TS 3 Ey 0.06 003 10.4 93 B A 
T T 258 120 “138 0.18 0.08 108 95 B A 
T 570 354 216 0.29 0.17 52 5.0 A A 
= us R 70 6 4 5 : 5 z 5 : 
fr 0 0 0 z E 3 = zi : 
aes a 6B uTR T 0 0 0 004 003 20.0 133 B B 
R 15 15 0 z z z E z : 
T 700 94 6 5 = 5 z 3 : 
we UTR T m7 20 22 O47 039 a8 399 D D 
R 5 a Z 5 = S = 5 = 
Intersection 38 BS B B 
ae a T 1019 831 “186 043 035 5.0 44 A A 
R 15 B 2 : 5 E 3 : : 
W 6ist Street & s - L 70 60 =10 5 : z : : : 
Amsterdam Ave T q 4 0 0.20 0.16 303 289 C C 
we R R 25 24 I 0.07 0.07 226 218 C C 
Tntersection Tz 67 A A 
T Tet 156 28 = 5 3 E 5 : 
ul ee eee = a i 1094 509 585 0.70 0.36 198 39 B B 
Tntersection 138 EX B B 
NB TR T a6 aa 32 026 O24 5.0 7.0 A A 
R 0 0 0 : : : : : : 
2 ik L 20 0 =20 : 2 : : : e 
W 61st Street & T 590 317 273 0.39 0.18 Td 143 B B 
Broadway L 40 37 3 : : : E : : 
&B UTR T 29 2B 6 0.49 0.39 348 36.1 C D 
R 115 96 19 5 : : : 5 : 
Intersection Ba TT B B 
NB T T 685 609 4 034 030 136 12.6 B B 
B baal EB L [ 9 2B 26, 0.16 0.07 19.0 18 B A 
Intersection 140 T22 B B 
T 30 Pr) T Zi 7 : E 5 7 
NB uTR T 320 318 2 038 037 205 196 C B 
R 170 164 6 0.36 0.33 24 203 C C 
L 55 45 =10 0.19 0.15 195 183 B B 
$8 UTR T 201 172 29 050 0.42 244 28 C C 
W Bist Street & uy z 20: Ed z e é z : z 
Contes! park West T L 15 4 I 018 015 44.0 a7 D D 
&B ia T 244 219 25 0.66 057 36.4 323 D C 
R 30 2B 2 0.09 0.08 242 Ba C C 
T L 93 76 “7 0.37 0.27 22 18.2 C B 
we T T 210 163 “47 0.56 0.42 32.7 28.5 C C 
R R 17 Ti 26 0.43 0.34 302 214 C C 
Tntersection 26.8 241 C C 
ae a T 30 Fr} I 5 = 5 = = 
i 444 429 15 0.34 O31 T2 Ti A A 
= = T 403 316 87 0.36 0.28 175 76.0 B B 
W 66th Street & R 30 29 a zi : 5 5 5 : 
Central Park West T L 104 a 35 0.29 0.18 263 24.0 C a 
we i T 360 293 “67 0.86 0.67 49.0 35.0 D c 
R R 242 200 “AZ 073 0.58 414 33.1 D C 
Intersection 245 785 (g B 
Ne a T 29 5 Bu O84 073 35.8 325 D C 
R 305 302 3 : : 7 : : é 
es ns L 22 165 “a7 O57 043 23 40 C B 
W 65th Street & T 295 220 15 0.32 0.24 68 42 A A 
Central Park West T L 35 33 2z 0.10 0.09 245 3.6 C C 
&B 7 T 419 395 24 0.61 0.55 316 29.6 c C 
R 30 29 I = = 3 z : = : 
Tntersection 280 Pad C Apvendix 4B.4-40 


Little Dominican Republic Area - No-Action vs With-Action - AM Peak Hour 


valine Gan] — we ey os 
iia na Nl | gh cede [ no-asion T wittaction T tnerement | No-aeton [ wiscaaion | No-acton [ whtracion | No-astion [ witivacton | 
Ps ss nas ots mio |. 8 | 8 | 


W 179th St & 
Broadway 


|_intersection J tes 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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Little Dominican Republic Area - No-Action vs With-Action - MD Peak Hour 


yolime Gah] we ~—CO*~s@dtsé<“‘C;éSCtYSCO”*”*”*~*;~*~<“‘CO™SNSSCO”#*” 
iia ac Nl | gh Vc [ no-acion T wittaction [ tnerement | Ne-aeton [ wiscasion | No-aston [ wtraction | No-asion [ wittacton | 
EO EX 60 | 8B | 8B | 


W 179th St & 


Broadway 


| intersection | 229 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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Little Dominican Republic Area - No-Action vs With-Action - PM Peak Hour 


Tou Gani we i. of |. 8 
iia ac | gh cede [ No-acion T wittaction [ tnerement | Ne-aeton [ win-aaion | No-aston [ whtracion | No-asion [ wittacton | 
EO EE 410 |. 8 | 8 | 


340 


W 179th St & 
Broadway 


|_intersection | 288 2 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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Lower East Side Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action - AM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) [we SC~dSC“‘C3é(SCCySOOFCU]OOC*COSSC*C‘CCCO@S’S 
Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group | No-Action | With-Action | Increment _| 


Park Row/Chatham 
Square & 
Worth/Oliver St & 
Mott St 


SWB 


ee 
gS se a | eS a 


Chatham Square & 
E Broadway 


i) \ : 
SE ST SE a eT 
NB ESS SS RS GRR ST RE ST RT ET 


Chatham 
Square/Bowery & 
Divison St 


tT a é 
|_intersection | 20st 204 C c 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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Park Row/Chatham 
Square & 
Worth/Oliver St & 
Mott St 


Chatham Square & 
E Broadway 


Chatham 
Square/Bowery & 
Divison St 


August 2022 


Lower East Side Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action - MD Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Sn 


intersection |si«ditCOs‘“‘(‘*#NC#d 
es cient Ree ee 

= ae ee 
oe (a a a 
a a 
[intersection |«ditCwssSC~*d 


Intersection | 


aaron) a 
[seaion Twniacion [arenes | Wescien | witaien | weion { witaien | weston | wissen 


re) 
a aS Oe (SE ee fle 
SS a a 
a ee es a IL ae 
ee ae 

Lo os a Si a 
ET SS 
NE SR (A (RS eR (TS CE EE 


a ee ee ee ee ee ee ee B B 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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Park Row/Chatham 
Square & 
Worth/Oliver St & 
Mott St 


Chatham Square & 
E Broadway 


Chatham 
Square/Bowery & 
Divison St 


August 2022 


Lower East Side Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action - PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Sob 


intersection |~sd«ditCOw‘“‘(‘#C#d 
es ctr Ree ee 

= ae ee 
os ae a ee 
1 a 
a 


Intersection [oT 


ae a 
[Hovseton [ winvacton [ incement | "Weston | witvAston | Weston [ witvasion | No-Acion | Witton | 
Las as. [0° | or | or > ee eee eT 
ET EE 


ee a | 
a a CTO 
a I Ee 
| ps 0 | se || 
2 TS 

A 
SN TO | NT TC Tc 
ee Sa em (RES (Ee (Ge 
ss a 


pets 283 c C 


~: the approach is above capacity for the 50th percentile traffic , queue can be longer 
#: the volume for the 95th percentile cycle exceeds capacity 
m: volume for the 95th percentile queue is metered by an upstream signal 
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CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 4B.5, Transportation: 
Traffic LOS: CBD Tolling 
Alternative with Mitigation 


August 2022 


Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action vs NEPA 4 With-Action (With Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vic Delay 


Intersection # | Intersection Name| Approach Lane Group | Movement 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action With-Action 


Flatbush Avenue 
and Tillary Street 


Intersection 


Adam Street and 
Tillary Street 


Intersection 


Old Fulton Street 
and Vine Street 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-1 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation)- AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


[Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


[Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach 


Lane Group Movement 


Volume (vph) 


wc 


Delay (seconds) 


LOS 


No-Action | With-Action | Increment 


S 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


a 


viele, Alylolaltlo 


65 65 0 


685 671 


495 497 


15 15 


Intersection 


10 10 


B 


D 


NB T 


-26 = 


Intersection = 26.3 


\. 25.4 C c 


SB a 


-19 


TR 


0 


WB R 


31 


Intersection 


32.9 


E 


LT; 


R 


alolofofa) fo] i] tfololo 


Intersection : : 54.9 54.4 D D 


= 


(er 


HY nrJolulolw/e]olulasolo 


© 


Intersection 


eh 


A 


25.5 


B 


6 


0 
Intersection 26.0 
0 


. 26.4 & G 


WB Tt T 


0 


0 


Intersection 


R R 


-153 


EB i a 


-12 


0 0 


Intersection 


365 365 


0.47 


947 951 


1.05 


401 334 


0.51 


17.6 


123 120 


78 63 


0.71 


84 82 2 


46.5 47.8 D D 


Intersection 
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Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


(Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (With Mitigation) - MD Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Volume (vph) 


vic 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action | With-Action 


Increment No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


Intersection 24.3 25.3 iG € 
B B 


7 


19 


B 


B 


B 


20 20 


0 : : 
1 


Intersection 5.7 16.3 B B 
rE rE al WE B B 


T 


752 754 


40 39 


L 


78 Ze 


624 561 


243 250 


40 40 


D 


60 59 


Intersection 2315) 24.1 ic C 
9 7 e 2 ss 7 ~ 


NB 


T 


995 1004 


SB 


702 632 


-10 


215 215 


0 


WB 


185 114 


71 2 


Intersection 


20 20 


28.7 28.7 


ig E 


LTR 


LT 


B B 


R 


ofofofn]s} ult] ol olololo 


Intersection 38.0 34.8 


D D 
C 


Intersection 


20 19 


a 


238 228 


768 580 


14 11 


3.6 


A 


651 643 


18.1 


B 


TI 


R 
T 


501 528 


238 227 


ye 
1 


1 


Intersection 35.2 17.6 D B 
k i 28.0 27.8 Gc C 


10 10 


574 403 


194 77 


A A 


20 20 


205 205 


C Cc 


3 


5 35: 0 : : - - Z z 
Intersection 51.4 42.7 D D 
5 15 0 z z 5 : : : 


1 


272 


42 


55 


1047 1022 


-2! 


nl 5 z 5 i 
Intersection 7.6 30.3 Cc iG 
5 74 1 B B 


25 24 


223 207 


By 
-16 


29.0 28.8 


C C 


235 230 


5 


30.4 30.3 


C C 


0 0 


0 - 


T T 235 230 


5 z 


21 20.7 C C 


R 


R 


885 885 


0 


T 


T 


1270 1229 


~41 y x 


Intersection 


0 0 


0 


818 804 


D 


496 499 


C 


249 268 


B 


65 55 


44 41 


D 


51 43 


7) 2 t 


Intersection 39.7 37.5 D D 
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Intersection # 


August 2022 


Intersection Name 


Pulaski Bridge / 
11th Street & 
Jackson Avenue 


11th Street & 48TH 
Avenue 


50TH Avenue @ 
Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & 
McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & 
Freeman Street 


21st Street & 49th 
Avenue 


11th Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & 
QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & 
Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / 
Northern Blvd & 
Queens Plaza 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


Thomson Avenue & 
Dutch Kills Street 


21th Street & 
Queens Plaza N 


Approach Lane Group 


Volume (vph) 


City Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (With Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 


vic 


Delay (seconds) 


Movement 


No-Action | With-Action 


Increment No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


Intersection 


45 


48 


50 


34 


B 


15 15 


Intersection 15.8 17.2 B B 
B B 


T 


892 


E 61 0.56 


20 


59 


970 


170 


35 


D 


55: 53 


Intersection 20.4 19.6 iG B 
73 2 a a 3 J 7 


NB 


SB 


WB R 


Intersection 


0.63 0.63 


335) 33.4 


Cc Cc 


LTR 


LT 


R 


Intersection 


LT 


Intersection 23.3 217 


37 - - 
-24 0.44 0.40 


(a C 
D D 


0.56 0.46 


B 


Intersection 29.0 25.2 c ic 
B B 


70 0.69 


0.36 0.37 


D D 


0.58 0.58 


49.1 49.0 


D D 


0 5 - 
Intersection 29.3 29.4 Cc C 


il i 


R 


0 


2 


Intersection 


0 : 2 2 2 : 3 


Intersection 


8 5 - 


Appenidx 4B.5-4 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach Lane Group Movement - Volume (vph) - Vic - Delay (seconds) - - - - 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


Trinity Place & NB 
Edgar Street 


EB 


Trinity Place & 
Rector Street 


“34 
24 
SB iT iT “36 
WB 30 


NB 


HCT Entrance/ Exit 
& West Street 


NB T 


HCT Exit & West SB 
Thames Sree es R 
WB R 


E 0.45 
0.54 
Chambers Street & I 0.69 
Centre Street : E 0.25 
R 0.86 


0.86 
0.43 
Canal Street & - i 0.24 
Hudson 
Street/Holland 
Tunnel On-Ramp 


Intersection 
EB 


Canal Street & 
Holland Tunnel On- WB 
Ramp 


2678 -2 1.00 1.00 
0.61 0.58 


Canal Street S & 
West Street 


West Street & 
Albany Street 


x] A]-] | A] -} 2} 4 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


w]e] 2] -] 2] A} A} 


West Street & 
Chambers Street 


Canal 
Street/M anhattan 
Bridge & Bowery 


| A] -] 2} 5] 5] 2] 4 


ol}: 


Intersection 


Manhattan Bridge -81 


& Bowery WB R -189 


R 
Intersection 30.0 
R i 


Ti 


+ | op o]o] a] > 
‘op oOlO] a) >fo]: 


6th Avenue & 
Watts Street 


Intersection 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/Laight 
Street 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-5 


Approach 


Lane Group | Movement 


Volume (vph) 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (Mitigation) - MD Peak Hour 
vIC 


Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Trinity Place & - 
Edgar Street - 0.09 
0.61 


No-Action | With-Action | _ Increment No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection 


Trinity Place & 
Rector Street 


0.42 


T T 
R2 R2 
T T 
5 L 


HCT Entrance/Exit 
& West Street 


NB Te 
SB 


HCT Exit & West 

Street & West 

Thames Street WB 
Intersection 


NB 


Chambers Street & 


SB 
Centre Street 


EB 


75 75 0 
515 
207 


Canal Street & 
Hudson 

Street/ Holland 
Tunnel On-Ramp 


T T 
T T 
R R 


Canal Street & 
Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street S & 
West Street 


TR 0.62 


West Street & 
Albany Street 


z|Al-|2]A}-|>|a 


Intersection 


Bl 
GY] hfe 


cola 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


we 
5 


|} -} 2] -| | a] a} - 


ololo 


West Street & 
Chambers Street 


R 


Canal 
Street/M anhattan 
Bridge & Bowery 


|} -] |] a] >] 


ols 


Intersection 


Manhattan Bridge 
& Bowery 


A 
B 
R 6.2 A 
5 A ‘i B 


R 
TR 0.37 


wo) >] >} oo) > 


6th Avenue & 
Watts Street 


0.39 8.0 7.6 A A 
Intersection 12.3 11.9 B 
D 


B 
R dl E . D 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/ Laight 
Street 


0.69 (ei 
299 2 a 5 


Intersection 27.3. 25.4 C Cc 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-6 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


Approach 


Lower Manhattan Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 
No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action | With-Action 


Trinity Place & 
Edgar Street 


Trinity Place & 


eEeon 


Rector Street 


HCT Entrance/ Exit 


Intersection 


ofo}: 


& West Street 


iv] PP le! 


HCT Exit & West 
Street & West 


Thames Street 


a 


Chambers Street & 
Centre Street 


Canal Street & 


Hudson 
Street/Holland 
Tunnel On-Ramp 


Canal Street & 


EB 


472 


-48 


0.30 


0.27 


2.9 


Intersection z 3 31.5 


Cc 
A 


Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street S & 


WB 


Intersection 


2 


1405 


0.04 


a - 


West Street 


Intersection 


a 


West Street & 


tS) 


~ 
| 


Albany Street 


alolol a 


West Street & 
Vesey Street 


B 
Cc 
B 


West Street & 
Chambers Street 


Canal 
Street/M anhattan 


Bridge & Bowery 


|] -} | 5] A] >] 4 


Manhattan Bridge 


A 
A 
A 
B 


& Bowery 


6th Avenue & 


A 


A 
A 
B 
A 
B 
A 
B 


meeaor = 5 ia : = 


B 


Watts Street 


Canal Street & 6th 
Avenue/ Laight 


Street 


August 2022 


Intersection 29.4 


Appenidx 4B.5-7 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


Ann's Avenue 


& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


31st S& & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st S& 


Hoyt S& 31st & 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


A Increment 


BAI] 2]Al 2] -|b 


90 
Intersection = 9 28.5 


E 
A B 
A B 


L 
T 
R 
L 
R 
T 
R 
L 
T 


(e 
Intersection 3A, 9 37, 8 (ej D 
B 


E 134th Street & St. 


Intersection 


Appenidx 4B.5-8 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (Mitigation) - MD Peak ac 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & &. 
Ann's Avenue 


S& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


3ist St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st & 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Delay 


No-Action 


A Increment 


No-Action 


Action 


No-Action 


No-Action 


iq 
iq 


Cc 
Intersection 30, 6 31 5 Cc 
B 


B 


Appenidx 4B.5-9 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (Mitigation) - PM Peak a 


Delay 


Intersection # i Approach Lane Grou, Movement 
Intersection Name si 7 No-Action i Alncrement | No-Action i No-Action i No-Action 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


Ay] DY] SA} wD] ] wD] Sy 


E 134th Street & &. 
Ann's Avenue 


S& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


BD] Ale] a) Al} ve] A} | ee] A] 


Intersection 


3ist St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st St 


Hoyt S& 31st & 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-10 


RFK Bridge Study Area - No-Action vs Action (No Mitigation) - LN Peak su 


Intersection # | Intersection Name 


126th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


125th Street and 
2nd Avenue 


E 134th Street & &. 
Ann's Avenue 


S& Ann's Ave and 
Bruckner Blvd 


31st St & Astoria 
Blvd 


Hoyt N & 31st & 


Hoyt S& 31st St 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


Delay 


No-Action 


A Increment 


No-Action 


No-Action 


No-Action Action 


Ay} DD] SA] J] DD] Ay 


Intersection 


BD] Ale] a) A] eH] J A} |] a) A] 


Intersection 7a, 1 77, 6 


Appenidx 4B.5-11 


Intersection # 


Intersection Name 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


E35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


August 2022 


Approach 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Lane Group 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


No-Action | With-Action 


No-Action 


With-Action 


Intersection 


Appenidx 4B.5-12 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) vic Delay (seconds) Los 


Intersection # | Intersection NMDe Approach Lane Group Movement 2 : 2 2 XS ¥ 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment With-Action With-Action With-Action 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 
242 
1035 
1278 

85 83 -2 - - 
4 21 3 - - 
949 


E36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


wlAla}o]: 


Intersection 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


Apal|o}alalaja 
BlALAloOlalalalafafalal|oa}: 


o 


E35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


wl ma: 
wlol mo]: 


ow 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-13 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No M — PM Peak Hour 


Intersection # | Intersection NPMe 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


E35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


August 2022 


Approach 


Lane Group 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 


With-Action 


Increment 


With-Action 


Delay (seconds) 


With-Action 


With-Action 


A 
B 
D 
B 


Intersection a = ; 


DO] D/O] BO} am] >): 


fali:lfe) 


Intersection 


Appenidx 4B.5-14 


Queens Midtown Tunnel (Manhattan) Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (Mitigation) - = Night Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) Delay (seconds) 


Intersection # | Intersection NLNe Approach Lane Group Movement : “ : - : L ¥ 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment y With-Action y With-Action y With-Action 


E37th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


E36th Street & 2nd 
Avenue 


E34th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 


E 35th Street & 3rd 
Avenue 


Intersection 


E 34th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


A P| a aApwmya} a] P| « 
AP Pl wD Aapwya} oa] P| + 


wala]: 
wala]: 


E35th Street & 2nd 
Ave 


woo: 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-15 


Upper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 


Volume (vph) wc Delay (seconds) 
Intersection # |Intersection Name} Approach | Lane Group | Movement | 1, action | with-Action | Increment With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 


Intersection _ Unsignalized 


E 60th Street & 3rd 
2 A\ 


2|4|-]2]4]-|5]4 
2|A|-]>]5]-|A]4 


ve 
3 E60th Street & : : : 
York Ave = : : 
Intersection 
296 0.97 
Cc 
4 59th Street & 2nd j B 
ue a 
. . z B 
60th Street & 2nd . 
ve 


E 
A\ 
E 
7 A\ 
Intersection 


Cc 
Cc 

B 

. B 

I B 

Cc 

7 O51 037 165 148 B 

8 E 60th Street & Ist ; ; 5 
eve } g 4 B 
Intersection . Cc 

. . : B 

. : I B 

. G 

(ai 

c 


34.8 345 
5.0. 24.5 


Intersection Cc 


E60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


381 363 0.58 
E 134 105 -29 0.32 0.25 20.5 19.3 
Ti 782 0.61 E 18.3 
348 0.59 
128 z = 
T 681 X , C] 
E62nd Street & 715 
(Queensboro Bridge} 10 
Exit 232 
Intersection 


E60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


Bo}: | a] ao] + |a}a}ofafo + 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


Ao} aj aja} 


Intersection 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


af folo]: |ajol}>lo 


Intersection 


Hop foo]: |ajo]>lofofojajof a} a}o} + ja} >} a} + jo} a} a] a}a} + 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


Intersection — Unsignalized 
T 
WB L 
Intersection 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


2) 4} -| 2] 4] -] >] 4] 4 


Intersection 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-16 


Upper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) V 


Intersection # | Intersection Name Approach lane Group | Movement e : x m 
With-Action | Increment With-Action 


E 60th Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


4 


Ave 

5 E 60th Street & 2nd 
Ave 

6 E 60th Street & 1st 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


Intersection 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


SWB R 
Intersection _ Unsignalized 
B T 
WB L 
Intersection 


| oo} 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


oy 


E65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


afojal>| + 


lo 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


ayo] + 


E 79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


August 2022 Appenidx 4B.5-17 


2 E 60th Street & 3rd 
Ave 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Park Ave NB 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


E 61st Street & 5th 


Ave 


E 65th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E 66th Street & 5th 
Avenue 


E 79th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


August 2022 


Lane Group 


U 


jpper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - PM Peal 


Movement: 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


V 


k Hour 


With-Action 


Intersection __Unsignalized 


106 79 ey) 0.26 


0.20 19.5 


901 


0.77 


23.0 


271 


141 


94 


266 


166 


150 


124 


27.7 


Intersection 
B 


WB 
Intersection 


Intersection 


2} 4] -| 0] 4] -} 2] a] -] 


Appenidx 4B.5-18 


Intersection # 


August 2022 


E 60th Street & 
York Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & 
Madison Ave 


E62nd Street & 
Queensboro Bridge} 
Ext 


E 60th Street & 5th 
Ave 


E63rd Street & 
York Ave 


E53rd Street & 
FDR Drive 


E 61st Street & 5th 
Ave 


E65th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E 66th Street & Sth 
Avenue 


E79th Street & Sth 
Ave 


E71st Street & 
York Ave 


Ul 


Lane Group 


jpper East Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night 


Movement 


No-Action 


Volume (vph) 
With-Action 


Increment 


No-Action 


Peak Hour 
v 


With-Action 


Intersection 


al: 


Af>] + |o} + jojo} 


Alo] [ala]: | oo 


wm] fo] + | oo 


7 -ll 0.16 0.14 


0.57 


afaofajaja 


Ap folo] + a}a}>] o} 


R 
Unsignalized 
T 


WB 
Intersection 


Intersection 


Intersection 


| 4}-| 2] 4] -] 2] a] 


Appenidx 4B.5-19 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - AM Peak Hour 
Volume (veh) vi Delay (seconds) Tos 
Intersection # | Intersection Name) Approach) taneGroup | Movement | 14 action | with-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T Tor 8 5 036 038 204 ToT C B 
NB T T 187 7 10 035 033 167 164 B B 
R R 64 60 4 022 0.20 157 155 B B 
e TR T aa 406 3 0.60 059 278 276 C C 
R 30 30 0 : 5 5 : : 7 
F W 72nd Street & L 10 8 2 : Z : ; : : 
West End Ave &B LTR T ia 105 26 O64 050 378 332 D 
R 116 90 26 ; 
L 84 74 “10 : : = 5 : = 
we LTR T 138 125 1B 075 Oe BS ITT D D 
R ma 0 4 ‘ = : : : 
Tntersection 300 775 C C 
i 7 TS zy z 3 z 3 5 5 
NB LR T 370 7 “98 047 035 Tot 34 B n 
R 57 5 ae : a 5 : : f 
T if 55 55 0 025 02 148 739 B B 
5 W Gist Street & $8 a9 T 574 450 “2 0:36 0.29 4 127 B B 
West End Ave R 35 35 0 : : E : 5 
L 20 79 zl : 3 = j : z 
cE) UTR T 15 TI 4 Tat 033 785 788 C iG 
R 55 55 0 3 g : : e 
Tntersection BS 2 5 B 
T 6 37 3 : 7 : ; ; 7 
NB LTR T 30 30 0 0.66 Ot 3 BS D D 
R 10 10 0 5 : = 
L 15 15 0 : é Z : : 
3B uR T 130 130 0 1.03 1 a eS 
W 79th Street & R -_ 17 zl - - - - - 
ad Riverside Drive : i : - - = = s : 
&B TR T 502 a8 a 059 053 126 Tis B B 
R 330 295 35 é : : 
L 5 5 0 z : E : : E 
we TR T 590 3a ce 046 08 0 Tos B B 
R 25 a a : = : : = 
Intersection 267 25 C C 
Wig a E au m7 z 035 34 22 D1 C iG 
IW Séth Street & - = = - = 
2th Avenue EB i 2 oe — = = - 
T 705 702 3 0.86 086 7 68 A B 
Tntersection 106 104 8 B 
NB T T 2143 2128 15 1.05 105 [6 [2 TE TET 
ap |W 56th street 6 = L L 1170 1166 4 0.91 0.90 41.9 415 D D 
West Side Highway 7 T 2958 2936 2 052 051 07 06 A A 
Intersection 321 312 C C 
iG T T 7 75 7 Tor Tor 
T T 2013 2002 =I 059 058 156 154 B B 
5 a T 7958 7936 2 0.92 0.92 332 327 C ie 
sa _|W.5sth Street & R ] 0 0 : : e i 
West Side Highway = L 126 122 4 : S z : : z 
we T 30 29 zl O77 015 301 279 G G 
R R 130 126 4 0.36 0.35 62 62 A A 
Tntersection 282 278 C iG 
T 0 0 0 : 7 : : : = 
NB i T 282 IT 5 036 035 Te 117 5 B 
T 0 0 0 5 : : 
sp |W.S5th Street 6 = ak R 0 0 0 : 5 
12th Avenue L 0 0 0 : = : : : = 
we LTR T 286 27 9 O54 052 
R 30 29 A 5 2 
Intersection 362 358 D D 
NW 55th Street 8 T T i] 0 0 : 5 g : : g 
5c _|West Side Highway [__WB E L 105 104 zl 041 040 372 352 D D 
arterial Tntersection 372 352 D D 
Ne 7 7 a a 3 3 
6 ae . 3 aa T 845 689 156 0.89 On 2d 209 C C 
R 6 52 “2 ; z : ; : z 
intersection 279 23 C C 
a = i 7 TaD 220 07 056 59 46 A ry 
IW 60th Street & . S & ae r = = = = = 
7 Pees an T L 235 25 20 0.92 Tad 5 366 D D 
T T 157 154 3 0.29 0.29 38 37 A A 
intersection D5 105 B B 
re = T or 9 2 : : : : : : 
i eek neers T 912 687 25 047 036 145 BB2 5 B 
8 fee ake Wi T T 170 150 20 0.48 0.43 6 46.4 D D 
R R 65 64 a 031 031 29 259 D D 
Intersection 20.9 74 C C 
NG T T 1 7 5 1.09 0.06 TL 105 8 B 
T T 372 276 26 034 025 123 114 B B 
T 609 489 "120 033 026 31 35 A A 
2 am R 20 16 4 : 5 = : z 
L 5 5 0 5; 3 i : z 
9 oe cE) LTR T 0 0 0 Oi 01 23 213 C C 
R 30 30 0 2 é : @ 
L 140 137 a : = z 3 : 
WB LTR if 52 31 “21 0.68 053 aay 545 D 
R 69 51 “18 3 : j z 
Tntersection Te7 167 5 B 
T 7 THT 25 x0 034 32 36 A A 
NB TR k 7 : = 3 z : A 
is W 61st Street & is = L Ti Tz Is : : : : : : 
Amsterdam Ave T 10 9 a 046 040 389 390 D D 
We R R 10 10 0 0.04 0.04 236 36 c C 
Intersection 81 30 A A 
T Ta 156 2 : 5 5 : : g 
ul Laer = et T 1050 812 238 O77 O61 22 Tei C B 
Tntersection 22 Tei C B 
Na TR T 3 a6 a7 034 033 96 96 ry ny 
R 10 10 0 3 : : 
= Ti L 20 0 20 : 5 2 : : : 
i IW 61st Street & T 801 650 “Ist 056 040 ToT 172 B B 
Broadway L 30 26 a : : : : : : 
&B LTR T a 39 3 O54 046 2a 765 C C 
R 108 9 a7 5 : : : 
Intersection TZ 55 B B 
NB T T 308 315 Pr] O32 031 a4 B33 B B 
B rie Sues 8 E L a 49 25 023 015 28.1 189 G B 
Tntersection Ts 138 B B 
T 15 1 I : 5 ; ; : 7 
NB LTR T 24 219 3 028 027 Tai 730 B B 
R 169 164 3 044 042 232 29 C C 
L 165 162 3 057 056 28.7 782 C C 
$B LR T 385 379 6 0.88 0.86 Bo a1 D D 
R % a 3 : ; : : 
u Preiaec wed T L 15 re] 2 016 015 44.0 32 D D 
EB - T 312 278 34 0.92 0.82 a2 
R 10 9 I 0.04 0.03 23.5 Ba C C 
T L 167 isi 16 0.84 0.68 52.4 348 D C 
we T T 224 188 36 O71 0.60 40.8 354 D D 
R R ii 107 I 041 037 301 292 C C 
Tntersection 397 344 D C 
E 6 @ 3 3 3 z g : z 
Ne uy T 353 335 50] EE 040 34 32 Hy B 
zm a T 656 612 eu 057 054 20.4 196 C B 
ie W 66th Street & R 6 my al : zi : : z 
central Park West E L 7 162 5 O51 047 313 302 G € 
we T i 314 285 29 0.80 073 a6 39.4 D D 
R R 231 21 20 0.65 0.60 37.0 346 D c 
Tntersection 23.6 217 e E 
T 388 369 1 084 Tal 371 36.2 D D 
NE a R 255 254 a : : : 5 : : 
$B ir U 370 M5 25 0.98 00 a 3 D 
1g |W 65th street & T 463 229 34 0.56 052 98 88 A A 
central Park West c L 30 28 2 0.09 0.09 29 29 C C 
&B ia T 499 462 37 077 O71 36.1 33.6 D C 
R 25 Pz) 2 : 3 = : : : 
Tntersection 352 305 


Appenidx 4B.5-20 


August 2022 


Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (With Mitigation) - Midday Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) vid Delay (seconds) TOs 
Intersection # | IntersectionName| Approach | LaneGroup | Movement P oe . sees : ae . sk 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T Tis Tor Ey 034 O31 130 Tez B B 
NB T T 284 265 19 0.49 0.45 198 191 B B 
R R 70 65 5 0.23 0.22 165 16.2 B B 
z TR T 329 312 “7 057 0.55 29.4 28.9 C C 
R 55 55 0 : : ~ : : 
W 72nd Street & L 25 19 6 5 : : z 5 : 
West End Ave &B uR T 108 81 27 063 0.46 385 33.6 D C 
R 89 62 27 5 : 7 z z z 
L 80 67 =13 5 : = : : z 
we UTR T 155 BT “18 0.89 3 37 ea D 
R 50 my 6 z : = 7 a = 
Intersection 342 291 C C 
T 5 a I 5 z = z 5 = 
NB uR i 366 21 “is 02 0.29 95 103 A B 
R 60 a =19 5 = 5 z 3 : 
T L m4 m4 0 0.07 0.06 126 123 B B 
W 6lst Street & $B = i 568 375 =193 0.32 0.22 140 13.0 B B 
West End Ave R 15 15 0 qi z = 3 5 
cE 5 5 0 : : i : a : 
&B UTR i 2 20 0 O17 O17 240 240 C i 
R 35 35 0 5 : 3 = 3 : 
Intersection T28 29 B B 
T 70 6 a : : : : : : 
NB UTR T 5 5 0 0.46 043 316 305 C C 
R 5 5 0 5 : z Z 
L 5 5 0 : : 5 : 3 : 
38 uTR T 65 65 0 0.68 065 388 374 D D 
W 79th Street & a 130 az E] : z E a E 
Riverside Drive E a itt 7 : 3 : z i 2 
6B TR T 313 265 48 053 0.44 127 115 B B 
R 357 303 54 5 : : : : 
L 0 0 0 : z : : 2 a 
we TR T 533 483 50 038 034 106 102 B B 
R 50 48 2 z : : : : : 
Intersection 168 163 B B 
ce = T 28 Py] EJ 025 025 40 39 A A 
W Séth Street & . Ss 2 = = = = = = 
12th Avenue 6B i E 210 de ES) - E 2 E a z 
T 290 285 5 084 0.82 168 155 B B 
Intersection T16 108 B B 
NB T T ZaiT 2396 19 O78 O78 105 TO. B B 
W Séth Street & L L 560 550 =10 0.91 0.89 
West Side Highway T T 2307 2255 52 0.81 0.79 49.6 49.4 D D 
Intersection 33.6 33.0 C C 
ee T T 15 15 0 105 105 
T T 2232 2222 10 O71 0.70 19.0 18.9 B B 
= as T 2307 2255 52 0.91 0.89 
W 58th Street & R 0 0 0 5 : z 5 5 
West Side Highway - L 162 155 ai 5 5 = Z : Z 
we T 65 62 3 0.80 0.77 265 32 ic c 
R R 185 176 3 0.42 0.40 5.9 57 A A 
Intersection 505 299 D D 
NB it L U o o é z = 5 A = 
T 298 293 5 0.43 043 155 Ba B B 
T 0 0 0 : z : Z 5 : 
W 58th Street & = 7m R 0 0 0 : : : : : : 
12th Avenue L 0 0 0 5 7 5 : z : 
we uR T a2 393 19 056 053 a7 a1 D D 
R 5 8 z : : 5 z = : 
Intersection 319 313 
W sath Street & 6 T T 0 0 0 z = 5 3 i : 
5c West Side Highway We L L 220 27 3 057 057 
Arterial 
Ke T T 338 327 “Ir a3 Oar 52.2 29.9 D D 
T T 450 436 =14 0.36 0.35 136 135 B B 
boven & = an T 753 544 209 0.86 0.62 345 21.6 C C 
R 73 37 22 : : : : : : 
Intersection 32.6 263 c C 
5 = i ag as al O74 048 66 42 A A 
Nee ma T L 24 11 33 015 063 22 Tai C B 
i T 203 203 0 0.32 0.32 35 31 A A 
Intersection 38 65 A A 
sd a ee 3 
fea ne wi T T 241 199 “42 0.60 0.50 45.3 45.2 D D 
R R 85 85 0 0.36 0.36 41 44.1 D D 
Intersection 22.0 23 C C 
aa T E 7 7 3 005 003 103 99 B A 
T i 356 Zi “135 0.29 0.18 118 10.8 B B 
T 588 400 188 0.30 0.21 5.2 5.2 A A 
= mR R 15 10 5 : : 2 = 3 i 
[ 0 0 0 : : 3 E : 5 
agua ae m EB LTR T 0 0 0 0.07 0.07 206 206 6 a 
R 20 20 0 z e 5 3 Zi z 
[ 170 170 0 i = 5 : 3 Fi 
we UTR iv 60 0 60 07 0.63 a79 58 D D 
R 75 75 0 3 5 : : 3 5 
Intersection 179 Tea B B 
ee aK T T106 812 294 a7 035 36 a3 A A 
R 70 3 2z : : : 7 : : 
W 6ist Street & te iz L 34 61 “a7 7 : : E 5 : 
Amsterdam Ave T 70 3 2 028 023 340 324 c C 
We R R 20 20 0 0.06 0.06 239 23.9 C C 
Intersection 68 75 A A 
T Za Te 37 5 : = : z : 
Neen = us T 1090 717 373 082 057 Ba 173 ic B 
Intersection B38 173 C B 
ue TR T 42 435 7 0.28 0.27 5.1 5.1 A A 
R 8 I 7 : : 5 : E : 
= ih L 30 6 24 : E z : : : 
W 61st Street & T 688 483 205 053 034 192 166 B B 
Broadway L 45 39 6 : : 7 : : : 
&B uTR T 35 30 5 0.66 055 379 38.6 D D 
R 144 118 26 : : : : : : 
Intersection Tso Tei B B 
NB T T oT 378 39 034 O32 36 BS B B 
B eee eee EB c E B 37 36 0.25 0.13 24.0 94 C A 
Intersection 147 TBI B B 
T 0 7 3 : = : : : : 
NB uR T 395 386 3 050 0.48 27 24 C C 
a a a I | 
L 85 79 6 0.48 0.44 29.3 21.6 C C 
$8 uR T 305 287 “18 0.77 0.72 35.8 32.3 D ig 
R 0 35 5 : : 5 E : : 
W Bist Street & 
conttil Pa Won T L 15 B 2 0.20 0.16 a7 38 D D 
&B a T 299 263 36 0.74 0.65 40.7 36.1 D D 
R 30 21 3 0.19 0.17 272 26.8 c C 
c L 178 159 -19 0.91 7 i 2: D 
we T T 261 219 “a2 0.64 0.54 36.0 32.4 D C 
R R 158 142 =16 057 051 35.2 333 D C 
Intersection 387 341 D C 
T 5 B Zz 5 5 = = 5 : 
ae Hy T a4 a3 21 044 OAT 16 15 A A 
5 = T 585 523 “62 055 050 206 196 C B 
W 66th Street & R 35 33 a z : a : i = 
Central Park West T T 28 197 21 065 059 36.1 337 D G 
we T T 387 347 ~40 0.98 i —UlUlU OC D 
R R 273 246 27 081 0.73 49.0 423 D D 
Intersection 309 35 iE G 
a 7% T aon aa “a7 Oar 078 346 335 C C 
R 200 199 I : 7 7 : : : 
e i L 332 300 32 078 0.69 34.0 29.0 C C 
is W 65th Street & T a7 420 51 0.54 0.48 11.0 103 B B 
Central Park West T L 55 9 6 0.18 0.15 255 25.2 C C 
&B = T 363 321 “42 0.61 0.54 32.0 304 c C 
R 30 21 3 : : : = = 
Intersection 71 266 C 
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Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) PM Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) ve Delay (seconds) TOs 
Intersection # | IntersectionName| Approach | LaneGroup | Movement . ee ea . — : eee . or 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T 150 136 Bu O37 O32 Tes Te7 B B 
NB T T 626 568 58 0.87 0.79 34.0 214 C C 
R R 135 122 =3 0.34 0.31 158 15.2 B B 
z TR T 363 325 38 0.64 0.58 35.7 34.1 D C 
R 30 30 0 5 E 5 : : E 
W 72nd Street & L 20 B 7 5 : 7 7 : : 
West End Ave &B UTR T 96 62 3a 065 038 ay 33.8 D C 
R 90 8 “Az 7 : E : z z 
L 73 59 =20 5 : : z : z 
we UTR T 120 102 “18 0.83 ll D 
R 45 38 7 : : 3 z z = 
Intersection 35.6 293 D C 
E TS Tr a 5 z 5 = 3 : 
NB uTR i 746 490 256 0.68 0.45 109 98 B A 
R 8 37 =I 5 5 = z 3 = 
T L 35 35 0 023 0.14 156 T27 B B 
W 6lst Street & $B = i 723 495 228 0.39 0.28 136 124 B B 
West End Ave R 20 20 0 5 : 3 : : zi 
cE 25 3B 2 zi : a : a : 
&B UTR Ti 20 0 20 027 0.08 2 21 C i 
R 35 0 35 3 = 3 = 3 : 
Intersection 730 Tia B B 
T 0 36 a 7 7 : : 7 = 
NB UTR T 185 185 0 078 075 466 443 D D 
R 15 15 0 5 : 7 z 
L 5 5 0 : : E : : : 
38 uTR T 60 59 I O62 057 39.0 36.8 D D 
W 79th Street & 7 2 87 2 : zi : a z 
Riverside Drive x ua al = e 3 : : a Z 
6B TR T 605 507 98 078 0.64 Ti Td B B 
R 352 295 57 3 : 5 3 
L 0 0 0 2 2 5 : z és 
we TR T a9 345 “4 Oat 035 35 90 A Hy 
R 156 146 =10 z : é : 2 : 
Intersection 206 185 c B 
ce = T 290 Al 3 028 O27 42 42 A A 
W Seth Street & . oe ee S = = = = 2 2 
12th Avenue 6B i E z60) a8 Z) i z a 2 a z 
T 410 404 6 076 075 172 58 B B 
Intersection Ta 107 B B 
NB T T 2667 2605 Ev) 079 O78 37 82 A A 
W Séth Street & L L 570 562 8 0.92 0.91 
West Side Highway T T 2014 1970 “a4 0.36 0.35 0.2 0.2 A A 
Intersection 139 33 B B 
ee T T TS TS 0 O21 O21 
T T 2478 2448 30 0.68 0.67 15.9 15.7 B B 
= as T 2014 1970 Ad 0.66 0.64 BI 33 C C 
W 58th Street & R 0 0 0 S 3 3 E : 5 
West Side Highway - L 315 301 “14 0.80 0.75 33 26 C G 
we T 10 10 0 0.88 0.84 39.1 33.5 D c 
R R 189 177 Bt 0.77 0.74 29 217 C C 
Intersection 208 201 C C 
NB it L o 0: o z z z 2 = z 
T 399 382 “7 0.46 0.44 a4 fen B 
T 0 0 0 5 z : z : = 
W 58th Street & = m R 0 0 0 = : 7 : 
12th Avenue L 0 0 0 z : : : S 5 
we UR T 314 88 26 076 om [ear ene 
R 20 19 I = : 5 z : : 
Intersection a6 a3 D D 
W sath Street & 6 T T 0 0 0 5 = 5 : z : 
5c West Side Highway We L L 25 25 0 0.08 0.08 il 67 A A 
Arterial Titersection Ta 67 A A 
Ke T T 305 269 Bu on 068 a1 26 D D 
T T 640 611 29 0.49 0.47 153 149 B B 
boven & = an T 847 599 248 0.93 0.66 3.8 225 D C 
R 38 62 26 z : = : : : 
Intersection 341 233 C C 
5 = i a aa zs az a7 31 42 A A 
Nee ma T L 190 162 28 069 059 59 208 C a 
i T 201 189 30) 0.35 0.33 5.0 43 A A 
Intersection 37 67 A A 
sd a eC 3 
fea ne wi T T 222 183 39 0.60 0.50 45.7 49.3 D D 
R R 105 73 26 0.49 0.37 46.1 49.1 D D 
Intersection 22.6 27 C C 
aa T cE TO 7 3 005 0.03 105 39 B A 
T i 679 432 247 054 0.34 151 123 B B 
T 748 488 260 0.39 0.25 58 5.1 A A 
= mR R 10 7 3 e : 2 : 3 i 
[ 10 10 0 : 5 E i 5 
agua ae m EB LTR T 0 0 0 0.10 0.10 210 210 6 a 
R 25 25 0 zg : 3 Zi z 
L 130 116 =14 : zi 5 : 3 Fi 
we UTR i 9 37 32 074 059 442 a1 D D 
R 120 96 24 3 5 2 : 3 5 
Intersection Tso Tez B B 
ee aK T Ta56 991 65 Oar Caz 34 31 A A 
R 20 4 6 : : : : : : 
W 6ist Street & te iz L 38 60 38 : : : : 5 = 
Amsterdam Ave T 5 T2 7 O32 O22 325 398 ig D 
We R R 20 19 I 0.07 0.06 239 23.9 C C 
Intersection 37 61 A A 
T 134 Ta 33 5 : 5 = z : 
Neen = us T 1259 726 533 083 050 24 162 ic B 
Intersection 24 T62 ( B 
ue TR T 630 601 29 038 036 53 5.2 A A 
R 10 10 0 5 : - : : 
= ih L 40 4 36 : E : : : : 
W 61st Street & T a4 576 238 0.60 037 206 168 C B 
Broadway L 35 27 8 : : 5 : 3 E 
&B uTR T 38 29 9 05 036 327 344 C C 
R 121 85 36 : : : : : : 
Intersection Tez Ta B B 
NB T T 306 Tel 5 az 0.40 145 Taz B B 
B eee eee EB c E 88 8B 45; 0.29 0.14 26.1 148 C B 
Intersection 157 143 B B 
T 3 Fz] 2 : : : z : : 
NB UTR T ea 603 16 O61 059 2B 24 C C 
R 255 245 10 0.80 0.77 416 389 D D 
L 59 56 3 0.44 0.40 308 28.5 C C 
$8 UTR T 272 261 at 0.65 0.61 29.1 2719 C ig 
R 34 31 3 i : : : = : 
W Bist Street & 
conttil Pa Won T L 25 2 4 0.28 023 a1 55 D D 
EB ot T 306 252 “4 0.89 0.73 406 |e D 
R 25 2 4 0.13 0.11 25.5 25.1 C C 
c L 204 182 “22 0.99 0.78 407 |e D 
we T T 283 237 46 0.74 0.62 40.9 35.0 D D 
R R 209 186 23 0.75 0.67 56 40.0 D D 
Intersection 402 324 D C 
T 35 33 Zz 5 z 5 = 5 : 
ae Hy T 645 Gu Es 055 O52 730 35 B A 
5 = T 586 522 “64 054 0.49 203 134 C B 
W 66th Street & R 20 38 ZA : : a E zi : 
Central Park West T T 173 Ta 32 046 037 27 29 is E 
we T T 391 343 48 1.03 0.30 
R R 292 258 34 0.85 0.75 517 42.7 D D 
Intersection 346 26.4 C G 
a 7% T 630 603 aT 094 O51 310 239 D D 
R 250 249 I : : : 2 : 
$8 ur L 326 287 39 0.91 om [53 [as [FF 
is W 65th Street & T 433 376 57 050 0.43 98 9.0 A A 
Central Park West T L 50 ma 6 0.17 0.14 54 51 C C 
&B = T 462 404 58 0.78 0.68 38.3 34.0 D C 
R 40 35 5 : = = : = Anthanj . 
Intersection 760 a0 D fppenidx 4B.5-22 
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Upper West Study Area - No-Action vs With-Action (No Mitigation) - Late Night Peak Hour 
Volume (vph) ve Delay (seconds) TOs 
Intersection # | IntersectionName] Approach | LaneGroup | Movement , es - a : ane , Se 
No-Action | With-Action | Increment | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action | No-Action | With-Action 
T T 33 3 50) 023 020 Teo 150 B B 
NB T T 133 119 “4 0.20 017 151 136 B B 
R R 59 33 6 0.15 013 15.0 136 B B 
S TR T 295 273 2 041 0.35 262 241 C C 
R 25 25 0 5 5 : ; : 
W 72nd Street & L 70 8 2z 5 5 : : : : 
West End Ave &B UTR T 104 BI 23 046 032 331 299 c C 
R 79 56 2 5 : ~ ; : 
L 65 my “17 : : 7 . i Zi 
we uR T 126 102 24 058 Oat 365 315 D C 
R 30 2 6 zi = : : z = 
Tntersection 270 238 C C 
T TO 7 3 z 5 E a 5 : 
NB uTR i 269 146 Bre] 026 01g 82 Tid A B 
R 2 4 =10 3 = = z 5 5 
T L 30 30 0 010 0.08 T27 119 B B 
W 6lst Street & $B = i 555 335 220 0.28 017 135 12.0 B B 
West End Ave R 15 15 0 zi c 3 5 : : 
[ 70 9 a 5 = 3 E a S 
6B UTR Ti 20 20 0 016 05 PEK 25 C e 
R 25 25 0 2 2 S 5 2 
Titersection 25 129 B B 
T 0) 38 2 : = : = : = 
NB UR T 35 35 0 025 023 261 Pom C C 
R 5 5 0 : ; : 5 
L 5 5 0 z z 5 : z 7 
$B uTR T 50 29 I 046 042 304 286 C C 
W 79th Street & a = = < z z : z 
Mvesie pie 5B TR T 396 307 89 042 032 Thi 35 B x 
R 173 134 39 : : : 5 2 : 
L 0 0 0 z : : 5 A E 
we TR T om mm 20 036 032 Toa 96 B A 
R 30 29 I : : z : z = 
Tntersection i38 729 B B 
aa = T Ter Te 5 0 oi TS 15 A ry 
W 56th Street & i aa ed a - - - - = - 
12th Avenue 6B i E 40) BS ES gi z E S i E 
T 280 271 9 076 063 146 62 B A 
Titersection 70.0 a7 A Hy 
NB T T 7566 7584 B 085 Oar 213 25 C B 
W 56th Street & 3B C v 420 406 “14 0.84 0.69 485 |e) D 
West Side Highway T T 1338 L74 “64 0.25 0.24 O1 O1 A A 
Tntersection 190 D5 B B 
aa T T 5 5 0 0.06 005 32.6 D D 
T T 2696 2648 48 0.83 0.79 24.6 20.7 E c 
5 a T 1338 174 “64 055 050 27 216 C a 
W 55th Street & R 0 0 0 i 5 3 z a 
West Side Highway = L 105 93 “2 : = 5 H 
we T 5 q El 039 031 69 63 A A 
R R 270 236 En 054 043 74 61 A A 
Titersection Zl ToT C B 
NB it L U 0 U 5 = = Z : : 
T 195 165 30 026 O21 Ta7 TL B B 
T 0 0 0 7 : = : ; : 
W 55th Street & = 7m R 0 0 0 : : : : : : 
12th Avenue L 0 0 0 7 : 7 : : 7 
we UTR T 380 333 “a7 045 036 a4 367 D D 
R 10 9 I = : 7 : : 
Intersection 311 254 C C 
W sath Street 6 T T 0 0 0 5 : zi z zi : 
5c West Side Highway we L L 10 9 eu 0.03 0.02 25 23 A ny 
Arterial Titersection 25 23 A A 
ra T T 312 21 2 68 046 ai 315 D c 
T T 416 aad 32 034 0.28 133 96 B A 
boven & = an T 620 363 257 0.76 0.43 25.6 207 C C 
R 85 50 35 : = : = z = 
Tntersection 33 Tas C B 
a = r a 5 Be 070 032 58 40 ry ry 
Nee ma T L 235 180 55 075 055 286 Tat C B 
i T 162 161 zi 027 0.26, 49 43 A A 
Thtersection 94 Ta A ry 
sd a a 3 
fea ne We T T 147 27 20 038 032 44.0 48.9 D D 
R R 85 67 718 030 023 6 a3 D D 
Tntersection 20.0 132 B B 
id T i TS 9 6 0.06 003 104 93 B A 
T T 258 120 BE 0.18 0.08 108 95 B A 
T 570 354 "216 0.29 017 52 5.0 A A 
= mR R 10 6 4 A : Fs : 3 = 
if 0 0 0 3 5 i 3 a = 
agua ae m EB LTR T 0 0 0 0.04 0.03 20.0 193 B B 
R 15 15 0 z 3 3 3 z E 
L 100 94 6 a 5 3 = 3 2 
we UTR T m7 20 2 047 039 a8 399 D D 
R m3 a7 z 3 S z = 3 : 
Titersection ae Ts B B 
is ia i Tos 331 “188 043 035 5.0 44 A B 
R 15 re 2 : = : = z = 
W 6lst Street & a re L 70 60 =10 = = = : : = 
Amsterdam Ave T q q 0 020 016 303 755 C iq 
we R R 25 2 I 0.07 0.07 2.6 218 C C 
Titersection 72 67 A A 
T Te 156 2 5 5 5 5 5 g 
Neen = us T 1094 509 585 0.70 036 198 39 B B 
Tntersection 198 39 B B 
NB TR T a6 a 32 026 O28 5.0 7.0 A ny 
R 0 0 0 : : : = 5 : 
= ii L 20 0 20 5 3 : ; : : 
W 6lst Street & T 590 37 Pi 039 018 Tr 143 B B 
Broadway L 0 37 3 z 5 : ; zi = 
6B uTR T 29 2B 6 049 039 348 361 C D 
R 115 96 19 : 3 3 = : 2 
Titersection Toa Ta7 B B 
OE) T T [ 609 a7 034 030 136 126 B B 
B eee eee EB L L 7) 2B 26 016 0.07 19.0 18 B ry 
Tntersection 140 122 B B 
T 30 rz) T 7 2 : = : : 
NB UTR T 320 318 2 038 037 205 136 c B 
R 170 164 6 036 033 24 203 C C 
L 35 5 “10 019 015 195 183 B B 
$B UTR T 201 12 29 050 042 24 218 C C 
R 3 20 5 7 : ; = = = 
W Bist Street & 
centha Park West T L 15 14 I 018 015 rn) ai D D 
&B a T 2a 219 25 0.66 057 36.4 323 D C 
R 30 28 2 0.09 0.08 242 PER] C C 
T L 93 76 a 037 027 22 Te2 C B 
we T T 210 163 a 056 042 327 285 is C 
R R 17 ii 26 043 034 302 274 C C 
Trtersection 268 21 C C 
T 30 Pz} I 5 5 5 z 5 gi 
ae Hy T a 229 5 034 iE TZ Ti B B 
a a T 403 316 87 036 028 175 160 B B 
W 66th Street & R 30 9 a ‘i 5 3 z 5 5 
Central Park West T T 104 69 35 029 018 763 240 E E 
we T T 360 293 “67 0.86 0.67 49.0 35.0 D ie 
R R 242 200 2 073 058 a4 331 D e 
Titersection 245 Tas C B 
7 = T fy a 50 ad 079 358 325 D C 
R 305 302 3 z : 3 = : ; 
= = L 22 165 a 057 043 23 140 C B 
is W 65th Street & T 295 20 715 032 0.24 68 42 A n 
Central Park West T L 35 33 2 0.10 0.09 245 236 C C 
EB = T a9 395 2 061 055 316 29.6 e C 
R 30 29 I = = : ; = Dahan} z 
Thtersection 750 56 C ppenidx 4B.5-23 
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Appendix 4B.6, Transportation: Highway Capacity Software Files 


Three highway segments were analyzed which operate at speeds of 40 mph or higher using the 
HCS as a screening tool at spot locations to determine if further detailed analysis was needed. 


e Bayonne Bridge 
e RFK Bridge Queens Leg 
e New Jersey Turnpike - Eastern Spur 


The results of the HCS screening analysis shown in Table 4B.6-1 indicate that all three highways 
have sufficient capacity to absorb additional traffic volumes with only minor changes in density, 
speeds, and travel times for all tolling scenarios. 
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Appendix 4B.6, Transportation: Highway Capacity Software Files 


Table 4B.6-1 = Summary of Highway Capacity Software Results 


LOCATION EXISTING CONDITION 


we 
se 
Northbound sé 
3 
z 
a 
5 
Southbound c 
z 
x 


re 
36 
Northbound 3 | 0 
| 03 


Eastern Spur I-95 (Post-ramp) : ; 0.4 
Bayonne Bridge : 1 
2.7 


Southbound Eastern Spur I-95 (Pre-ramp) a eee : 0.6 
Diverge to 495 . . 04 
Eastern Spur I-95 (Post-ramp) ; : 0.2 


HOURLY VOLUME 
CBD TOLLING 
ALTERNATIVE 

(Tolling Scenario D) 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL CHANGE 


DIRECTION 
Hourly Volume 


Density (pc/mi/In) 
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Appendix 4B.6, Transportation: Highway Capacity Software Files 


HOURLY VOLUME 
CBD TOLLING 
ALTERNATIVE 

(Tolling Scenario D) 


LOCATION EXISTING CONDITION 


DIRECTION 
Level of Service (LOS) 


NO ACTION ALTERNATIVE INCREMENTAL CHANGE 


[BajomeBigge ——=SC~=“‘CSC#*d’SCOC#*~‘<éi=‘* 3 : 
rRFKBrige ——=SOSC~=“~*‘“*~*“‘~SC*‘“‘CSC“OSCSC*~* D x 
Nortboune A = 
A : 
A 
Bayonne Bridge a A a = 
a E x 
Southbound A = 
A 
A = 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


WSP Analysis Year Existing 


Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed AM 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 45.0 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 
Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Ee CO 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h 41.8 Density, veh/mi/In 31.5 
Average Travel Time, min 1.00 Density, pc/mi/In 34.4 


Messages 
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Volume Distribution 


Volume (pc/h) 


Segment 


Speed Distribution 


Speed (mi/h) 


Segment 


@ Speed > 60 
@ 50 < Speed < 60 
@ 40 < Speed < 50 
@ 30 < Speed < 40 
@ 20 < Speed < 30 
@ Speed < 20 


Density Distribution 


35- 
@ 
e 
> 
‘= 
) 
2 
7 
c 
o 
a 
30-1 
1 


Segment 
1 o—— 


@ Density < 11 
@ 11 < Density < 18 
@ 18 < Density < 26 
@ 26 < Density < 35 
@ 35 < Density < 45 
@ Density > 45 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 
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Volume Distribution 


Volume (pc/h) 


Segment 


Speed Distribution 


Speed (mi/h) 


Segment 


@ Speed > 60 
@ 50 < Speed < 60 
@ 40 < Speed < 50 
@ 30 < Speed < 40 
@ 20 < Speed < 30 
@ Speed < 20 


Density Distribution 


257 
() 
= 
> 
€ 
oT 
& 
Pa 
ra 
o 
a 
20-1 
1 


Segment 
1 o—— 


@ Density < 11 
@ 11 < Density < 18 
@ 18 < Density < 26 
@ 26 < Density < 35 
@ 35 < Density < 45 
@ Density > 45 


Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. 


August 2022 


HCSM Freeways Version 7.7 
RFK - SB MD - Existing.xuf 


Generated: 05/12/2022 11:16:55 


Appendix 4B.6-8 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


OC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-10 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 


Speed (mi/h) 


Segment 


@ Speed > 60 
@ 50 < Speed < 60 
@ 40 < Speed < 50 
@ 30 < Speed < 40 
@ 20 < Speed < 30 
@ Speed < 20 


Density Distribution 


10- 
e 
S 
€ 
Tv 
2 
ra 
c 

a fo) 

34 

1 


Segment 
1 o—— 


@ Density < 11 
@ 11 < Density < 18 
@ 18 < Density < 26 
@ 26 < Density < 35 
@ 35 < Density < 45 
@ Density > 45 


Copyright © 2022 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved. 


August 2022 


HCSt™M Freeways Version 7.7 
RFK - SB LN - Existing.xuf 


Generated: 05/12/2022 11:16:35 


Appendix 4B.6-12 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


CC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 


Volume (pc/h) 
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Speed Distribution 
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Appendix 4B.6-14 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


OD 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.6-15 


Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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Appendix 4B.6-16 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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Appendix 4B.6-18 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Appendix 4B.6-20 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


eC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.6-21 


Volume Distribution 
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Appendix 4B.6-22 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 


| 
— 


Analysis Year NoBuild 


Jurisdiction 


> 

Ko} 

[o) 

5) 

2 

| 
W 

Tg) 


< 


Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


aja 
ul . 
fo) 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


= 
fo) 
=) 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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Appendix 4B.6-24 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-26 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-28 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


OY 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-30 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


A 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-32 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


WSP Analysis Year NoBuild 


Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed PM 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 45.0 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 
Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Ee CO 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h 418 Density, veh/mi/In 29.9 
Average Travel Time, min 1.00 Density, pc/mi/In Bil 
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Appendix 4B.6-34 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-36 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


OZ 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-38 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


WSP Analysis Year NEPA 5 


Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed MD 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 45.0 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 
Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


as ses mC” 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h 418 Density, veh/mi/In 29.6 
Average Travel Time, min 1.00 Density, pc/mi/In 33.2 
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Appendix 4B.6-40 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


OC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-44 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


CS 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-46 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


OO 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


a S 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-48 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


CC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-50 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


a 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Appendix 4B.6-52 


HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


CZ 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
[ee [ome [en [woof ome | we [mT 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [em [ose [se | oi os | me | df | 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
[es [oer [en foo tos fe [eT 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 


| 
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Analysis Year Existing 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


= 
fo) 
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Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pf em [em [om [ao fo [ae fms | A 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 
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Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [em [ons [as [woo of ae [eT 


Facility Time Period Results 


eC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 


| 
— 


Analysis Year Existing 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


= 
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Facility Length, mi 


= 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year Existing 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [es [ome [en foo tos fe 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


A 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [em [ome [se [woo os | me fT 


Facility Time Period Results 
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Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
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Facility Time Period Results 
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Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
[es [oer [eo foo tos fe fe 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 
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Volume Distribution 


Volume (pc/h) 


Segment 


Speed Distribution 


Speed (mi/h) 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
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Analysis Year NoBuild 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


= 
fo) 
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Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pf em [om fs of oas_f me foe | 


Facility Time Period Results 


GC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed D 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
SS OC 


Facility Time Period Results 


eC 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NoBuild 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [es [ome [en foo tos fe 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pa [es [oer [we food oe fe |e 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
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Analysis Year NEPA 5 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 
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Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pf [om fe foo oa fe ms dT 


Facility Time Period Results 
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Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 
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Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
[es [ose [me [oo os fe fe 


Facility Time Period Results 


Oe 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed A 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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Volume Distribution 
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Speed Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
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Analysis Year NEPA 5 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 
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Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
SS OO 


Facility Time Period Results 


as ts ts wd 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
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Analysis Year NEPA 5 


Jurisdiction 
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Time Period Analyzed 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop, % Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


= 
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Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 


Facility Overall Results 


Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min Density, pc/mi/In 


Messages 


INFORMATION 1 Density for segment 1 in time period 1 is within 0.5 pc/mi/In of LOS boundary. Be cautious when 
comparing LOS results. 
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Volume Distribution 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 

Analyst Date 4/21/2022 
Analysis Year NEPA 5 

Jurisdiction Time Period Analyzed N 


Project Description 


Facility Global Input 
Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 
Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 


Facility Segment Data 


Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 
Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density LOS 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
Pt [es [eae [0 Too tos fms Ts Cd 


Facility Time Period Results 


: 
Facility Overall Results 
Space Mean Speed, mi/h Density, veh/mi/In 


Average Travel Time, min : Density, pc/mi/In 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 
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Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 


Time Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
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Capacity d/c Speed Density 
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Time Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) 


Facility Time Period Results 


|e | Speed, mi/h Density, pc/mi/In Density, veh/mi/In 
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— Overall Results 


Space Mean [Space Mean Speed, mi/n | [Space Mean Speed, mi/n | s18 8 2 zea. Density, veh/miin 


JAverage Travel Time, min. =] 1.200 | Density, pefmin 48 [Average Travel Time, min | Time, min 120 == Density, Density, po/mi/n 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 
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Facility Segment Data 
Segment 1: Basic 


Time Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 
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Facility Time Period Results 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 


Project Information 


Date 4/21/2022 
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Analysis Year Existing 
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Jurisdiction 


Time Period Analyzed 
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Project Description 


Facility Global Input 


Jam Density, pc/mi/In 190.0 Density at Capacity, pc/mi/In 


Queue Discharge Capacity Drop,% |7 Total Segments 


Total Time Periods Time Period Duration, min 


Facility Length, mi 
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Facility Segment Data 
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Facility Segment Data 


Segment 1: Basic 
Time ae fHV Flow Rate Capacity Speed 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) 
Segment 2: Merge 


Time fHV Flow Rate Capacity d/c Speed Density 
Period (pc/h) (pc/h) Ratio (mi/h) (pc/mi/In) 


Segment 3: Basic 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 1 Ramp segment | Ramp segment length is longer than 1500 feet forsegment2. = is longer than 1500 | Ramp segment length is longer than 1500 feet forsegment2. = for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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HCS7 Freeway Facilities Report 
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WARNING 2 Length of accel/decel lane is longer than 1500 feet for segment 2. 
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Appendix 4B.7, Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD 


Table 4B.7-1. Average Weekday Travel Time to the Manhattan CBD from the Bronx (minutes) 


YEAR P MONTH AM ON 
29. 
2019 28.4 
28.7 
275 
27 
25.3 
23.3 
248 
a 26.4 
26.0 
26.6 
26.9 
26.6 
26.0 
267 
25.8 
25.9 
25.9 
26.2 
261 
ie 28.1 
27.6 
2739 
278 
27.2 
27.2 
26.9 
25.4 
26.5 
aa 270 
27.2 
28.0 
28.5 
Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VHT Data and WSP Analysis - July 2022 


Notes: 

1 AM 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (Morning Peak PeriodO 
2 MD 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (Midday) 

3 PM 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Afternoon Peak Period) 
4 ON 8:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. (Overnight) 
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Appendix 4B.7, Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD 


Table 4B.7-2._ Average Weekday Travel Time to the Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn (minutes) 


YEAR |S EMMONTH | LCL MS] eT ON 
30.1 22.4 
2019 30.1 219 
30.0 22.5 
26.3 21.0 
28.2 214 
25.2 207 
21.9 21.0 
24.0 213 
26.4 216 
ae 278 19.9 
293 203 
30.0 20.9 
30.0 20.7 
28.0 20.9 
28.3 215 
26.3 21.0 
28.9 215 
29.6 214 
303 212 
31.5 216 
ss 31.9 223 
31.5 22.7 
31.0 22.5 
32.0 219 
32.6 22.6 
32.6 22.2 
30.9 218 
28.6 20.9 
324 22. 
ae 32.3 22.6 
33.9 22.5 
34.9 22.8 
36.1 22. 
Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VHT Data and WSP Analysis - July 2022 
Notes: 


1 AM 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (Morning Peak PeriodO 
2 MD 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (Midday) 
3 PM 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Afternoon Peak Period) 
4 ON 8:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. (Overnight) 
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Appendix 4B.7, Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD 


Table 4B.7-3. | Average Weekday Travel Time to the Manhattan CBD from Queens (minutes) 


YEAR Po MONTH AMP ON 
43.9 30.9 
2019 43.8 29.5 
44.6 29.2 
34.4 276 
37.0 28.1 
28.1 24.5 
21.0 21.0 
73.4 218 
a 25.6 228 
27.6 22.4 
30.0 22.9 
314 237 
31.4 24.2 
28.6 23.8 
2033 242 
27.0 24.5 
29.5 24.0 
30.2 23.8 
33. 24.4 
36. 26.0 
6% 38.9 267 
36.8 26.8 
37.0 269 
39.2 277 
40.6 27.2 
41.9 27.4 
38.7 267 
31.2 24.9 
30.4 26.2 
aa 30.9 274 
43.6 28. 
47.8 28.5 
46.1 28.4 
Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VHT Data and WSP Analysis - July 2022 
Notes: 


1 AM 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (Morning Peak PeriodO 
2 MD 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (Midday) 
3 PM 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Afternoon Peak Period) 
4 ON 8:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. (Overnight) 
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Appendix 4B.7, Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD 
pp , p 


Table 4B.7-4. | Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD from Staten Island (minutes) 


YEAR Po CMONTH AM ON 
51.7 403 
2019 51.4 38.4 
55.5 398 
447 35.9 
455 3517 
405 332 
36.3 34.2 
3917 343 
si 41.9 33.4 
42.0 36.2 
45.8 333 
46.6 35.9 
46.7 35.4 
43.2 33.9 
46.1 34.0 
423 344 
438 34.6 
47.0 33.1 
46.8 34.5 
48.3 377 
ss 492 36.8 
45.9 36.3 
46.1 366 
497 392 
53.4 406 
50.7 39.9 
ao | 06 | 375 
44.0 36.7 
a7 36.7 
48.3 37.0 
sg 50.0 37.2 
53.2 36.6 
56.1 38.1 
Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VHT Data and WSP Analysis - July 2022 


Notes: 

1 AM 6:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. (Morning Peak PeriodO 
2 MD 10:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. (Midday) 

3 PM 4:00 p.m. to 8:00 p.m. (Afternoon Peak Period) 
4 ON 8:00 p.m. to 6:00 a.m. (Overnight) 
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Appendix 4B.7, Transportation: Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD 


Figure 4B.7-1. Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD from the Bronx—AM, MD, PM, ON 
(minutes) 
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Table 4B.7-5. | Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD Before/After Peak of Pandemic— 
The Bronx (minutes) 


PERIOD Po MONTH TAM 
Pre-Pandemic October-December 2019 


Post-Pandemic April-June 2022 


Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VMT Data and WSP Analysis—July 2022 
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Figure 4B.7-2. Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn—AM, MD, PM, ON 
(minutes) 
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Table 4B.7-6. Average Weekday Travel Time to the Manhattan CBD Before/After Peak of the 
Pandemic—Brooklyn (minutes) 


PERIOD | MONTH | AMT 
Pre-Pandemic October-December 2019 


Post-Pandemic April-June 2022 


Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VMT Data and WSP Analysis—July 2022 
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Figure 4B.7-3. Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD from Queens—AM, MD, PM, ON 
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Table 4B.7-7._ Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD Before/After Peak of Pandemic— 
Queens (minutes) 


PERIOD [|S SCMMONTH CC‘ SAMS T TT 
Pre-Pandemic October-December 2019 


Post-Pandemic April-June 2022 


Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VMT Data and WSP Analysis—July 2022 
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Figure 4B.7-4. Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD from Staten Island—AM, MD, PM, 
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Table 4B.7-8. | Average Weekday Travel Times to the Manhattan CBD Before/After Peak of Pandemic— 
Staten Island (minutes) 


PERIOD Po MONTH AMM 
Pre-Pandemic October-December 2019 


Post-Pandemic 
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Source: NYCDOT FHV VMT/VMT Data and WSP Analysis—July 2022 


Appendix 4B.7-8 August 2022 


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 4B.8, Transportation: 
Overview of Highways 
Throughout the Study Area 


August 2022 


Appendix 4B.8, Transportation: Overview of Highways Throughout the Study Area 


Contents 


4B.8-1 North of the Manhattan CBD: Highways in the Bronx, New York Counties North 


of New York City, and Southwestern Connecticut ............c:ccccssceessseessseeessseeesseeeeaes 4B.8-1 
4B.8-2 Highways in Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island ..............cccssscccssssseceessssseeeesssseeeesees 4B.8-6 
4B.8-3 Highways in Northern New Jersey..........cccsssccccssssecccesssseceeesseeeessssseeeessseeeeessseeeeeeees 4B.8-8 
Figures 


Figure 4B.8-1. Highways in The Bronx, New York Counties North of New York 


City, and Southwestern Connecticut... cccccccccescsccccsseeeccssseeeccssaeeccessseeceesseecessaeess 4B.8-2 
Figure 4B.8-2. Highways in Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island ou... .ccccccceesececcssseeeccsseeeceessseecessaeess 4B.8-3 
Figure 4B.8-3. Highways in Northern NeW Jersey .......cccccccccsssccccssssceccssseececstseececsseececseseeeeessseecensaeess 4B.8-4 


August 2022 Appendix 4B.8-i 


Appendix 4B.8, Transportation: Overview of Highways Throughout the Study Area 


Figure 4B.8-1, Figure 4B.8-2, and Figure 4B.8-3 show the principal highways in the regional study area. The 
following describes this highway network and is organized by geographic regions relative to the Manhattan 
CBD. 


4B.8-1 NORTH OF THE MANHATTAN CBD: HIGHWAYS IN THE BRONX, NEW YORK COUNTIES 
NORTH OF NEW YORK CITY, AND SOUTHWESTERN CONNECTICUT 


The Major Deegan Expressway (I-87) extends from the Robert F. Kennedy (RFK) Bridge through the western 
Bronx to the New York City-Westchester County border where it becomes the New York State Thruway 
(I-87) (Governor Thomas E. Dewey Thruway). From the RFK Bridge, I-87 has three lanes in each direction 
for most of the highway north until it merges with I-287 at the approach to the Governor Mario M. Cuomo 
Bridge. 


Between the Bronx and Westchester County border to Albany, I-87 is commonly known as the New York 
State Thruway. This portion of the New York State Thruway passes through Yonkers, New York, and 
continues through southwestern Westchester County until it converges with |-287 and crosses the Hudson 
River via the Governor Mario M. Cuomo Bridge. The New York State Thruway then diverges from I-287 and 
continues north through Rockland and Orange Counties, and points north to Albany. 


Tolls are collected by the New York State Thruway Authority in both directions at the Yonkers tolling point, 
eastbound only at the Governor Mario M. Cuomo Bridge, and westbound only at Spring Valley (for trucks 
only) in Rockland County. From Woodbury, in Orange County to the north, tolls are based upon entrance 
and exit location, distance traveled and type of vehicle. New York State Thruway system tolls can be paid 
by E-ZPass and more recently Tolls by Mail. 


The Trans-Manhattan/Cross Bronx Expressway (part of I-95) extends east-west from the George 
Washington Bridge, with the Trans-Manhattan Expressway consisting of the portion located in Manhattan, 
and the Cross Bronx Expressway consisting of the portion in the Bronx. It continues to run across the Bronx 
to multiple interchanges in the eastern Bronx and joins with the New England Thruway (I-95), the Bruckner 
Expressway (I-278), the Hutchinson River Parkway, the Bronx-Whitestone Bridge via the Hutchinson 
Expressway (I-678), and the Throgs Neck Bridge via the Throgs Neck Expressway (I-695). 


The New England Thruway (part of I-95) extends north-south from the Cross Bronx Expressway (I-95) and 
Bruckner Expressway (I-278) in the eastern Bronx through Westchester County to the New York and 
Connecticut state line where I-95 continues as the Connecticut Turnpike, serving cities and towns along 
Long Island Sound. A toll is collected for I-95 in New York by the New York State Thruway Authority in the 
northbound direction only, at New Rochelle, New York. The Bruckner Expressway (I-278) connects the RFK 
Bridge and the southern end of the Major Deegan Expressway (I-87) to the New England Thruway (I-95), 
Cross Bronx Expressway (I-95) and Hutchinson River Parkway. 
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Figure 4B.8-1. Highways in The Bronx, New York Counties North of New York City, and Southwestern 
Connecticut 
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Figure 4B.8-2._ Highways in Brooklyn, Queens, and Long Island 
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Figure 4B.8-3. Highways in Northern New Jersey 
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The Cross-Westchester Expressway (I-287) runs east-west across Westchester County, connecting the 
Governor Mario M. Cuomo Bridge and the New York State Thruway (I-87) to the New England Thruway 
(I-95). Along the way, it connects to several north-south parkways in Westchester County and the southern 
end of I-684. 


|-684 extends north-south from the Cross-Westchester Expressway (I-287) north to I-84, east of Brewster, 
New York. Along the way it traverses a small corner of Connecticut. The northern end of the Saw Mill River 
Parkway terminates at I|-684, in Katonah, New York. 


I-84 extends east—west from Scranton, Pennsylvania, to the Massachusetts Turnpike. Within the study area, 
I-84 enters New York at Port Jervis, crosses the Hudson River from Orange County to Dutchess County on 
the Newburgh-Beacon Bridge and enters Connecticut at Danbury in Fairfield County. 


A group of interconnected parkways pass through Putnam County, Dutchess County, Westchester County, 
or the Bronx in New York as well as Fairfield County in Connecticut. These parkways provide north-south 
connections with Manhattan via the Henry Hudson Bridge, RFK Bridge, I-95, and local streets that span the 
Harlem River. Only passenger cars are permitted on these parkways. Parkways generally prohibit heavy 
trucks, most buses, and other commercial vehicles and impose height restrictions for bridges and 
overpasses along the roadway. 


These parkways include the following: 


e Henry Hudson Parkway is a north-south parkway that extends from West 72nd Street in Manhattan to 
the Bronx—Westchester County boundary. 


e Saw Mill River Parkway is a north-south parkway that runs along the westernmost side of New York 
extending from the Bronx—Westchester County boundary as the continuation of the Henry Hudson 


Parkway. The Parkway heads northeastward to an interchange with I-684 and New York State Route 35 
(NY 35). 


e = Sprain Brook Parkway is a north-south parkway that extends up the middle of New York from an 
interchange with the Bronx River Parkway in Yonkers, New York, to Hawthorne, New York, where it 
ends as a merge into the Taconic State Parkway. 


e Bronx River Parkway is a north-south parkway that extends between Story Avenue near Bruckner 
Expressway in the Bronx to the southern end of the Taconic State Parkway at Kensico Circle in 
Westchester County. 


e Taconic State Parkway is a north-south divided highway that passes through Putnam and Dutchess 
Counties from the Kensico Dam in Valhalla, New York, in the south, to Chatham, New York, in the north. 
This alignment extends roughly midway between the Hudson River and the Connecticut and 
Massachusetts state lines, along the Taconic Mountains. 


e Hutchinson River Parkway is a north-south parkway that extends from the Bruckner Expressway in the 
Throgs Neck section of the Bronx to the New York—Connecticut state line at Rye Brook, New York, where 
the highway continues into Connecticut as the Merritt Parkway. 
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e Merritt Parkway is a limited-access parkway in Fairfield County, Connecticut, that extends from the 
New York State line in Westchester—where it serves as the continuation of the Hutchinson River 
Parkway—to Exit 54 in Milford, where the Wilbur Cross Parkway begins. 


4B.8-2. HIGHWAYS IN BROOKLYN, QUEENS, AND LONG ISLAND 


The Long Island Expressway (I-495, NY-495) extends most of the length of Long Island, 71 miles east from 
the western end at the Queens-Midtown Tunnel in Queens, through Nassau, to Riverhead in Suffolk County. 
The Long Island Expressway (1-495) is the primary east-west highway through Long Island and serves car, 
bus, and truck traffic. The Long Island Expressway (I-495) has three general-use lanes in each direction in 
most areas and there is a high-occupancy vehicle (HOV) lane in each direction between Exit 32 
(Nassau/Queens Border) and Exit 64 (Medford, Suffolk County). In addition, during weekdays, there is an 
HOV-3+ (and Clean Pass) lane in effect in the Manhattan-bound direction from the Calvary Cemetery to the 
entrance of the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. 


The Grand Central Parkway and Northern State Parkway follow a curving 43-mile route, starting from the 
RFK Bridge in the west to Hauppauge, New York, in the east. The route begins at the RFK Bridge on an 
overlapping route with |-278 to the Brooklyn-Queens Expressway (BQE) interchange in the Astoria and 
Jackson Heights neighborhoods of Queens. It continues as the Grand Central Parkway through Queens and 
becomes the Northern State Parkway at the Queens-Nassau County border. The Grand Central Parkway 
and Northern State Parkway carry only passenger cars. West of the Wantagh State Parkway, the Northern 
State Parkway generally has three lanes in each direction while east of the Wantagh State Parkway, it has 
two lanes in each direction. 


The Belt Parkway extends 25 miles around southern Brooklyn and Queens from Bay Ridge, Brooklyn, to the 
Queens-Nassau County border. At its western end, the Belt Parkway connects to both the Gowanus 
Expressway and the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge. At its eastern end, the Belt Parkway connects to the 
Southern State Parkway and the Cross Island Parkway. Along the way, it provides connections to the Van 
Wyck Expressway, John F. Kennedy (JFK) Expressway, and Nassau Expressway. Both the Van Wyck 
Expressway and JFK Expressway provide access to/from JFK International Airport. The Belt Parkway carries 
only passenger cars. 


The Southern State Parkway and Heckscher State Parkway extend 34 miles from the Belt Parkway at the 
Queens-Nassau County border east to Heckscher State Park on the south shore of Long Island in East Islip. 
The Southern State has three lanes in each direction in most areas—except the western portion where it 
has four lanes in each direction. The Southern State Parkway and Heckscher State Parkway carry only 
passenger cars. 


The BQE and Gowanus Expressway (both I-278) follow a winding north-south path in western Brooklyn and 
Queens. They comprise the circumferential link between the Bruckner Expressway via the RFK Bridge and 
the Staten Island Expressway via the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge. This limited-access highway provides 
connections to all the Brooklyn and Queens bridges and tunnels to Manhattan (e.g., Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, 
Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, Long Island Expressway/Queens-Midtown 
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Tunnel, and Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge’). The highway generally has three lanes in each direction; 
however, the section between Atlantic Avenue and Sands Street has been reduced to two lanes in each 
direction due to the advanced age and condition of this cantilever structure. There is a reversible 3+ 
HOV lane from the Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge to the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel via the Gowanus Expressway in 
Brooklyn. 


A set of relatively short expressways and parkways provide north-south connections in Queens and Long 
Island. Parkways generally prohibit heavy trucks, most buses, and other commercial vehicles and impose 
height restrictions for bridges and overpasses along the roadway. From west to east, these expressways 
and parkways include the following: 


e Van Wyck Expressway (I-678) is a north-south auxiliary interstate highway that extends for 
approximately 9 miles through Queens. The route begins at JFK International Airport and ends at 
Northern Boulevard, with |-678 continuing under other highway names across the Bronx-Whitestone 
Bridge to the Bruckner Interchange in the Bronx. The Van Wyck Expressway has three to four lanes in 
each direction, with an additional managed-use lane’ proposed in each direction from the airport to 
the Kew Gardens Interchange as part of the Van Wyck Expressway Capacity and Access Improvements 
to JFK Airport Project. 


e The Cross Island Parkway originates near the JFK International Airport and the Southern State Parkway 
in the south and ends at the Whitestone Expressway (I-678) in Whitestone, Queens, in the north—a 
distance of approximately 11 miles. 


e Meadowbrook State Parkway is a 12.5-mile parkway in Nassau County. Its southern terminus is at a full 
cloverleaf interchange with the Bay and Ocean Parkways in Jones Beach State Park. The parkway heads 
north, provides an interchange with the Loop Parkway, crosses South Oyster Bay, enters the mainland, 
and connects to the Southern State Parkway in North Merrick before merging into the Northern State 
Parkway at Exit 31A in the hamlet of Carle Place. 


e Wantagh State Parkway is a 13.3-mile parkway in Nassau County that extends from Jones Beach State 
Park at the southern end to an interchange with the Northern State Parkway at the northern end. 


e Robert Moses Causeway, Sagtikos State Parkway, and Sunken Meadow State Parkway together form a 
continuous north-south route across the entire width of Long Island for 19.4 miles. At the south end, 
the Robert Moses Causeway extends from its interchange with the Southern State Parkway south to 
Robert Moses State Park. From this interchange, the roadway is branded as Sagtikos State Parkway, 
which continues northward to the Long Island Expressway (I-495) and Northern State Parkway. At this 
interchange and continuing northward, the roadway is known as the Sunken Meadow Parkway and 
extends to the north shore, terminating at Sunken Meadow State Park. 


1 The connection to the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge is not direct because vehicles must traverse local streets to reach the 
bridge. 

z Managed use lane is defined by the Federal Highway Administration as highway facilities or a set of lanes where operational 
strategies are proactively implemented and managed in response to changing conditions. Strategies may include pricing, 
vehicle eligibility, and access control. 
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4B.8-3 HIGHWAYS IN NORTHERN NEW JERSEY 


The New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) runs north-south for 117 miles through New Jersey from the George 
Washington Bridge to the Delaware Memorial Bridge. The turnpike enters the south end of the BPM 
catchment area east of Trenton and intersects with several limited-access or major highways in 
northeastern New Jersey, including 1-195, I-287, the Garden State Parkway, |-278, I-78, US-1/9, I-280, 
NJ Route 3, US-46, and I-80. 


From the southern end of the regional study area to the Garden State Parkway interchange, the turnpike 
has six lanes split between two adjacent roadways in each direction, for a total of 12 lanes. From the Garden 
State Parkway to the Route 9 interchange, the turnpike has seven lanes in each direction for a total of 
14 lanes. From the Route 9 interchange to the Vince Lombardi Park & Ride facility, the turnpike splits into 
eastern and western spurs with three lanes in each direction on each spur, for a total of 12 lanes. From the 
junction with I-80 to the George Washington Bridge, the turnpike has five lanes on two roadways in each 
direction for a total of 10 lanes. 


Tolls are paid in cash or by E-ZPass using a system to record the entry and exit of each vehicle along the 
entire length of the turnpike up to the Route 46 interchange. A toll is collected by the Port Authority of 
New York and New Jersey on the George Washington Bridge for vehicles entering New York. 


I-80 begins at a junction with the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) in Teaneck, New Jersey, west of the George 
Washington Bridge and continues west through the Delaware Water Gap, where it enters Pennsylvania. 
I-80 intersects the Garden State Parkway, I-280, and I-287. Between the Garden State Parkway in Saddle 
Brook and the junction with I-95, I-80 is divided into an express and local roadway pair with three local and 
two express lanes in each direction. This separation continues after the merge onto I-95 to the Fort Lee, 
New Jersey side of the George Washington Bridge in Bergen County. West of Saddle Brook, the interstate 
initially has four lanes in each direction, narrowing to three lanes, and then two lanes just before the 
Delaware Water Gap in Warren County. 


I-78 comprises the New Jersey Turnpike Extension and the Phillipsburg-Newark Expressway. The New 
Jersey Turnpike Extension begins just west of the Holland Tunnel and extends to the New Jersey Turnpike 
after crossing Newark Bay. From that point, the Phillipsburg-Newark Expressway continues west-southwest 
past Phillipsburg, New Jersey, into Pennsylvania. In addition to the New Jersey Turnpike, the highway 
intersects the Garden State Parkway and I-287. From the New Jersey Turnpike west to a junction with 
NJ Route 24, I-78 is divided into a local roadway and an express roadway in each direction. 


The New Jersey Turnpike Extension (the portion of I-78 between the New Jersey Turnpike and the Holland 
Tunnel) has two lanes in each direction and is integrated into the New Jersey Turnpike toll system, which 
accepts cash and E-ZPass payments. At Jersey Avenue in Jersey City, New Jersey, I-78 transitions to a pair 
of one-way, east-west, local streets with traffic signals to the Holland Tunnel. 
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The Essex Freeway (I-280) runs southeast to northwest for 17.9 miles connecting I-80 at the western end 
to the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) at the eastern end, passing just north of downtown Newark. The highway 
varies between two to three lanes in each direction, depending upon the segment. 


|-287 is a circumferential or belt freeway that loops around the southern, western, and northern portions 
of the New York/Northern New Jersey metropolitan area. To the south, |-287 heads westward from an 
interchange with the New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) and NJ Route 440 (connecting to the Outerbridge Crossing 
to Staten Island, New York). From this interchange, the highway heads west and north through Middlesex, 
Somerset, Morris, and Bergen Counties in New Jersey and then connects with the New York State Thruway 
(I-87) in Suffern, New York. 


Garden State Parkway is a 172-mile parkway that parallels the New Jersey Coast and northeastern New 
Jersey with its southern terminus is in Cape May and its northern terminus as a short section in Rockland 
County, New York, where it connects with the New York State Thruway (I-87 and |-287). From south to 
north, the Garden State Parkway intersects |-195, the NJ Turnpike (I-95), I-78, |-280, NJ Route 3, I-80, 
NJ Route 4, and I-87/l-287. The Garden State Parkway has large truck restrictions from Exit 105 (Tinton, 
New Jersey) north to its terminus in New York State. 


The Palisades Interstate Parkway links I-95, the George Washington Bridge, and US Route 9W from its 
southern terminus in Fort Lee, New Jersey, and extends north along the Hudson River and into New York 
State. 


The Pulaski Skyway (US 1/9) and NJ 139 form a key connection to the Holland Tunnel. The 3.5-mile four- 
lane highway opened in 1932 as one of the first limited-access highways in the United States. The east end 
of the highway connects to the Holland Tunnel, and the west end has interchanges with the New Jersey 
Turnpike and I-78. 


NJ Route 3 is a limited-access highway connecting US Route 46 to the Lincoln Tunnel via NJ Route 495. 
NJ Route 3 also serves the Meadowlands Sports Complex and has three to four lanes, depending on the 
segment, with separate express and local roadways in Secaucus, New Jersey. 


NJ Route 495 extends east-west, connecting the Lincoln Tunnel to both NJ Route 3 and the New Jersey 
Turnpike. NJ Route 495 has three lanes in each direction, with an eight-lane section along the NJ Route 495 
Viaduct to Union City, New Jersey. The Port Authority of New York and New Jersey operates one westbound 
(outbound from the Manhattan CBD) lane of the highway as a contra-flow Exclusive Bus Lane during the 
AM peak hours. 


NJ Route 4 extends east-west connecting Paterson, New Jersey, to an interchange with I-95, US Route 1/9 
(US 1/9), and US 9W at the George Washington Bridge approach in Fort Lee, New Jersey. The route is a 
divided highway with four to six lanes depending on the segment. 
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From June 15-25, 2019, an extensive traffic data collection effort was undertaken at intersections within 


the 15 intersection study areas. Additional data collection occurred in fall 2019, and NYCDOT provided 


available traffic count data from recent traffic studies (all pre-COVID-19 pandemic). The data collection 


calibration and balancing of intersection traffic and pedestrian volumes included the following and were 
done in coordination with NYCDOT. 


Turning-movement counts at 40 locations 


— 16 locations on the West Side 
— 12 locations on the East Side 
— 12 locations in the Lower Manhattan and Queens-Midtown Tunnel areas 


Automatic Traffic Recorder (ATR) counts at 118 locations within the study areas 


— 42 locations on the West Side at 60th Street area 
— 42 locations on the East Side at 60th Street area 
— 34 locations in the Lower Manhattan and Queens-Midtown Tunnel areas 


Vehicle classification counts at each of the 40 intersections and eight ATR locations. 


The following data collection times were used. 


AM count period: 7:00 a.m. to 10:00 a.m. 

Midday (MD) count period: 11:00 a.m. to 2:00 p.m. 
PM count period: 4:00 p.m. to 7:00 p.m. 

Late night (LN) count period: 8:00 p.m. to 12:00 a.m. 


Field data relating to traffic operations were collected in June 2019 at key intersections in the 15 study 


areas: 


Physical inventory, including intersection geometry, number of lanes, lane markings, lane widths, 
permitted movements, turning bay lengths, signage, traffic controls, signal-timing, and all other 
applicable dimensions. 


Signal-timing data was provided by NYCDOT. 


Operating characteristics, including lane designations, parking regulations, bus stop locations, bus lane 
locations, turning restrictions, and all other applicable characteristics. 


Traffic and pedestrian counts, including 7-day ATR counts, video turning-movement counts with vehicle 
classifications, and video pedestrian counts. 


Field observations of roadway and intersection performance characteristics, including floating vehicle- 
speed and delay measurements, queue lengths, and intersection processing rates. 


Vehicle speeds, travel time, and travel pattern data were purchased from StreetLight Data, Inc. 
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Figure 4C-3. Bronx Bus Map Figure 4C-4. Queens Bus Map 
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Express Bus Service 
Brooklyn-Manhattan 


Fulltime Service 


Brooklyn Bus Map 


Source: MTA 2022 System Map 


August 2022 


jueens Plaza Inset 


WL 


{ip Casares 


Express Bus Ri 
un ET 
— 


EAST RIVER 


Downtown Brooklyn iam 
. 
"i C = Tham 


LIC / Queens Plaza bi 
WY 
og L/, 
i 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Figure 4C-6. Staten Island Bus Map 
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Figure 4C-7. Long Island Rail Road and Metro-North Railroad Commuter Rail Service Maps Figure 4C-8. PATH Service Map (Weekdays) 
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Figure 4C-9. NJ TRANSIT Rail Service Map (includes Light Rail, PATH, and PATCO Services) 4C.2 DETAILS OF METHODOLOGY AND ASSUMPTIONS 


4C.2.1 Application of the New York City Environmental Quality Review for Assessment of Transit Effects 
USE OF CITY ENVIRONMENTAL QUALITY REVIEW THRESHOLDS TO TARGET TRANSIT ANALYSES 


Hudson River. 


Based on operating experience from various New York City agencies and the results of extensive numbers of impact 
assessments conducted on transit facilities, City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) guidance establishes assessment 
thresholds whereby detailed analyses are recommended for locations or transit lines where incremental trip generation 
thresholds are exceeded; if the applicable threshold is not exceeded, no adverse effects are anticipated. The historical 
fen stan basis for the transit assessment as conducted in this subchapter dates to the first edition of the CEQR Technical Manual 


es in 1993 and has been affirmed and refined by updates to the manual. Justifications for the use of these methodologies 
in this EA are provided below. 
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direction of travel does not have the potential to result in adverse effects (line-haul capacity analysis). 
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areas (FCA), and platforms. To standardize this process, the CEQR Technical Manual establishes that an increase in 
ridership at a subway station or station complex that is fewer than 200 new passengers in the peak hour does not have 
the potential to result in adverse effects. 


Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) has been in operation since 1962 as a primary link between Manhattan and 
neighboring New Jersey urban communities and the commuter railroads. The system operates 24 hours a day, 7 days 
a week, with trains every 4 minutes to 7 minutes during peak periods. It operates with eight to ten cars per train and is 
designed for standing capacity. Due to operating characteristics similar to the subway and for consistency, capacity and 
stations were both evaluated using CEQR criteria. 


Suburban commuter rail options in the greater New York City area are extensive. Metro-North and Long Island Rail 
Road (LIRR) have seated capacity of 100 passengers per car or more. These routes cover extensive geographies, with 
13 commuter rail routes serving New York suburban counties and an additional 9 serving New Jersey. Train schedules 
operate at regular intervals, with most routes operating at least half-hour headways during peak periods (many routes 
operate more frequently). Increases in ridership due to the Project would be incremental and distributed across the 
region, such that noteworthy increases are not projected in any local geography. In coordination with Metro-North and 
LIRR, CEQR methodologies were used to assess ridership of commuter rail lines and stations. This analysis recognizes 
that five additional passengers within a train car in its most crowded point would be noticeable. Similarly, analyses of 
stations for the New Jersey Transit Corporation (NJ TRANSIT) and PATH were performed using CEQR guidelines for 
consistency and because NJ TRANSIT and the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) do not have an 
alternative guideline. 


METHODOLOGY FOR BUSES 


MTA monitors bus ridership and adjusts operating headways to accommodate increased or decreased demand as 
necessary to satisfy service guidelines. During daytime peak periods, MTA typically operates anywhere between 4 and 
12 buses per route per hour (to achieve 5- to 15-minute headways), with each bus accommodating guideline capacities 
of 54 to 85 passengers, for standard and articulated buses, respectively. 


Based on the system operating characteristics, the CEQR Technical Manual stipulates that an increase in bus ridership 
that is fewer than 50 passengers per hour in a single direction of travel for a bus route does not have the potential to 
result in adverse effects because such an increase would not be considered perceptible with the level of bus service 
provided (line-haul capacity analysis). (See Conclusions for Buses in Section 4C.4.2.4 for more explanation.) 


The NJ TRANSIT bus system similarly is regularly monitored and adjusted, with similar peak-period headways and 
guideline capacities. Therefore, the CEQR analysis guidelines were also evaluated for this system and other suburban 
buses that enter the Manhattan CBD. 


1 MTA does not maintain a list of the most crowded stations or station elements in all 472 subway stations. 
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4C.2.2 Analysis of Line-Haul Capacity 

The analysis of the Project’s potential effects on line-haul capacity considered the effects on inbound transit service 
toward the Manhattan CBD during the morning peak hour because the morning peak hour has more concentrated 
ridership than the evening peak hour. The AM peak hour for commuter rail operators is defined as follows. 


e  =LIRR: 7:45 a.m. to 8:45 a.m. 
e Metro-North: 8:15 a.m. to 9:15 a.m. 
e NJ TRANSIT: 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 


The first step in the CEQR tiered analysis is to determine whether a project could result in incremental passengers 
exceeding the following thresholds: 


e For bus routes, a threshold of 50 new passengers at the maximum load point in the AM peak hour 


e For subways and commuter rail, a threshold of 200 new riders at the maximum load point in the AM peak hour 


Accordingly, a quantitative analysis of effects on line-haul capacity was performed for any transit services for which the 
Best Practice Model (BPM) results indicated that the CBD Tolling Alternative would add more new passengers than 
those thresholds. 


The next step in the CEQR Technical Manual tiered approach for line-haul capacity analysis for subways or commuter 
rail lines is to evaluate the number of incremental passengers per train and per train car. If a line remains under its 
guideline capacity in the future with the CBD Tolling Alternative implemented, the corresponding CBD Tolling 
Alternative-induced ridership increases would not be considered an adverse effect. However, if a line is forecasted to 
operate above guideline capacity and the CBD Tolling Alternative is expected to yield five or more incremental 
passengers per car, then the ridership increase would constitute an adverse effect. Similarly, for bus routes, the analysis 
evaluated the number of incremental passengers per trip and the volume-to-capacity (v/c) ratio for that bus route. A 
v/c ratio under 1.00 would not be considered an adverse effect. For commuter rail, the number of transit service trips 
per hour was identified using 2019 ridership data and schedule information for the AM peak period, including from the 
2015 Continuous Bus Survey conducted by the PANYNJ. 


4C.2.3 Analysis of Transit Stations 

For transit stations (subway, PATH, or commuter rail stations), the CEQR Technical Manual recommends an initial 
analysis to determine if detailed analyses of station elements are warranted. If a project would result in the addition of 
200 or more new passengers at a station in the peak hour (excluding cross-platform transfers), then further analyses 
could be warranted to assess the potential for adverse effects on station elements such as stairs, escalators, fare 
collection areas, etc. If a station would experience an increase of fewer than 200 peak-hour passengers, further analysis 
is typically not warranted. 


CONVERSION FACTORS 


Since the BPM only provides forecast trip increments for the four-hour AM peak period, the incremental AM and PM 
peak-hour trips were estimated, in coordination with New York City Transit (NYCT), by applying reasonable factors to 


2 LIRR, Metro-North, and NJ TRANSIT were consulted to define peak-hour periods. 
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the BPM results.* The factors take into account relative baseline ridership levels between the AM and PM peak periods 
and auto commute patterns, which would be the most affected by the tolling program. For the PM peak period, the 
directionality patterns were assumed to be generally the reverse of the AM peak period, with respect to station 
entries/exits, circulation within stations, and transfers among lines. 


QUALITATIVE ASSESSMENTS 


For any station exceeding the 200-passenger increment threshold, an additional assessment of station characteristics 
was undertaken to determine if a qualitative assessment would suffice to conclude that the CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not have potential adverse effects or if more quantitative analyses were warranted. For example, certain stations 
have substantial upgrades to improve flow and circulation that have been recently completed or are in progress. In 
these instances, the purpose of these station upgrades includes meeting existing demand and accommodating future 
growth in ridership, which in most cases would be accommodating growth that is substantially higher than the 
incremental increases forecast for the Project. For some stations, the expansiveness and abundance of access and 
circulation space in relation to the forecasted incremental passenger increases would result in imperceptible 
incremental demand at individual station elements. Similarly, some stations are known to be uncongested and can 
readily accommodate the projected ridership increment increases. These factors were taken into consideration when 
selecting a subset of the stations to be assessed qualitatively that are anticipated to incur Project increments exceeding 
the CEQR Technical Manual analysis thresholds, but for one or more of these reasons are not expected to experience 
an adverse effect as a result. Section 4C.4.2.5 provides the description of specific locations where the qualitative 
assessment was performed. 


QUANTITATIVE STATION ANALYSES 


For stations warranting further analysis based on the estimated increase in demand from the Project, trip assignments 
were developed, taking into account street-level access, baseline vertical circulation and control area volumes, and 
modeled results from the BPM. For stations in New York City, travel patterns were derived from the NYCT MetroCard 
model.* An analysis of existing AM and PM peak-hour service levels at selected station elements in New York, as 
determined in consultation with NYCT, was prepared to understand station operating conditions and identify elements 
within each station that are already operating near capacity or at congested levels. 


Regarding the selected station elements for quantitative analysis, NYCT was consulted on the appropriate application 
of factors used for transit passenger analyses as passengers walk through a station (such as friction factors and surge 
factors) and on reasonable assignment of incremental pedestrian trips to station FCAs and vertical circulation elements 
(VCE). The pedestrian analyses were prepared in accordance with methodologies provided in the 2020 CEQR Technical 
Manual. 


An assessment of station operations typically involves the analysis of its FCAs, which comprise regular turnstiles, high 
entry/exit turnstiles, and high exit turnstiles; and VCEs, which include stairs, escalators, and elevators. The operating 
capacities for each of these station elements, as determined by NYCT, account for design features, such as stairway 


These considerations resulted in the application of a 26 percent peak-hour factor onto the AM peak-period increments to arrive at the AM 
peak-hour increments. For the PM peak hour, a 28 percent peak-hour factor was applied to arrive at the PM peak hour increments. 


4 NYCT provided data from the MetroCard model that provided insights about patterns of passenger movements, direction of travel, and 
transfer between lines. 
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effective widths, railings and other obstructions, and escalator speeds; and behavioral conditions, such as friction or 
counter-flow between upward and downward pedestrians and surges in flow from passengers alighting from arriving 
trains or traversing other station locations. 


The measure of effectiveness from relating analysis volumes and specific element capacities is the v/c ratio, which 
corresponds to a level of service (LOS) scale ranging from A to F, whereby LOS A, B, and C are considered acceptable 
operations, and LOS D, E, and F are considered unacceptable operations. A forecasted change between the no action 
and with action conditions within LOS A, B, and C would not be deemed an adverse effect. For projected conditions at 
LOS D, E, and F, the determination of if there would be a potential for an adverse effect is based on the extent of the 
incremental changes. Appendix 4C.5, “Transportation: Detailed Analysis of Transit Operations,” provides further details 
on the v/c ratio pertaining to each LOS. 


For escalators and control area elements, an adverse effect could result if a proposed project causes the v/c ratio to 
increase from below 1.00 (LOS C/D) to 1.00 or greater, provided that the increase is greater than 0.01, or if such an 
increase is projected to materialize when the no action condition v/c ratio is already 1.00 or greater. For stairs and 
passageways, potential adverse effects are determined in terms of the width incremental threshold, subject to a sliding 
scale that corresponds to “with action” v/c ratios, based on the minimum amount of additional capacity that would be 
required either to improve the “with action” LOS to the LOS under the no action levels, or to bring it to a v/c ratio of 
1.00, whichever is greater. Appendix 4C.6, “Adverse Effect Criteria,” provides further details on the adverse effect 
guidance for stairways. 


40.2.4 Assumptions and Data Organization 
SECTOR DELINEATION 


The Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 organizes data according to entry and exit points across a delineated “cordon 
line” that is approximate with the boundary of the Manhattan CBD as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility 
Act. The boundary of the Manhattan CBD consists of 60th Street (including at the Franklin D. Roosevelt [FDR] Drive and 
West Side Highway/Route 9A), the East and Hudson Rivers, and New York Harbor. This boundary generally matches the 
boundaries defined for the Manhattan CBD, except that the Manhattan CBD does not include the FDR Drive and the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A. The Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 organizes data according to five distinct 
geographic “sectors,” or origin points of trips crossing the cordon line: trips crossing the cordon line from Manhattan 
at 60th Street, Queens (including Roosevelt Island’), Brooklyn, Staten Island, and New Jersey/west of Hudson. Express 
buses that originate in Staten Island and terminate in the Manhattan CBD were considered to be from the New Jersey 
or Brooklyn sectors, depending on their entrance point into the Manhattan CBD, based on categorization in the Hub 
Bound Travel! Data Report 2019. 


There are some specific items to note about the way that this EA handles the sector delineation. It is noted that while 
the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge ramps were considered as within the 60th Street sector (for autos/trucks/taxi trips), 
bus trips over the bridge as analyzed in this subchapter were considered within the Queens sector. Similarly, the 


5 Though technically part of Manhattan, Roosevelt Island was classified as part of the Queens sector because it is not physically connected to 


Manhattan, so that travelers must travel by vehicle (via Queens) or by transit. This classification provided consistency for all modes because 
the vehicular access point from Roosevelt Island to the Manhattan CBD is through Queens. 
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F subway line entering from Roosevelt Island/Queens was categorized as coming from the Queens sector, although the 
subway tunnel actually crosses the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary. For assessment of the incremental change 
and line-haul analysis under future conditions, results in Section 4C.4 do note specific Staten Island numbers to more 
accurately reflect the origin and destination of the trip. 


BUS DATA 


The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council’s (NYMTC) Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 describes transit 
according to the operator of the service. The report does not define individual operators of bus trips for New Jersey, 
which include NJ TRANSIT, MTA, and private operators.® (New Jersey bus schedules and occupancy counts were 
determined based on PANYNJ bus traffic counts and on the schedule and occupancy rates from PANYNJ 2015 
Continuous Bus Survey.) In the BPM, bus trips are measured by ridership of buses as they leave the last stop before 
crossing into or out of the Manhattan CBD and are grouped according to their link to the Manhattan CBD. The BPM 
includes MTA/NYCT buses, NJ TRANSIT buses, and private carriers’ in its trip assignment calculations. Buses are grouped 
by street, bridge, or tunnel because the BPM has been calibrated for regional trip patterns, rather than operational 
planning of individual routes. These BPM results provide an understanding of systemwide demand and line-haul 
capacity and are the basis for determining incremental change by sector. However, the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 
2019 and MTA-NYCT bus ridership data was used to best define ridership on a route-by-route basis, and this data is 
reflected in line-haul capacity analysis. Although there could be some variation in bus nomenclature (such as the 
previous names of bus routes) shown in BPM model outputs, variations in the exact routes of specific bus lines are 
unlikely to have an effect on regional assessment of the transportation system. 


MONITORING AND BUS NETWORK REDESIGNS 


MTA (the operating agency) in collaboration with New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) have 
committed to redesigning each borough’s bus network to better match service to population and employment centers 
and better serve customer needs. Staten Island’s redesign of the express bus network was implemented in 2018, and 
in 2021 the MTA Board approved the Bronx Local Bus Network Redesign Final Plan. The draft of the Queens bus route 
redesign plan was just completed, and MTA-NYCT is currently conducting the outreach process necessary to finalize the 
proposed changes. Redesign efforts for Brooklyn and Manhattan are also either underway or planned for the near 
future. Additionally, Westchester County Bee-Line is conducting a network redesign. 


These redesign efforts will better account for current and future ridership patterns because they are designed to 
provide better coverage across the boroughs and county and better access to employment destinations. Because the 
effects of these efforts could vary among boroughs/counties and specific neighborhoods, their likely benefits of better 
serving bus riders at-large were not assumed in the above assessment of potential adverse effects associated with the 
Project. 


The New Jersey trips in the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 could include short-distance/commuter trips on private carriers via the 
Continuous Bus Survey but not long-distance bus carriers such as Greyhound or BoltBus. 


? Private jitneys, whose ridership is a small portion of West of Hudson transit trips, are not included in the BPM. Changes to jitney ridership 
are likely to be commensurate with geographically consistent NJ TRANSIT routes. 
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TRANSIT STATION DATA 


For the transit station analysis, the incremental new passengers predicted in the BPM results were considered for 
groups of stations in most cases. Station “groupings” were used to summarize changes in boardings and alightings at 
“collections” of commuter rail and subway stations because the BPM results for corridors of transportation lines (at an 
aggregated larger geographic scale) are relatively more reliable than for results at specific individual stations with 
relatively smaller numbers. 


For the subway, stations were grouped first by corridor (e.g., Flushing Line, Queens Boulevard Line) and then by New 
York City Community Boards, which are commonly used to define neighborhoods for planning purposes. For example, 
9th Avenue, Fort Hamilton Parkway, 50th Street, and 55th Street Stations on the D line in Brooklyn were summarized 
together as the Brooklyn 3 Community Board — West End Line. For the purposes of this analysis, subway station 
complexes with more than 20,000 daily riders® and categorized as major stations were not included in any subway 


grouping. 


For commuter rail, groups of stations were organized first by line and then into collections of stations generally within 
close proximity to group stations with similar travel choices available. For example, all the stations on the Danbury 
Branch of the New Haven Line were grouped together. In higher ridership or more geographically dispersed areas of 
the commuter rail system, station groups could include a smaller collection like the grouping of Baldwin, Freeport, and 
Rockville Centre Stations on the LIRR Babylon Branch. Major rail hubs like Penn Station New York, Grand Central 
Terminal, and Jamaica Station were considered major stations, and they were not included in any groupings of 
commuter rail stations. Grouping the stations in a corridor at a larger aggregated level provides more reliable and 
reasonable results from BPM than for individual commuter stations. 


4C.3 EXISTING VOLUMES ENTERING THE MANHATTAN CBD PER SECTOR (2019) 


4C3.1 Manhattan — 60th Street 

In total, 20 transit routes cross the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary. This sector is the busiest of all sector 
crossings, accounting for 742,262 person-trips (all modes) during the morning commute into and out of the Manhattan 
CBD every day, or approximately 33 percent of all entries and exits out of the Manhattan CBD. 


SUBWAY 
NYCT operates 11 subway routes that cross the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary:? 


e Broadway/Seventh Avenue local and express (the Nos. 1/2/3 subway lines) 
e =Eighth Avenue local and express (the A/B/C/D subway lines) 

e Lexington Avenue local and express (the Nos. 4/5/6 subway lines) 

e Second Avenue (the Q subway line) 


This defines “stations not grouped” as generally any station that includes transfers or major destination hubs in Lower Manhattan or 
Midtown. 


9 The NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report categorizes the F subway line within Queens trips, as noted in Section 4C.3.4. 
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In this sector, the subway accounts for approximately 314,000 person-trips (more than two-thirds of the total) into the 
Manhattan CBD in the AM peak period. The Broadway, Eighth Avenue, and Lexington Avenue subway lines each carry 
almost 100,000 passengers into the 60th Street tolling zone during the AM peak period. The Second Avenue subway 
line carries over 30,000 AM peak-period inbound passengers across the 60th Street Manhattan CBD boundary.’© 


Table 4C-1 provides a breakdown of inbound person-trips by transit during AM peak period. 


Table 4C-1. Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD at 60th Street (Existing AM Peak Period, 
Inbound) (2019) 
MODE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Subway 77.3% 
Lexington Avenue (Nos. 4/5/6) 24.6% 
Eighth Avenue (A/B/C/D) 21.3% 
Broadway/Seventh Avenue (Nos. 1/2/3) 24.0% 
Second Avenue (Q) 7A 
Commuter and Intercity Rail 19.6% 
Metro-North Railroad 19.5% 
Amtrak 0.1% 
Buses ee ee 3.1% 
MTA buses 3.0% 
Westchester County Bee-Line 160 0.1% 
Ferries ey aa 0.0% 
TOTAL 100% 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 


COMMUTER AND INTERCITY RAIL 


Passengers using Metro-North enter the Manhattan CBD at Grand Central Terminal, with 79,154 passengers during 
average morning peak period. The overwhelming majority of commuter and intercity rail trips across the cordon are 
made on Metro-North." Reverse commuters via Metro-North (i.e., those commuting from Manhattan in the morning) 
comprise 6,428 passengers during the AM peak period, about 8 percent of the total Metro-North AM peak-period 
ridership. 


Amtrak’s Empire Line provides service between Penn Station New York and Albany, with service continuing to the north 
and west, and the line carries about 12 percent of total Amtrak trips to the Manhattan CBD in the AM peak period. With 
567 inbound person-trips during the AM peak period, this represents less than 1 percent of all trips crossing the 60th 
Street cordon line. 


BUSES 


Weekday MTA buses crossing the cordon line serve 65,541 daily person-trips on almost 1,000 scheduled vehicle-trips 
via 16 routes. Bus trips are heaviest on Madison and Fifth Avenues, with smaller percentages also using Third Avenue, 
Lexington Avenue, Broadway, and other north-south avenues. Select Bus Service, NYCT’s bus rapid transit service, 
operates on the East Side via Second Avenue (downtown service) and First Avenue (uptown service) with 2- to 4-minute 
headways during the peak period. During the AM peak period, 660 MTA buses cross the 60th Street cordon line carrying 


10 NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Report 2019 data collection occurs in October of each year—in this case after Second Avenue Subway ridership 
had stabilized. 
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12,350 person-trips. On Fifth Avenue—the crossing with the highest proportion of bus trips—scheduled buses cross 
the cordon line at a frequency of every 30 seconds. The Westchester County Bee-Line service accounts for less than 
1 percent (160) of all trips crossing the cordon line at 60th Street, with slightly more inbound than outbound trips. Each 
day, 11 Westchester County Bee-Line buses use Fifth Avenue traveling inbound and Madison Avenue for outbound 
service. 


4C3.2 Queens/Roosevelt Island 
SUBWAY 


Several subway lines enter the Manhattan CBD from this sector, including the E/M, N/R/W, F, and No. 7 lines 
(Table 4C-2). The F subway line accounts for the lowest person-trips into the Manhattan CBD compared to other subway 
corridors from Queens (41,511 riders or 12.1 percent). Of all AM peak-period trips in this sector, 86 percent comprise 
inbound travel. Subway ridership represents a smaller share of the transit trips from this sector (71 percent), as 
compared to the other New York City sectors due to transit trips from eastern Queens and Long Island. 


Table 4C-2. Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD from Queens/Roosevelt Island (Existing 
AM Peak Period, Inbound) (2019) 
MODE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Subway 1.7% 
53rd Street Tunnel (E/M) 21.1% 
60th Street Tunnel (N/R/W) 19.5% 
63rd Street Tunnel (F) 12.1% 
Steinway Street Tunnel (No. 7) 19.0% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail 24.8% 
LIRR 24.6% 
Amtrak 0.2% 
Buses 2.1% 
Ferries/Tramway a ee 0.8% 
TOTAL 100% 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
COMMUTER AND INTERCITY RAIL 


According to the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019, LIRR accounts for 84,580 person-trips during the morning 
commute. Commuter patterns on LIRR are notably more concentrated in the morning as compared to the evening, with 
33,350 person-trips from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. In some neighborhoods of Queens, LIRR could be the fastest or closest 
transit service to provide access to the Manhattan CBD. The number of passengers who board LIRR trains in Queens is 
highest on the Port Washington, Hempstead, and Far Rockaway branches. In addition to LIRR, Amtrak trains on the 
Northeast Corridor to and from points north enter and exit the Manhattan CBD via Queens with 638 person-trips 
crossing the cordon line at this sector during the morning commute (only 0.2 percent of all transit trips from this sector). 
Roughly half of these are inbound trips. 


iM After the Metro-North Penn Station Access Project is completed, some Metro-North volumes would enter the Manhattan CBD via Queens, 
which is consistent with BPM 2045 results. 
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BUSES 


MTA operates 20 bus routes that cross the cordon line to and from Queens using either the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
or the Queens-Midtown Tunnel and 9,377 passengers on these buses in the AM peak period constitute about 3 percent 
of the transit ridership from this sector. Most person-trips (8,600 daily) are via the Queens-Midtown Tunnel. The peak 
hour for bus trips is 7:00 a.m. to 8:00 a.m., when 3,894 passengers use buses; this hour is 150 percent busier than the 
busiest evening hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). 


FERRY AND TRAMWAY 


About 5 percent (1,753) of daily person-trips made by ferry enter the Manhattan CBD from docks at Astoria, Long Island 
City, Roosevelt Island, and Hunters Point, which is double the number of trips from Brooklyn. The busiest hour of service 
is between 9:00 a.m. and 10:00 a.m., with 690 inbound person-trips and 119 outbound trips. The Roosevelt Island 
Tramway carries 1,087 people in and out of the Manhattan CBD during the AM peak period, representing only 
0.2 percent of trips crossing the cordon line from this sector. The East River ferry line has been expanded since this data 
was collected, and ridership has increased. Ferry and tram inbound trips comprise 2,612 total riders during the AM peak 
period. 


4C.3.3 Brooklyn 
SUBWAY 


Person-trips by subway account for a larger percentage of transit trips between the Manhattan CBD and Brooklyn, 
compared to other sectors. NYCT operates 16 subway routes that cross the cordon line from Brooklyn via six tunnels 
and two bridges (Table 4C-3). In total, 1,545,463 person-trips are made by subway between Brooklyn and the 
Manhattan CBD on an average weekday. During the AM peak period, 401,874 of the 488,437 (82 percent) total person- 
trips are made inbound to the Manhattan CBD by subway, with notably high numbers on routes using the Manhattan 
Bridge 14th Street Tunnel, and Cranberry Tunnel. 


Table 4C-3. Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD from Brooklyn (Existing AM Peak 
Period, Inbound) (2019) 
MODE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Subway 96.2% 
14th Street Tunnel (L 16.0% 
Clark Street Tunnel (Nos. 2/3 9.1% 
Cranberry Street Tunnel (A/C 15.1% 
Joralemon Street Tunnel (Nos. 4/5 10.3% 
Manhattan Bridge (B/D/N/Q) 26.3% 
Montague Street Tunnel (R) 3.4% 
Rutgers Street Tunnel (F) 6.4% 
Williamsburg Bridge (J/M/Z) 9.6% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail a ee 0.0% 
Buses 3.6% 
Ferries 0.2% 
TOTAL 100% 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
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BUSES 


Person-trips made by bus constitute 3.6 percent (14,774 total trips) of the total person-trips from the Brooklyn sector 
into the Manhattan CBD in the AM peak period. These trips are made on 16 bus routes (with 482 buses), almost all of 
which cross the cordon line using the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel carrying an estimate of 5,031 bus riders into the Manhattan 
CBD between 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 a.m., the busiest hour of the day. This is over 1,000 more trips than cross the cordon 
line in the opposite direction during the busiest evening hour (5:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m.). As noted previously, express 
buses with origins in Brooklyn and Staten Island are counted in this tally. 


FERRY 


As of 2019, 741 AM peak-period person-trips made by ferry into the Manhattan CBD originated from Brooklyn (via stops 
on the East River, Astoria, and South Brooklyn routes, the latter two of which launched in 2017 when data was first 
collected). Ferry service runs between 6:00 a.m. and 10:00 p.m., and the busiest hour of the day is 5:00 p.m. to 6:00 
p.m. (including bi-directional trips). A high proportion of inbound ferry trips occur during midday hours, which could 
reflect recreational trips. 


40.3.4 Staten Island 

BUSES 

Many Staten Island commuters use express buses to travel to the Manhattan CBD, although these trips are not classified 
within this sector by the Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019. Instead, the 17 bus routes that enter the Manhattan CBD 


via the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel are tallied within the Brooklyn sector and the 7 bus routes from Staten Island that enter 
the Manhattan CBD via New Jersey and the Lincoln Tunnel are tallied with the New Jersey sector. 


FERRIES 


The only direct access point from Staten Island to the Manhattan CBD is via the Staten Island Ferry (Table 4C-4), which 
runs regular service throughout the day, and serves 16,881 inbound passengers in the AM peak period. Of these trips, 
6,216 occur during the busiest hour from 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 


Table 4C-4. Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD from Staten Island (Existing AM Peak 
Period, Inbound) (2019) 
MODE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Subway a ae 0% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail a eee 0% 
Buses ee 0% 
Ferries 100% 
TOTAL 100% 
Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 
Note: Person-trips on the Staten Island Ferry include bicyclists, because bicycles from Staten Island are also traveling to the Manhattan CBD 


via the ferry. Buses serving Staten Island that enter the Manhattan CBD via the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel or Lincoln Tunnel are captured 
within Brooklyn or New Jersey data as noted in Section 4C.3.4. 
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40.3.5 New Jersey West of Hudson 
SUBWAY 


PATH routes carry 273,447 inbound and outbound person-trips over an average weekday. Trips made on PATH account 
for about 26 percent of the 383,467 AM peak-period inbound and outbound person-trips in this sector (30.4 percent 
of inbound transit trips; see Table 4C-5). Over half of all inbound AM peak-period PATH trips (45,470) are destined for 
Lower Manhattan. Most passengers cross the cordon line into the Manhattan CBD during the AM peak period and 
return to New Jersey during the PM peak period. 


Table 4C-5. Transit Ridership by Routes Crossing into the Manhattan CBD from New Jersey/West of Hudson 
(Existing AM Peak Period, Inbound) (2019) 

MODE PERCENTAGE OF TOTAL 
Subway (PATH) 30.4% 
Commuter and Intercity Rail | 62451 sd 22.6% 
NJ TRANSIT 21.8% 
Amtrak 0.8% 
Buses 41.9% 
Holland Tunnel 2.3% 
Lincoln Tunnel 39.6% 
Ferries 5.1% 

TOTAL r00% 


Source: NYMTC Hub Bound Travel Data Report 2019 


COMMUTER AND INTERCITY RAIL 


Trips made by rail account for 62,451 (approximately 22.6 percent) of all person-trips crossing into the Manhattan CBD 
from New Jersey in the AM peak period, with NJ TRANSIT accounting for 60,295 (96 percent) of rail trips and Amtrak’s 
Northeast Corridor accounting for the rest. Within this period, 45 percent of NJ TRANSIT trips occur between 8:00 a.m. 
and 9:00 a.m. (27,710). About one-third of all NJ TRANSIT trips are on the Morris & Essex and Montclair-Boonton Lines 
and the remainder are on the Northeast Corridor and North Jersey Coast Line. (Off peak, the Raritan Valley Line also 
provides direct service to Penn Station New York.) Some NJ TRANSIT passengers transfer to PATH service at Newark 
Penn Station or Hoboken Terminal and therefore are tallied as PATH passengers. Ridership on Metro-North west-of- 
Hudson routes are also included in these NJ TRANSIT ridership counts. Passengers traveling on Amtrak to and from 
stops south of New York City (including the metropolitan areas of Philadelphia, Wilmington, Baltimore, and Washington, 
D.C.) also travel through the New Jersey cordon, and represent only 1 percent of AM peak-period trips through the 
cordon. 


BUSES 


Of all person-trips entering the Manhattan CBD from New Jersey, 80 percent travel via transit, with most on buses (see 
Table 4C-17). Nearly 42 percent of all person-trips that cross the cordon from New Jersey in the AM peak period are 
made by bus. Moreover, the majority of person-trips made by bus into the Manhattan CBD are entering from New 
Jersey. The peak hour for bus ridership from New Jersey is between 8:00 a.m. and 9:00 a.m. Approximately 5,500 buses 
cross the cordon line from and to New Jersey every day on one of the 64 routes that enter the Manhattan CBD. All but 
one of NJ TRANSIT’s bus routes serving the Manhattan CBD use the Lincoln Tunnel. In addition, MTA buses and private 
carriers also use this route to access the Manhattan CBD. 
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FERRY 


Approximately 15,000 person-trips occur via ferry between the Manhattan CBD and New Jersey in the AM peak period, 
with the vast majority (93 percent) in the inbound direction. (This is comparable to the number of inbound AM peak 
person-trips on the Staten Island Ferry.) These New Jersey-to-Manhattan routes are all operated by private carriers, 
with service from multiple locations in northern and central New Jersey, including Hoboken Terminal. The busiest hour 
of the day is 8:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 


4C.4 SCREENING CRITERIA 


The City of New York’s 2020 CEQR Technical Manual recommends screening procedures to determine if quantified 
analyses of transit facilities are warranted. If a project would result in 200 or more peak hour transit trips (200 or more 
peak hour transit riders at any given subway station or 50 or more peak-hour bus trips on a particular route in one 
direction), a detailed trip assignment (Level 2 screening analysis) is undertaken. For the Level 2 screening analysis, 
project-generated trips would be assigned to specific transit routes and stations. If the results of this analysis show that 
the proposed project would generate 50 or more peak-hour bus riders on a bus route in a single direction or 200 or 
more peak-hour subway passengers at any given station, further quantified analyses may be warranted to evaluate the 
potential for adverse effects on transit. 


4C.5 DETAILED ANALYSIS OF TRANSIT OPERATIONS 


The methodology for assessing station circulation (stairs, escalators, and passageways) and fare control (regular 
turnstiles, high entry/exit turnstiles [HEETs], and high exit turnstiles) elements compares the user volume with the 
analyzed element’s design capacity, resulting in a v/c ratio. For stairs, the design capacity considers the effective width 
of a tread, which accounts for railings or other obstructions, the friction or counter-flow between upward and 
downward pedestrians (up to 10 percent capacity reduction is applied to account for counter-flow friction), surging of 
entering and exiting pedestrians (up to 25 percent capacity reduction is applied to account for surged flows off 
platforms and onto platforms), and the average area required for circulation. For passageways, similar considerations 
are made. For escalators and turnstiles, capacities are measured by the number and width of an element and the New 
York City Transit optimum capacity per element, and also account for the potential for surging of entering and exiting 
pedestrians. In the analysis for each of these elements, volumes and capacities are presented for 15-minute intervals. 
The estimated v/c ratio is compared with New York City Transit criteria to determine a level of service (LOS) for the 
operation of an element, as summarized in Table 4C-6. 


Table 4C-6. Level of Service Criteria for Subway Station Elements 
LEVEL OF SERVICE VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO 
A 0.00 to 0.45 
B 0.45 to 0.70 
C 0.70 to 1.00 
D 1.00 to 1.33 
E 1.33 to 1.67 
F Above 1.67 


Source: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual. 
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At LOS A (“free flow”) and LOS B (“fluid flow”), there is sufficient area to allow pedestrians to freely select their walking 
speed and bypass slower pedestrians. When cross- and reverse-flow movement exists, only minor conflicts may occur. 
At LOS C (“fluid, somewhat restricted”), movement is fluid, although somewhat restricted. While there is sufficient 
room for standing without personal contact, circulation through queuing areas may require adjustments to walking 
speed. At LOS D (“crowded, walking speed restricted”), walking speed is restricted and reduced. Reverse and cross flow 
movement is severely restricted because of congestion and the difficult passage of slower moving pedestrians. At LOS E 
(“congested, some shuffling and queuing”) and LOS F (“severely congested, queued”), walking speed is restricted. There 
is also insufficient area to bypass others, and opposing movement is difficult. Often, forward progress is achievable only 
through shuffling, with queues forming. 


4C.6 ADVERSE EFFECT CRITERIA 


The determination of adverse effects for station elements varies based on their type and use. For stairs and 
passageways, adverse effects are defined in terms of width increment threshold based on the minimum amount of 
additional capacity that would be required either to mitigate the location to its service conditions (LOS) under No Action 
Alternative condition levels, or to bring it to a v/c ratio of 1.00 (LOS C/D), whichever is greater. Adverse effects are 
typically considered to occur once the width increment thresholds in Table 4C-7 are reached or exceeded. 


Table 4C-7. Adverse Effect Guidance for Stairways 
WIDTH INCREMENT THRESHOLD ADVERSE EFFECT 


WITH ACTION VOLUME-TO-CAPACITY RATIO Stairways 
1.00 to 1.09 8.0 
1.10 to 1.19 7.0 
1.20 to 1.29 6.0 
1.30 to 1.39 5.0 
1.40 to 1.49 40 
1.50 to 1.59 3.0 
1.60 and up 2.0 


Source: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, CEQR Technical Manual. 


For escalators and control area elements, effects are adverse if a proposed project causes a v/c ratio to increase from 
below 1.00 to 1.00 or greater. Where a facility is already at or above its capacity (a v/c ratio of 1.00 or greater) in a No 
Action condition, a 0.01 increase in v/c ratio is also an adverse effect. 
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A4C.7 LEVEL OF SERVICE TABLES — NEW YORK CITY 


NOTE: Tables are arranged in alphabetical order by station. 


Table 4C-8. Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Out from Station | Into Station _| Out from Station | _FACTOR | IntoStation | Out from Station _| RATIO 
N10 M16 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N510 $9 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N610 M18 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 760 | 650 | 11 | ez f| THT HO 100% 
N510 S11 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 500 | 400 | to {| 72 | 0 | 235 | % | 100% | 8% | 0668 
N11 M15 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 6600 {| ot S| tt S| tT 8% 100% 
NSI1 $8 Stee sla al southwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 16th Steet 100% 
N51 M17 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 6600 {| 8] |S} | 8% 100% 
N511 $10 Street stair at northwest corer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N512 M14 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street EL A A 0 
N512 $5 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Stret oo% | 90% | 0.06 | 
N512 M13 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street oso} 9s0_f apf} agg] afm 100% 
N512 S7 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 2 | 135 | 90% 100% 
N512 M9 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street ea [ re [ea 100% 
Nb12 S4 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street a a a Dy a (a ee 
wa4-W46 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 700 | 600 | ar | Sts | Ct TH 100% 
N513 M3 Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
N513 M6 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 a a ee 100% 
N613 $1 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 400 | ta | tT | 100% 
N513 $3 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 500 | 400 | 4 | eT Tt 100% 
R127/A M8 Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.50 11.25 a 100% 
RIZ7IA $8 Street stair at northeast commer of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 400 | a7 | | 83 Tt | % 100% 
R127/A M6 Street stair at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.00 10.75 | 156 S| ri (ist sT tt 00% 100% 
1 


10 
RIDTIA SE 
RATIANT 
RII ST 
RIZTIANE | Steet star at soutwestcomer of Seventh Avenue and West 1h Steet [1200 [ iors [ iar +f a0e—=«dSCiCCSCPCC PoC 
RITIASS | Steet star at soutwestcomer of Seventh Avenue and West ¥tSteet [500 [400 | trp aed SCC 
RIZBABNG | Steet star at rortwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12h Steet [1300 | 751 | 31s -[ 0 {98 ~| tom | 100m (| ow + cor 
RIZ6AB S3 | Steet staat ortwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12h Steet [400 [300 [1 ~~) iste too |S oT 
R268 Nd 
RON SA 
R128 
R128 82 
R28 
R28 S 


Sa ed De Dh rc el Dr re eh Da DDO DD re DD ED ce re re Dl De Del 


HO03 LT Connecting ster between uppermezzanine and east platform ig00 | i175 [0a Pmt 
1003 Pa Conectng star betveen upper mezzarine and eas lato F300 [200 [re em eto 
1008 PS Conectg star betveen upper mezzarine and east lato A 
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ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station 


H003 P6 
H003 P8 
H003 P9 
H003 PL4 
H003 PL6 
N510 P13-P14 
N510 P15-P16 
N510 P8 

N511 P11-P12 
N511 P7 
N511 P9-P10 
N512 P1 

N512 P3 
N512 P5 
N513 P2 
N513 P4 
N513 P6 
R127/A P8 
R127/A P7 
R128A/B P5 
R128A/B P3 
R128A/B P4 
R128A/B P6 


R128 (12 St) P1 
R128 (12 St) P2 
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[Plaforn staat Canarsieline underNSI2—~—SCSC~C~“~S~S~S~ST sna e 
Connecting slibetieen West At Steet Canarsie ne andeastplaform [600 | soo ar} zon iay—=«YS=SCtaSC*d?SC SPSS 
Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpatorm ——~—~=«dt~SCir.oo”~= ego] PCTS CYS «YC SPSS C*Cott 
Connecting stairbebieen uppermezzanne andwestplaform ——~—~=~tC*~C«a Osi 
Connecting stairbetween uppermezzanne and westplaforn——~—~=S~*~C~tC*~«S OY |CYCCPCPoTo 
Connecting stairbeteen upper mezzanine and westplaform ——~—~=~S~C~dtC*~C«a Ose to 
Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpatorm ——+([ 600 ~| soo | 7 +f ss ~—«d=SCtBSSCYSCSCiSCYSCiSYSSCoSdSCSC*SSC*d;C 
Connecting starbeteen uppermezzanine and eastpatorm —~—~—~=~*~tC*~SrOS BOYCOTT 
Connecting stairbeteen upper mezzanine andeastpatorm —~—~—~=~*~tC~«S OSC 
Connecting stairbetween Contol Area R127 and east platform ——~=S~C*~tCS~*«a dodo 
Connecting stairbetween Contol Area R128A/B and westpiatom ——~—~*d('~r.oo~| 600 =| SCPC YSPC PCC 
Connecting stairbetween Contol Area R128A/B and westpatom ~*~ 7.00” 600 =| ts SPST YoYo roo 
Connecting stirbetween Contol Area R128A/B and eastpltfom ——~—+(| 7.00” +600 =| aed SCY 
Connecting stairbetween Contol Area RI28A/B and eastplafrm ‘| 700 | 600 | 7 | 77 | | 5 ~+(| wm | rm (| rem —~;soor 


Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and east platform 


Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR VIC 
| Into Station | Outfrom Station | RATIO 


LOS 


Slee lYSlSlOsOl|YS| S| Sl Sl Selo Sl Sl S| S| yS| S/O] n|wo/m)> 
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Table 4C-9. Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


FARE ARRAY ELEMENT 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street — east side (N510) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
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CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
QUANTITY 


laa Out from Station Faasetin Out from Station lainiaeeacte | Out from Station 


i EG i 
060 03 
a A 


a a 39 


6 7580 i 6 
i 16 ia ia 


i EG 208 
060 ia 


| 7 | 2,940 4,515 3,775 3,007 1,180 940 
a 112 
a 
ee ee a ee ee: 


| 62,520 3,870 1,155 1,026 321 
po? Tt 


penon [rare | ye, 

FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 

FACTOR OUT RATIO 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
ao] A 
a7] 6 


| 90% | 90% | o69| 8B 
| 90% | 90% | o69| 8B 


C 
C 
| 100% | 00% | 90% | | 0.23 | A 
042 | _A 


A 
j100% | 90% | 009] A 
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Table 4C-10. Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | _IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station _| Out from Station |_FACTOR | _IntoStation _| Out from Station | RATIO | LOS 
N510 M16 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street a 100% 
N510 $9 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 5.00 | 400 | | tw wT tT 0% 100% 
N510 M18 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘6th Street | 750 | 650 | ee | ttt ToT 0%@ 100% 
NSI0S11 Stee star a norheast corner of Sith Avenue and West 16th Steet 100% 
N511 M15 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 600 || st TT TH 100% 
N511 $8 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
NSIT M17 | Steet star atnorhwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 16h Sret ro [600 | 73 S«dT SC sttSSC«dSC(‘éaUSSOC*YSCOC*C*CSC*d;SC«éSYSCSC« 
N511 $10 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N512 M11 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 900 | 77s | 89 | tor ETH 100%" | 0H | 0.09 
N512 $5 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
N512 M13 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
NS12 87 Steet stair at northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West th Street 600 | 500 92 ~+| 73 ~*(| sr_~—=«~=SCiSC*d;S~CtiSYSCSC«* 
N512 M9 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 900 fe | tt TH 100% 
N512 84 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 500 || TH t00%@ | HG 
Wa WA5 Stee star al southwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 14th Steet ro [600 | oo | 3 | 25 | 2% | 9% | 100% 
N513 M3 Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
N513 M6 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 100% 
N513 81 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 100% 
N513 $3 Stee star a norheast corner of Sith Avenue and West th Steet 100% 


R127/A MB 
R127/A $8 
R127/A MG 
R127/A $6 
R127/A M7 
R127/A S7 
R127/A M5 
R127/A $5 
R128NBM3___| Street stair at northwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street_ | 13.00 | 14.75 | st | 853 | Tt | 100% | 100% | 80% | 0.08 
R128ABS3__| Street stair at northwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street_ [| 4.00 | = 3.00, | tt | 853 | Tt | 100% | 100% | 80% ~~. 
R126A/B M4 
R128A/B S4 
R128 M2 
R128 82 
R128 M1 
R128 St 


HOO ML 
H003P4 | Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpatorm ——~—~—~*(~—-a0o”+| 200 | sa +f a? «dCs CSCC SCiYSC SPSS SCC 
H008P5 | Connecting starbetveen uppermezzanne and eastpatorm —-—~—~CS*~tC*~SOS SCC 
1003 PS 
100 Fe 
H008P2 [Platform staat Cenarieline underNSI2—~=~S~S~CS st CPSC CCCtmCYSCSCQOSC*dYSCtSYSC CSCC 


DOJ/OSOLS [S/O S Ol YS OLS] Sl SSS loO Se Sl SSS oOlS| SSS Slr S| SlOlwOl S| Sw Sle r| S| S|r) > 


H003 PL4 Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and east platform | 600 | 500 | 5] He] | HHH |S 
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SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
H003 PLE B 
N510 P13-P14 A 
N510 P15-P16 A 
N510 PB [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=SC«;=SC.00—=«Y=SO |S SC] SHSCTSC“‘];SCO#SSOCé~SC*«;C“C‘éaSCLSCSC*«‘éSMSSCSY;SC*«éS~SC«=CtOS SSCA 
N511 P11-P12 A 
N511 P7 A 
N511 P9-P10 A 
N5I2P1 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andwest platirm ==. «|= «| ato S«|~SC ao] ~SC«d=SCSCitSHSSC«dL=SC*«iét=SCiédS=Ci‘ém SLC CYC SCL =H S| SCO 
N512 P3 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | S804 | 85 | HT | HHH | 75% | 0.83 | A 
N512 PS | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | St] er] | TT t00%@ 275% | 75% | ont? (| A 
N513 P2 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=SC=«;=SCOO «Y= |S S| ~StSHSSC«dLSC‘én«SO#*d™=SCOC*‘é:~SC*«‘“;CiéGSCLSCSC*«éMSSC«dYsC*‘iS~SC*=«COH SSCA 
N53 Pd [Connecting stairbetween upper mezzanine and eastplattorm ——=—=«i_—7.0o—«|~—aoo =] ~SwosSSs«|=SSC«dT=SC(‘étgS;;™OC#CTSOOCCT COSCO OSC SCS ~SCS =? =O 
N513 P6 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andeastplatform | 00 S| 5.00 | | | HHH | 75% | 0.06“ | 
R127/A P8 D 
R127/A P7 D 
R128A/BP5 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 0s | | tT | HHH | 75% |G | OA 
R128NBP3 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 8 | ts | TBH HH | 75H | ot? “| A 
R128ABP4 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB andeast platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 83 || tT TH 75% |e “| A 
R126N1BP6 | Connecting starbetween Control Aca R128AB and eastpplatiorm —=«f~—.00~—~«| «00 ~~] ~SHSSC«dY=SCti‘STSC*‘G™C“‘R#S#*CO#*SCOS#C«ST’~S=C«‘d;éC“(Csé«éOMSSCS=SC*CGSSC*dL~=SC*«éMSSC«;éCtY~*|SCA 
R128 (12 St) P4 A 
R128 (12St)P2_| Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128 andeastplatiorm | 8.50] 7.25 | ose S| 72S | Ste] | mH 7H 75% dT sd“ |B 


August 2022 Appendix 4C-17 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-11. _—_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street — east side (N510) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 64 A 
HEET 36 A 
High Ext Only Turnstile pip SCS SSC*sES(‘éONNC#*NSCSSTSC“‘“HSC‘é)SC‘s*#SC‘é‘SB A 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 

Two-Way Tumstiles P60 | 985TH] 102 A 
HEET ee A 
High Exit Only Tumstile Pot Tf 100% 0% | 06 |_ A 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 241 0.56 |B 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 

Two-Way Tumsties SS oer [ 8 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 292 C 
HEET 163 C 
Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a a rc c 
HEET = 119 c 
High Exit Only Turnstile p+ f olCSCSSC(“‘éi™C*SC‘éSC~<‘iSC“‘iéi;*dSC( A 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 

High Exit Only Turnstile Re a a 053 |B 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 

Two-Way Tumsties [6 | 260 [| sem | 1 | to | 909 | a7 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile po? to 885 A 


Appendix 4C-18 August 2022 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-12. —_ No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | _IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station |__FACTOR | _IntoStation _| Outfrom Station | RATIO | LOS 
N510 M16 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 7 A 100% 
N510 $9 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 500 | 400 | 7 S| | 106 S| 0% | 100% 
N510 M18 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘6th Street | 750 | co | tot zs | wT 8H | | 100% 
N510 $11 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 5.00 | 400 | tot | sz | wT HT] HS 100% ate os 
N511 M15 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | oo | ooo | ttt tT % | 100% 
N511 $8 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N511 M17 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘6th Street | 700 | 600 | TT Tt | 0% | 100% 
N511 $10 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N512 M14 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 900 fe |? ET tt 0% | 100% 
N512 $5 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street too% | 90% | 0.06 
N512 M13 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 100% 
NS12 87 Steet stair at northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West th Street 600 | 500 | a | 43 | 8 | 135 ~| om | 100% 
N512 M9 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 900 fs | tt 0% | 100% 
N512 $4 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 500} tt 0% | 100% 
w44-W45 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 700 {| 600 | er | tt TT 0% 100% 
N513 M3 Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
N513 M6 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 | =—oasr,—ss | 87 (iT tidT:(C(<;‘éi CT 80% 100% 
N513 $1 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 100% 
N513 $3 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 


RITIANB 
RIDTIASE 
RITIANS 
RIOTIASE 
RITIAMT 
RIOTIAST 
RIQTIAMS | Steet ster at southwest omer of Seventh Avenue and West Tat Steet | i200 i075 | it+|9e—=t ~~ SCiSCtiS CYC CSCO CYSC‘tSCCe | 
RIDTIASS | Stet sara southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 4th Steet | 500 400 | tor 498 -| 0 [156 90% | 100m [| 0% | oar | 
R128A/B MG__| Steet star at nortwest come of Seventh Avenue and West 7hSteet | ta0o i175 [1 [as | 0 | 8 | oom | 100% | 0% | oor | 
R128AIB $3 | Steet star at nortwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12hStest [400300 | 1 [a [0 [8 | 100% | 100m [| 0% | a7 | 
R200 WA 
R128 S4 
R128 2 
R28 82 
R26 
8S 


HOOSNLT | Connecting stairbetween upper mezzanine and eastpatorm _——~=~S*~tC« On| eC |CCYCCTOCdYC PCC 
H008P4 | Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpiatorm ——~«d(~—«a00”+| 200 | mz +f «iTS CYSCCtiSC*dYSCtSYCSCCSCSCSC*d;C 
H008P5 | Connecting slarbebeen uppermezzanne and eastpatorm —~—~—~C~*~wC*~SOSC CPSC‘ 
1003 PS 
100 Fe 
H008P2 | Platform staat Canarsie underNSI2——~=~C~S~S~SsST sme CCC CYC CYC SYS CC 


TOMS] Sl OLS OlS| SSS Sl SSO S| Sl Sl Sl SlwOlS[ Sl SlSlSlSlSl Sel YS Sl SlSl Sl Sl Sl Sl|wl S| Sly 


H003 PL4 Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and east platform | 600 | 500 | or) 2801 


August 2022 Appendix 4C-19 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
u 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
H003 PLE D 
N510 P13-P14 A 
N510 P15-P16 A 
N510 PB [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=—=S=S=«;=S=C.0—=«Y~=S) |S] SmSC«dTSCC“‘SCOC#CSOOC‘#‘SSSC*«;«C«MSCdL=SC*«‘éSMSSSC«dY;Ci‘SM*SOC#*S«COAM =O 
N511 P11-P12 A 
N511 P7 A 
N511 P9-P10 A 
N5I2P1 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andwest platorm ——=S=S«==«OO «|= Ct? ~—S«|~Su3~—SCi«d=SCtiT~SC*‘idC=C‘éOO#*#*S«COC«#MMM™ SCSLSC*«‘aSMSSSC*dYSC*‘aS ~S=SC«d| =i |B 
N512 P3 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform = | 6.00 S| 5.00 | 8 || HT HT HHH | 75% | zt *| A 
N512 P5 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | Ot | | | aS t00%@ 275% | 75% ~~ | 08“ | A 
N53 P2 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm —=S=SC«;=S=COO «|= | SCa—Ci|=SmHSC«dLSC‘sW’*S#C#d=S~CBO | «SOO ~SCSCTMSSOCYsSC*C*CiS~SSC«=«COHS|SCA 
N53 Pd [Connecting stairbetween upper mezzanine and eastplatform —=—~=S«_—7.00~—=«| =o =| ~SCar?Si|~SmSC«dT=C‘éaS;STOC#*SSOO#C OC ~OO% ~*| —SCH—SCd=SCSCH SSCS =O’ =O 
N513 P6 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andeastplatform | 6.00 =| 5.00 | 7 | tz | TB t00%@ =| 75% | 75% | o7?_— | 
R127/A P8 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR127 andeastplatform | 8.50 | 7.25 | 807, |_| S| 3 | % | 75% | 75% | 6 | CC 
R127/A P7 D 
R128A/BP5 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 0 | 60s | TT | HHH | 75% ~~ | 0.00 *|| A 
R128ABP3 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 15 | 80 | |S tS | 100% =| 7H | 75%! | sot? “| 
R128ABP4 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB andeast platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | S89 | te | tf | HHH | 75% | 0.00 :(| A 
R128ABP6___| Connecting stair between Control Area R128A/B andeastpplatform | 7.00 | = 6.00 |S ?@ S| | tT THOT | 75H |?‘ | 
R128 (12 St) P4 A 
R128 (12 St) P2 A 
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Table 4C-13. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


FARE ARRAY ELEMENT 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - east side (N510) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
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CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
QUANTITY 


errs Out from Station Feast. Out from Station lainiaeeacee | Out from Station 


i EG i 
060 03 
a A 


a a 39 


6 7580 i 6 
i 16 ia ia 


i EG 208 
060 ia 


| 7 | 2,940 4,515 3,775 3,007 1,180 940 
a 112 
a 
ee ee a ee ee: 


| 62,520 3,870 1,155 1,026 321 
po? Tt 


meron [rare | ye, 

FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 

FACTOR OUT RATIO 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
ao] A 
a7] 6 


| 90% | 90% | o69| 8B 
| 90% | 90% | o69| 8B 


C 
C 
| 100% | 00% | 90% | | 0.23 | A 
042 | _A 


A 
j100% | 90% | 009] A 
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Table 4C-14. 


No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 


ACTUAL EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


N510 M16 
N510 S9 
N510 M18 
N510 S11 
N511 M15 
N511 S8 
N511 M17 
N511 $10 
N512 M11 
N512 $5 
N512 M13 
N512 $7 
N512 M9 
N512 S4 
W44-W45 
N513 M3 
N513 M6 
N513 $1 
N513 $3 
R127/A M8 
R127/A S8 
R127/A M6 
R127/A S6 
R127/A M7 
R127/A S7 
R127/A M5 
R127/A S5 
R128A/B M3 
R128A/B S3 
R128A/B M4 
R128A/B S4 
R128 M2 
R128 $2 
R128 M1 
R128 S1 
H003 ML1 
H003 P4 
H003 P5 
H003 P6 
H003 P8 
H003 PLS 
H003 PL4 
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Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 7.50 | 650 | 153 | 
Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street FS = (TT 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 750 | 650 | 2 || tt | S| 0% 100% 
Stee star a norheast corner of Sith Avenue and West 16th Steet 100% 
Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 60 | 8 | 2 | 4 | 6 | %% | 100% 
Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
Stee star a norhwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 16h Sret ro [600 | 73 S«dT SC sttSSC«dSC(‘éaUSSOC*YSCOC*C*CSC*d;SC«éSYSCSC« 
Steet stair af northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 16th Stree 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 900 | 775 | 89 |S torTC ($e S| CTE HT 100% =| 0% =| 09 
Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Steet stair at northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West th Street 600 | 500 92 ~+| 73 ~*(| sr_~—=«~=SCiSC*d;S~CtiSYSCSC«* 
Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 900 | 7s ||| COT TH 100% 
Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 50 | 13) | C8 | COT TH 100% 3 | 80% |G CT 
Stee star al southwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 14th Steet ro [600 | oo | 3 | 25 | 2% | 9% | 100% 
Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Stee star a norheast corner of Sith Avenue and West th Steet 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.50 11.25 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Street stair at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.00 10.75 100% 
Steet stair af southeast comer of Seventh Avenue and West ath Stree 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.50 11.25 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Street stair at southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 12.00 10.75 100% 
Street stair at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street 13.00 11.75 en ee ee eee ee ee ee 100% 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street | 400 | 300 | tT tt 100% 100% 
Stee star a norheast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12h Street 100% 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street 100% 100% 
Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street 10.00 100% 
Stee sla a norheast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12h Sire! 100% 
Steet stair af northwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12h Stree 10,00 100% 
Street stair at northwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street 100% 
Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and east platform 13.00 11.75 
Connecting star between upper mezzanine and east platform F300 | 200 | or | eo | 5 | 2 | 0%» | am | 75% | 090 | 
Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and east platform 500 | 400 | 6 | 0 | 2 | 6 | o% |  e% | 75% | 004 
Platform stair at Canarsie line under H003 
Platform stair at Canarsie line under N612 
Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and west platform | 600 | 5.00] 1187 
Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and east platform | 600 | 500 | 80 | 755 | 22 «| 23 #£| m% | 80% | 7% | 093 | 


2, 3, and F, M, Llines)— Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
| Into Station | Out from Station —nieSiaten Out from Station 
163 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR VIC 
| Into Station | Out from Station | RATIO 


| tT 90% | 100% 


LOS 


DOJ/OSOLS [S/O S Ol YS OLS] Sl SSS loO Se Sl SSS oOlS| SSS Slr S| SlOlwOl S| Sw Sle r| S| S|r) > 
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SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
H003 PLE B 
N510 P13-P14 A 
N510 P15-P16 A 
N510 PB [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=SC«;=SC.00—=«Y=SO |S SC] SHSCTSC“‘];SCO#SSOCé~SC*«;C“C‘éaSCLSCSC*«‘éSMSSCSY;SC*«éS~SC«=CtOS SSCA 
N511 P11-P12 A 
N511 P7 A 
N511 P9-P10 A 
N5I2P1 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andwest platirm ==. «|= «| ato S«|~SC ao] ~SC«d=SCSCitSHSSC«dL=SC*«iét=SCiédS=Ci‘ém SLC CYC SCL =H S| SCO 
N512 P3 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | S804 | 85 | HT | HHH | 75% | 0.83 | A 
N512 PS | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and westplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | St] er] | TT t00%@ 275% | 75% | ont? (| A 
N513 P2 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=SC=«;=SCOO «Y= |S S| ~StSHSSC«dLSC‘én«SO#*d™=SCOC*‘é:~SC*«‘“;CiéGSCLSCSC*«éMSSC«dYsC*‘iS~SC*=«COH SSCA 
N53 Pd [Connecting stairbetween upper mezzanine and eastplattorm ——=—=«i_—7.0o—«|~—aoo =] ~SwosSSs«|=SSC«dT=SC(‘étgS;;™OC#CTSOOCCT COSCO OSC SCS ~SCS =? =O 
N513 P6 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andeastplatform | 00 S| 5.00 | | | HHH | 75% | 0.06“ | 
R127/A P8 D 
R127/A P7 D 
R128A/BP5 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 0s | | tT | HHH | 75% |G | OA 
R128NBP3 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 8 | ts | TBH HH | 75H | ot? “| A 
R128ABP4 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB andeast platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 83 || tT TH 75% |e “| A 
R126N1BP6 | Connecting starbetween Control Aca R128AB and eastpplatiorm —=«f~—.00~—~«| «00 ~~] ~SHSSC«dY=SCti‘STSC*‘G™C“‘R#S#*CO#*SCOS#C«ST’~S=C«‘d;éC“(Csé«éOMSSCS=SC*CGSSC*dL~=SC*«éMSSC«;éCtY~*|SCA 
R128 (12 St) P4 A 
R128 (12St)P2_| Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128 andeastplatiorm | 8.50] 7.25 | ose S| 72S | Ste] | mH 7H 75% dT sd“ |B 
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Table 4C-15. —_ No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


FARE ARRAY ELEMENT 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - east side (N510) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
QUANTITY 


feersl Out from Station ieee | Out from Station Laniaeeacee | Out from Station 


SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Two-Way Turnstiles 3 1,260 1,935 431 204 135 64 90% 90% 0.16 A 
HEET 2 510 1,080 174 114 54 36 90% 90% 0.16 A 
High Ext Only Turtle a OS A 


Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

HEET 

High Exit Only Turnstile 

Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

HEET 

Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

HEET 

High Exit Only Turnstile 

Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 
High Exit Only Turnstile 

Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 

High Exit Only Turnstile 
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Table 4C-16. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Out from Station | Into Station _| OutfromStation | _FACTOR | _IntoStation _| Out from Station _| RATIO | LOS 
N10 M16 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street crs. [65 [em] 
N510 $9 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 500 | 400 { 100 | 347 | 6 T8100 
N510 M18 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 750 | 650 | 14 | 7 | of [ 240 | 0% | 100% 
N610 S11 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N11 M15 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 6600 {| ot ST Ste S| tT STH | 100% | | 009 
Nb11 $8 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
NS11 M17 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Stret | 700 | 600 | HT | TT HT 100% 
N611 $10 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
N12 M1 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 900 | 775 {| eT tH 8% 100% 
N512 $6 Street stair at northwest corer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 100% | 90% 0.068 
N12 M13 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Stret 100% 
NS12 87 Steet stair at northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West th Street F600 | 500 | 1 | «2 | | 138 | om | 100% 
N512 M8 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street EL A 2 
N512 84 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 500 { 3 =| 3 {| 2 Ff + |} 9% | 100% 
wa4-Was Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 700 | 600 | St | tH | Tt | HT 100% 
N513 M3 Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
N513 M6 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 100% 
N513 $1 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 


A 
A 
A 
B 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
N13 83 A 
RITIANB A 
RIDTIASE 5 
RITIANS A 
RIOTIASE A 
RITIAMT A 
RIOTIAST A 
RITA A 
RIDTIASS 5 
R128A/B MG__| Steet star at nortwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 7th Steet | ta00 [i475 + | aa -| 0 | or | toon | 100% | 0% | oor [A 
R28A/8 $3 | Steet star at nortwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12thSreet [400 [300 | + | aa | 0 | or | 100m | 100% | am | 028 [A 
R200 WA A 
R128 S4 A 
R128 2 A 
R28 82 5 
R26 A 
8S 5 

A 

B 

A 

A 

E 

B 

F 


HOO ML 
H008P4 | Connecting starbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpiatorm ——~+(|~—-300”—+| 200 | m3 ~~ S| SSCYSSCOSC*dtSCtéa SPSS CC 
H008PS | Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne and eastpiatorm ——~—~C~S*~tC*~‘«iO CYC 
1003 PS 
100 Fe 
H008P2 [Platform staat Canarsie underNSI2—~—~S~C~S~S~SCSt Os CPSC CYC Cid CCT 


H003 PL4 Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and east platform | 600 | 5.00 | 6 | 29 
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u 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
H003 PLE D 
N510 P13-P14 A 
N510 P15-P16 A 
N510 PB [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=S=S=;=SC.0O~=«Y=SCwD |S S| SST SCT SC«| SSC] C=C =SdLC=SC*«iéSMSSSC*dYsC*é‘“‘S:*«S=C*=C)SSCA 
N511 P11-P12 A 
N511 P7 A 
N511 P9-P10 A 
N5I2P1 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andwest platirm ——=S=i«~=—=.0O «| ==) tt’ SY ~SS0SC«dL=SC*CiSC*‘idiSC‘éRtT*~O#*d*S«C«étSLSCSC*CMSSOCYSCS*CO SSCL = | OB 
N512 P3 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform | S600 | 5.00 | te S| | HT | HHH | 75% | zt *| A 
N512 P5 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform | 6.00, S| 5.00 | | tt tT t00%@ 275% | 75% | 0.00: | A 
N513 P2 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=S=SC«;=S=COO «Y= | Cte O|~SwsSC«|SCsC‘ SSCd=SCiéiSC*«dS;=CiéHMSCdLS=SC*‘iSMSSSOCdYSC*«‘S~SSC*«=«CtOHS;SCA 
N53 Pd [Connecting stairbetween upper mezzanine and eastplatform ——=«i_—7.0o_—«f~—saoo =| ~SCSSs|~StwSSC«dT:=C(‘éamTOCTSOCHOC| «SCO OSC SCS SO = =| 
N513 P6 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andeastplatform = | 600 S| 5.00 | 7 | tH | TT t00%@ | 5% | 75% |?“ | 
R127/A P8 C 
R127/A P7 E 
R128A/BP5 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 0] 60s | TT | HHH | 75% ~~ | 0.00 *|| A 
R128A/BP3 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB and west platform | 7.00 |=. | 15 | 80 | TS tS || t00%@ 2 | 7H | 75% ~—|sot? “| A 
R128ABP4 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB andeast platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 8 | te Tt || HHH | 75% | 0.00 :(| A 
R128ABP6___| Connecting stair between Control Area R128A/B andeastplatform | 7.00 | = 6.00 | 7] S| | tT] | HOH | 75H |?) ‘| 
R128 (12 St) P4 A 
R128 (12 St) P2 A 
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Table 4C-17. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


FARE ARRAY ELEMENT 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - east side (N510) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
HEET 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 
High Exit Only Turnstile 
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CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
QUANTITY 


errs Out from Station eaeetee. Out from Station Nainiaeeacte | Out from Station 


i EG i 
060 06 
a A OS 


a 40 


6 7580 i i 
i 16 ia ‘7 


i EG 24 
060 180 


| 7 | 2,940 4,515 3,790 3,031 1,184 947 
ee 113 
A 
Pp 2 TT ttt 18855 a ee ee 


| 62,520 3,870 1,169 1,037 324 
po? | tte 


meron [rare | ye, 

FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 

FACTOR OUT RATIO 

A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
A 
ao] A 
as [ 6 


| 90% | 90% | 069] 8B 
| 90% | 90% | 069} 8B 


C 
c 
| 100% | 00% | 90% | | 0.23 | A 
042 | _A 


A 
j100% | 90% | 009] A 
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Table 4C-18. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | __IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station _| Out from Station |__FACTOR | _IntoStation _| Out from Station | RATIO | LOS 
N510 M16 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street a 100% 
N510 $9 Street stair at southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 5.00 | 400 | too | tos | TH 100% 
N510 M18 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘6th Street | 750 | 650 | eo | tT tt | TH 100% 
N510 S11 Street stair at northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 5.00 | 400 | eo || || HL 100% 
N511 M15 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 700 | 600 | 9 | | | TH 100% 
N511 $8 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street 100% 
NSIT M17 | Steet star atnorhwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 16h Sret ro [600 | 755 «| teSC«dC(‘é@wS;*SO*~*;SC~CO*~«sS*C*“d;C*«étSSC*SC*«* 
N511 $10 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street | 5.00 | 400 | | ts || THT 100%" | 8H |G 
N512 M11 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 900 fe | tt | tor wT TH t00%@ | 0H | 0.09 
N512 $5 Street stair at northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 5.00 | 400 | tt | tot | wT TH 100% 
N512 M13 Street stair at northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 100% 
NS12 87 Steet stair at northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West th Street 600 | 500 | 967 —+| sm? ~—~«~SCiomSSCS~SCSCtiSC*S=CiéSYSCSC«* 
N512 M9 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street | 900 fe | ttt TT 0% 100% 
N512 84 Street stair at southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street | 600 | 500 | tt | TH t00%@ | mH |G 
Wa WA5 Stee star al southwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 14th Steet ro [600 | oa —=«i~StiSSC«dSC(‘éc@wS]OC*;SCOO#CC;CO OCCU 
N513 M3 Street stair at southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 11.00 100% 
N513 M6 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street 16.00 14.75 100% 
N513 81 Street stair at northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West ‘4th Street 100% 
N513 $3 Stee star a norheast corner of Sith Avenue and West th Steet 100% 


R127/AMB___| Street stair at northeast comer of Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street_ | 12.50 | 14.25 | 764 | 55 | 39 | 80 | 0%@ | 100% | 80% =| 0.22 
R127/A $8 | Street stair at northeast corner of Seventh Avenue andWest 14th Street | 5.00 | 4.00 | 7e4_ | 55 | Ss, | S80] | 100% | 80% | 0.63 
R127/A MG 
R127/A $6 
R127/A M7 
R127/A S7 
R127/A M5 
R127/A $5 
R128NBM3__| Street stair at northwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street_ | 13.00 | 1475 | tt | 856 S| ttt t00% | 100% | 80% | 0.08 
R128ABS3__| Street stair at northwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street_ | 4.00 | = 3.00, | St | 856 S| ttt 100% | 100% | 80% | 03t_ 
R126A/B M4 
R128A/B S4 
R128 M2 
R128 82 
R128 M1 
R128 St 


HOO ML 
H008P4 | Connecting stairbeteen uppermezzanne andeastpiatorm ——~—~—+(|~—-30o”+| 200 | sy +f a8 «| ~SCies C]SCSCtSSC*dYSCt SPSS C*CSO 
1008 PS 
1003 PS 
100 Fe 
H008P2 [Platform staat Canarsie underNSI2—~=~C~S~SsST sce CPSC C*C 


ODO/OSOLS | SOLS Ol YS OLS Sl Sl Sl Sloe S| SSS oOlS/ SSS Slr S| YSlOlwWO S| S| wy Sle yr[| S| S|r)> 


H003 PL4 Connecting stair between West 14th Street Canarsie line and east platform | 600 | 500 | as] ror |S || HTH | 
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SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
H003 PLE [Connecting stairbetween West 14th Street Canarsieline andeastplatoorm | 8.00 | ~—7.00—=«]=Ssss—iéd|sC“(<é‘c¥}!;~OC| OT ]SaSs| =O ~SCHHSSC«LCiCtié‘OMSSC;sC*|SC' 
N510 P13-P14 A 
N510P15-P16___| Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatform = | 8.00 =| 7.00 | to S| ter | | HHH | 75% ~|sont? “| A 
N510 PB [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=—=S=S=«;=SC.00 «Y= |S SC] SSBSSC«dTSC(‘éCH#T;C#*COOC]SO «OCH OL SCM SO«YsSCtC*«*iS~SSC«=COOHS|SCA 
N511P11-P12___| Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform | 8.00 | 7.00 | 285 | Stem | | | HHH | 75% | 0.20 ‘| A 
N511 P7 A 
N511 P9-P10 A 
N5I2P1 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andwest patirm === «|= ~—S«Y=SC ao SC*«dS=C*i‘éS«SC*«dC=C‘éCW’;*«S#C#*S«=CmOM SOCL~SCSCTMS O«|sS=C*CiM SSCL =H SSC 
N512 P3 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform |= 6.00 | 5.00 |S 8068 | | HT HT HHH | 75% | 0.384 | A 
N512 PS | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and west platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 12] S| || t00%@ 2 | 75H | 75% | sot? (| A 
N513 P2 [Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatiorm ——=SC«;=S=COD «Y= S| Cat ~SSC;=SitSSC*dS=SC*‘“‘égHSSC*d™=SC‘é§™#*”SCO«éMM ~SC«dWC(‘éHONS~=S=#C*S;C~CO#CTOM OC «O26 OCCA 
N513 P4 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and eastplatform =| S700 | 00 | S30 | 183 | || HHH | 75% | 0.23 | A 
N513 P6 | Connecting stair between upper mezzanine andeastplatform | 600 S| 5.00 | | | HHH | 75% | .06_“|A 
R127/A P8 E 
RIQ7IAPT D 
R128N/BP5 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128A/B and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 0] | tT | HHH | 75% |G | OA 
R128N/BP3 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB and west platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | 8 | ts | TBH | 75% |ot? “| A 
R128ABP4 | Connecting stair between ControlAreaR128AB andeast platform | 7.00 | 6.00 | S83 || tT | HHH | 75% |. | A 
R126N1BP6 | Connecting stairbetween Control Aca R128AB and eastplatiorm ——=«f~—.00~—~«| «00 ~~] ~SCHSSC*dY=SC*«iSSCSC*‘G=C“‘W{];SC#O#*GS#C«B;SOC*C;*C«COM SCS SSCL ~SCSCTMSSC«YsCt~*|SCA 
R128 (12 St) P4 A 
R128 (12 St) P2 B 
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Table 4C-19. | CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Sixth/Seventh Avenue Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, and F, M, L lines)— Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street — east side (N510) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 66 A 
HEET 37 A 
High Ext Only Turnstile pif oC CSS“ ‘sO CYCC*sSC(“‘SOCYSC‘ A 
Sixth Avenue and West 16th Street - west side (N511) 

Two-Way Tumstiles P4260 | 19385 | eo | 80 || 108 A 
HEET se A 
High Exit Only Tumstile Pot HT 8 100% 90% | 0G |_ A 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northwest corner (N512) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 243 0.56 |B 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - northeast corner (N513) 

Two-Way Tumsties 783 068 [8 
Sixth Avenue and West 14th Street - east side (H003) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 293 C 
HEET 163 C 
Seventh Avenue and West 14th Street - south side (R127) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a a ee a” c 
HEET = 119 c 
High Exit Only Turnstile p+ fol SCSSC‘i‘iSSC*dSC“(<‘iaSSSC*dSSC(‘(‘iéNSC#*dSOC‘ A 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128A/B) 

High Exit Only Turnstile Re a 053 |B 
Seventh Avenue and West 12th Street — north side (R128) 

Two-Way Tumsties [6 | 280 [| 36 | ‘or | te | om | 474 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile P22 to 888 A 
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mong] WR | | amen — 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 


Table 4C-20. Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


BMT S3__| Street stair at southeast comer of Union Square West andEast 16th Steet T1000 || tz | ter] woz | 90% | 100% | 95% | 043] A 
BMT S4 D 
MAIS 5 
MIMaIS2 5 
01/02 

03/04 

BMT $5 Cc 
BMT S6 A 
IRT St B 
IRTS2 B 
IRTS3_| Street stair at northwest comer of Fourth Avenue and East 14th Steet 800 || 155 | 308 | | | 80% | 100% | 80% | 0.31 | A 
IRTS4__ | Street stair at southeast comer of Fourth Avenue andEast 14th Steet | HO TO Twa | tt | aot | | 0% | 100% | 80% | 052] B 
BMT P1_| Connecting stair between A34 paid zone and downtown BMT platform T8587 | 007 | war | 0% | 90% | 75% | 084 | C 
BMT P2 B 
BMT P3 B 
BMT P4 D 
BMT P5 C 
BMT P6 D 
BMT P11 | Connecting stair between A33 paid zone and downtown BMT platform T1000 || sez || 79 | 100% | 90% | 75% | 0.20] A 
BMT P12 A 
BMT P13 B 
BMT P14 B 
IRT ML2 C 
CAN MLA D 
CAN MLS C 
ML6 D 
IRT Pt F 
IRTP5__| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform TOTO || 509] 200] 159 | 90% | 90% | 75% | 0.64 | B 
IRT P6 E 
IRTP8__| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform TO. | 1479 | 553] 462 | 90% | 90% | 75% | 182] F 
IRTP9___| Connecting stair between R224 paid zone and uptown IRT platform | OTD | 1506] 287 | art | | 90% | 90% | 75%] 1.06] D 
IRT P10 C 
IRT Pt D 
IRT P12 E 
P12ABC 

IRT P15 _| Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and downtown IRT platform THT 5D | 1069] | 88K | 100% | 90% | 75% | 0.60| B 
CANP2__| Connecting stair between lower east landing andCanarsieline platform TS 8G th | 286] 8 | 99 | 0% | 90% | 75%] 114) D 
CAN P3 c 
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PEAK 15-MINUTE 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 


SUBWAY ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from | FRICTION Out from vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 
CAN Connecting stair between uptown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 1,054 2,754 F 
P5/P6 
CAN Connecting stair between downtown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,198 F 
P7/P8 


CAN P11 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 2,066 100% F 
CAN P12 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 1,969 100% E 


Table 4C-21. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN FACTOR Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 


E257 Steel eacalaorconedng RZZ1 fee zone to see OO 
E219 Connecting escalator betveen RZZIA pad zone and Canarsie ne paforn | 1 | a2 | tm =| 0 | 2a [0 | 70 [| —oaassSC=~CS~Ss tt Ct 


Table 4C-22. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION VIC 
FACTOR RATIO LOS 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY ren Out from Station I arises Out from Station  ctesiaiaa. | Out from Station 


(OUT) 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 389 0.34 | A 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 389 0.34 | A 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 501 0.37 | A 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 248 0.18 | A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumstles 251 A 
High Ext Only Turnstile | on | A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 153 014 | A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 153 0.21 | A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 822 053 |B 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6520 | 3870 | ot |r| tt | A 
HEET 255 A 
High Exit Oly Turnstile Ss A 
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[eutomams | “a 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
SUBWAY ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE a er ae FRICTION vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station | FACTOR | Into Station Station RATIO | LOS 


Table 4C-23. Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


aN S3 100% 5 
aN S4 100% E 
Ma 100% C 
NII 00% D 

B 


IRT Street stair at southeast corner of Union Square East and East 15th Street 10.00 1,344 100% 
01/02 


03/04 

BMT $5 100% D 
BMT $6 100% A 
IRT St 100% C 
IRT $2 100% Cc 
IRT $3 100% B 
IRT $4 100% B 
BMT P4 90% C 
BMT P2 90% C 
BMT P3 90% C 
BMT P4 90% C 
BMT PS 90% D 
BMT P6 90% c 
BMT Pit 90% A 
BMT P12 90% A 
BMT P13 90% D 
BMT P14 90% C 
IRT ML2 90% D 
CAN ML4 90% C 
CAN MLE 90% C 
ML6 90% D 
IRT PA 90% F 
IRTP5___| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRTplatioom F800] 8D || BA] 196 | 276 | HH | 80% C 
IRT P6 90% C 
IRTP8_ | Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRTplatiom F800] | BH] 706 | 104 | 46 | 80% | 90% F 
IRT P9 90% C 
IRT P10 90% E 
IRT P11 90% | __75%{ 069| 8 
IRT P12 90% E 
P12ABC 

IRTP16__ | Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and downtown RT platform F800] 8D || 1588] | 87 | 100% | 90% C 
CAN P2 90% D 
CAN P3 90% D 
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PEAK 15-MINUTE 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 


SUBWAY ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from | FRICTION Out from vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR | Into Station Station RATIO | LOS 
CAN Connecting stair between uptown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,873 F 
P5/P6 
CAN Connecting stair between downtown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,977 F 
P7/P8 


CAN P11 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform D 
CAN P12 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform D 


Table 4C-24. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 
E2STA Set escalator connecing ROD ee zone to see OO 
E218 Connecting escalator between RO2TA pid zone and Canarsie nepaforn | 1+ | sme PSC mt 


Table 4C-25. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR RATIO LOS 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY lhveGatensl| Out from Station | dean. Out from Station aaveuanee| Out from Station 


(OUT) 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two-Way Tumstles 354 as8[ 8 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 354 0.58 |B 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 


nee 200 1 EZ 55 om A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 172 0.28 | A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumsties 783 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile = ” A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 172 0.23 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,290 172 0.35 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 


Two-Way Tumstes 309 azo A 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | st sao | eo | aso | tr] t078 | 888 B 
HEET 155 B 
High Et Only Tunstle eS SE (AM A a CR A 
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Table 4C-26. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


mone] WR | | amen — 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 


BMT S3__| Street stair at southeast comer of Union Square West andEast 16th Steet T1000 || tz | ter] woz | 90% | 100% | 95% | 043] A 
BMT S4 D 
MAIS 5 
MIMaIS2 5 
01/02 

03/04 

BMT $5 Cc 
BMT S6 A 
IRT St B 
IRTS2 B 
IRTS3_| Street stair at northwest comer of Fourth Avenue and East 14th Steet 800 || 155 | 308 | | | 80% | 100% | 80% | 0.31 | A 
IRTS4__ | Street stair at southeast comer of Fourth Avenue andEast 14th Steet | HO TO Twa | tt | aot | | 0% | 100% | 80% | 052] B 
BMT P1_| Connecting stair between A34 paid zone and downtown BMT platform T8587 | 007 | war | 0% | 90% | 75% | 084 | C 
BMT P2 B 
BMT P3 B 
BMT P4 D 
BMT P5 C 
BMT P6 D 
BMT P11 | Connecting stair between A33 paid zone and downtown BMT platform T1000 || sez || 79 | 100% | 90% | 75% | 0.20] A 
BMT P12 A 
BMT P13 B 
BMT P14 B 
IRT ML2 C 
CAN MLA D 
CAN MLS C 
ML6 D 
IRT Pt F 
IRTP5__| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform TOTO || 509] 200] 159 | 90% | 90% | 75% | 0.64 | B 
IRT P6 E 
IRTP8__| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform TO. | 1479 | 553] 462 | 90% | 90% | 75% | 182] F 
IRTP9___| Connecting stair between R224 paid zone and uptown IRT platform | OTD | 1506] 287 | art | | 90% | 90% | 75%] 1.06] D 
IRT P10 C 
IRT Pt D 
IRT P12 E 
P12ABC 

IRT P15 _| Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and downtown IRT platform THT 5D | 1069] | 88K | 100% | 90% | 75% | 0.60| B 
CANP2__| Connecting stair between lower east landing andCanarsieline platform TS 8G th | 286] 8 | 99 | 0% | 90% | 75%] 114) D 
CAN P3 c 
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PEAK 15-MINUTE 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 


SUBWAY ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from | FRICTION Out from vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 
CAN Connecting stair between uptown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 1,054 2,754 F 
P5/P6 
CAN Connecting stair between downtown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,198 F 
P7/P8 


CAN P11 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 2,066 100% F 
CAN P12 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 1,969 100% E 


Table 4C-27._ No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, Llines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 
E257X Street escalator connecting R221 free zone to street a <1 OD 
E219 Connecting escalator between R221A paid zone and Canarsieline platform | 1 | 32] 75% =] Tt] 


Table 4C-28. | No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR RATIO LOS 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY levaGaaeael| Out from Station | dean | Out from Station aniaeuanee | Out from Station 


(OUT) 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two Way Tumse i 1585 in 30 om [A 


Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 1,245 389 0.34 | _A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,100 3,225 1,054 1,604 501 0.37 | A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 248 018] A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumsties 251 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 183 014 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,290 153 021 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 


Two-Way Tumstes a2 as3[ 8 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | | sao | eo | ot S| pr | tT A 
HEET 255 A 
High Et Only Tunstle Ss A 
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Table 4C-29. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


[etomams | “a 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
SUBWAY ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE ae er eS FRICTION vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station | FACTOR | Into Station Station RATIO | LOS 


aN S3 100% 5 
aN S4 100% E 
Ma 100% C 
NII 00% D 

B 


IRT Street stair at southeast corner of Union Square East and East 15th Street 10.00 1,344 100% 
01/02 


03/04 

BMT $5 100% D 
BMT $6 100% A 
IRT St 100% C 
IRT $2 100% Cc 
IRT $3 100% B 
IRT $4 100% B 
BMT P4 90% C 
BMT P2 90% C 
BMT P3 90% C 
BMT P4 90% C 
BMT PS 90% D 
BMT P6 90% c 
BMT Pit 90% A 
BMT P12 90% A 
BMT P13 90% D 
BMT P14 90% C 
IRT ML2 90% D 
CAN ML4 90% C 
CAN MLE 90% C 
ML6 90% D 
IRT PA 90% F 
IRTP5___| Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRTplatioom F800] 8D || BA] 196 | 276 | HH | 80% C 
IRT P6 90% C 
IRTP8_ | Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRTplatiom F800] | BH] 706 | 104 | 46 | 80% | 90% F 
IRT P9 90% C 
IRT P10 90% E 
IRT P11 90% | __75%{ 069| 8 
IRT P12 90% E 
P12ABC 

IRTP16__ | Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and downtown RT platform F800] 8D || 1588] | 87 | 100% | 90% C 
CAN P2 90% D 
CAN P3 90% D 
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PEAK 15-MINUTE 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 


SUBWAY ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from | FRICTION Out from vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR | Into Station Station RATIO | LOS 
CAN Connecting stair between uptown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,873 F 
P5/P6 
CAN Connecting stair between downtown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,977 F 
P7/P8 


CAN P11 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform D 
CAN P12 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform D 


Table 4C-30. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 
E2STA Set escalator connecing ROD ee zone to see OO 
E218 Connecting escalator between RO2TA pid zone and Canarsie ne paforn | 1 ‘| | sme is PSC SSC~i mt 


Table 4C-31. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR RATIO LOS 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY levaGaaeael| Out from Station | dean | Out from Station Fae ta Out from Station 


(OUT) 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two-Way Tumstles 354 as8[ 8 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 354 0.58 |B 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 


nee 200 1 EZ 55 om A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 172 0.28 | A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumsties 783 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile = ” A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 172 0.23 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,290 172 0.35 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 


Two-Way Tumstes 309 azo A 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | st sao | eo | aso | tr] t078 | 888 B 
HEET 155 B 
High Et Only Tunstle eS SE (AM A a CR A 
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fmongae| WR | | amen — 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 


Table 4C-32. | CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


EMT S3 A 
aM S4 D 
MAMAS 3 
NSIS C 
01/02 

03/04 

aNIT 85_| Stet star at northeast comer of Union Square Westend East (ahSteet’————SCSCSC~C~“~“~“~“~<~<~<~S~SSCS || er | me | CHOW| 
EMT S8 A 
RTS 3 
RTS? 5 
IRTS3_| Steet staat northwest comer of Four Avenue and East WthSteet SSCS ag feo | we | com | tom fico | ome | 
IRTS4 | Steet star at southeast comer ofFourh Avenue and East 1hStest ——~—~SC~“~S~S~S~SCSi ag] ee | | 100m [co ose | 
aN Pi C 
BNTP2 | Connecting stair between A3 paid zone and uptown BMT patom SSS nts |r Pre ne | om |com | rome | 080 | 
aMTPS 5 
BMT P4 D 
ENT P5 | Connecting star between A3 pa zone and dountoun BMT paforn SSCS ag | to foe feos | oom | com rote | 08S | C 
EMTS D 
aNMTP1i | Connecting stair between Ai paid zone and downtown BMT platorn SSS tars | fo Pf et | tom | oom | rom [029 | A 
aNT P12 A 
BNTPIS 5 
BNP 5 
RTM D 
CANA D 
CAN MLS C 
Me D 
RTP 
IRTP5_| Connecting star between RZ21 paid zone and downtown RTpatorm ——~—SCSCSCS~S~“~S~S~S sg | ow fs | tos] ts | oom | coms | rome | 08 | 
RTS E 
IRTP | Connecting star betveen R221 paid zone and downiown RTpiatorn SSS | 500 Pron | ae | sr | a | 80m | com frst tee | 
RT PO D 
RTPI C 
RTPI E 
RTPID 
P12ABC 

IRTP15 | Conecing star between AIS pad zone and downtown RTpaforn ————SSSCSCSCSC~S~“~“~<~S~SSC || tt | | T O 
CAND D 
CANS C 
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PEAK 15-MINUTE 
PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 


SUBWAY ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from | FRICTION Out from vic 

STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO | LOS 
CAN Connecting stair between uptown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 1,069 2,771 F 
P5/P6 
CAN Connecting stair between downtown BMT platform and Canarsie line platform 2,202 F 
P7/P8 


CAN P11 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 2,072 100% F 
CAN P12 | Connecting stair between west landing and Canarsie line platform 1,975 100% E 


Table 4C-33. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 
E257X Street escalator connecting R221 free zone to street a a a a aD a ee ee 
E219 Connecting escalator between R221A paid zone and Canarsieline platform | | 32] 75% =| Tig ete 


+ denotes a significant adverse effect 


Table 4C-34. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 1,259 393 0.35 | A 


Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 


Two Way Turse i 1585 i ce 035 [A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,100 3,225 1,071 1,661 519 0.38 | A 


Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 


Two-Way Tumstes 250 a1 A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 273 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 156 014 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,290 156 021 | A 


Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 841 054] 8 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Tumstes [6 | 260 | 36 | om | 2969 | 24 | 06 A 
Two-Way Tumsties 256 A 
Two-Way Turnstiles a a a ns A 
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Table 4C-35. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION SURGE FACTOR VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 


BMT $3 B 
BMT S4 E 
MimMaist C 
M2IM3iS2 D 
IRT 01/02 B 
IRT 03/04 A 
BMT $5 D 
BMT S6 A 
IRT St c 
IRT $2 C 
IRT $3 B 
IRT S4 B 
BMT P14 C 
BMT P2 c 
BMT P3 C 
BMT P4 C 
BMT P5 D 
BMT P6 c 
BMT P11 | Connecting stair between A33 paid zone and downtown BMT platform | 10.00 | 8.75 | t92_ | S700 =Ss | S| tS | 0% | | 75H | 030 ‘| A 
BMT P12 A 
BMT P13 D 
BMT P14 C 
IRT ML2 D 
CAN ML4 C 
CAN MLS C 
ML6 E 
IRTP F 
IRT P5 | Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform | 6.00 | 5.00 c 
IRT P6 | Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and uptown IRT platform | 5.50 | 4.50 | 759 |r| a7 | 2 | TH | 75% | 0 ‘| C 
IRT PB | Connecting stair between R221 paid zone and downtown IRT platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | sat | 732_ | tor | 85k | 0% | | 75H | 186 | 
IRT P9 C 
IRT P10 E 
IRT Pt C 
IRT P12 | Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and uptown IRT platform | 5.50 | 450 | 2649 | at | 88 | | | % | 5% | 67 | CE 
IRT P12ABC C 
IRT PA5 | Connecting stair between A35 paid zone and downtown IRT platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | at] t586 | 7 | 96 | 100% =| 0% | 75% |b | C 
CAN P2 D 
CAN P3 D 
CAN P5IP6 F 
CAN P7/PE F 
CAN P11 D 
CAN P12 D 
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Table 4C-36. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES meng 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E257X Street escalator connecting R221 free zone to street ee ees | Pp tT 
E219 Connecting escalator between R221A paid zone and Canarsie line platform a A 


Table 4C-37. CBD Tolling Alternative: 14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-East) 


Two-Way Tumstles 355 os [ 8 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A34-South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 355 059 | 8 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southeast corner (A35) 

Two Way Tumsties 310 035] A 
Union Square East and East 15th Street - southwest corner (A36) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 173 0.28 | A 
Broadway and East 14th Street - northwest corner (A37) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 4 | 4680 | 80 |e | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-North) 

Two-Way Tumefies 173 oz A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northwest corner (R221A-East) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 173 0.35 | A 
Fourth Avenue and East 14th Street - northeast corner (R221) 

Two-Way Tumsties 006 040 [A 
Union Square West and East 16th Street - southeast corner (A33) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6520] 3870 | sane |e? | 093 | 558 | 90% | 0% ~— | 0.66 |B 
HEET 156 ~| 90% —+(| 90% | 066] 8 
High Ext Only Turnstile a A ( A 
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Table 4C-38. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 $8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

P9 

Pt 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 
R501 P4 


August 2022 


Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


5 
FNEO2: northwest comer of Sith Avenve and West 42nd Steet—-| 700 | 600 | 4 | ser | a3 | 12] 0m | 100% | aw | 028 [A 
FNEO2 westside of Sith AvernorhofWest42ndSteet__——~—~SCS~S~S~sS rg | 00 | |e | ts || toe |e | ze PA 
E 
A 
3 
NED: southeast comer of Sith Avenue and West 4th Steet ——~—~—~i =a] 500 | anit |e Pte | Coes 
NGO: northeast comer of Sith Avenue and West 40th Steet | 700 | 600 | 61 | 1a | 25 | a1 | om [100 | om | os | 8 
C 
[NED northwest comer of Sith Avenue andWest 4th Steet ——~S~C*~S~sC«iO || |e ttm | too | am|ore | 
NEO northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 40th Steet ~~~] 600 || test | tom toe | Coe |e 
5 
FREOO out side of West 42nd Steet between Fh and Sith Avenues | 500 | 400 | 29 | 0a | 9 | 1 | am | 100m | a0» | oz [A 
A 
A 
E 
FIND mezzanine west near NEO2 o souhbound platform ———~—~SCSCSC~S~S~—sSCt Ys |e 
FIND mezzanine east near NS0Q tonortiboundpatorm ————~—~SCS~S~S~sSS0 | ts | ||| ttm | dC |e | 
D 
5 
D 
FIND mezzanine westnear NSCS to souhbourdpiatom ———~—~S~S~—SC S| as] | ttm |e dro | ts PA 
5 
D 
5 
FIND mezzanine east near NSO4 tonorhboundpatorm ————SCS~S~wSssO | asf ||| |r| 
C 
D 
FIND mezzanine west near NEO4 to southbound piatom ——~—~=~C~*~rC<~S RSC 
A 
FiRT mezzanine nearRSOOtoIRT pla SSS | rs | ts ote |r| PA 
FiRT mezzanine near REOOto RT platform ———~—SSSCSCSCS~S~ST 80st oes 
FiRT mezzanine near RGOOtoIRT platform ——————SSSSSSCSCS~sS0 | ts |e | tts | aso te 
FIRT mezzanine near RGOHtoIRT pla SS 00s || es tte | ttm [aoe ro | oat PA 
FIRT mezzanine near RSOHtoIRT plafom SSS 5 Yt A 
riRT mezzanine near RGOKtoIRT plafom SCS gs Pre Yt coe ft [00 A 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from 
Station 


Out from 
Station 
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FRICTION 
FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR 


PF utisesiane Out from Station 


vic 
RATIO LOS 
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Table 4C-39. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2 A 
HEET ee ” 7 7 A 
High Ext Only Turnstile Pp 2 fo to CCtTSC*dYSC(“‘iSC*dYSC“‘é“O*C*dSCOC« A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 7 037 | A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 280 | se | 20 | sso | 66 | 1123 
HEET 470 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 147 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile pif Ct SSC*sSC“‘éOONSC#SSCmss—=“<‘idSCiSC*dYSC(‘ A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 T3300 eo | st T8870 
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Table 4C-40. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 S8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

Pg 

P41 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 


Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO LOS 
N502: northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 10.00 1528 100% B 
N502: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | eT] tH 100% A 
N502: west side of Sixth Ave north of West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | 2 | Tt | HY 100% A 
NSOG: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Stes i071 00% D 
N503: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 1074 100% F 
N503: southwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 100% A 
N504: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1052 100% A 
N504: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 | 500 | 1052 100% B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 | 600 | 4033 | re | | GH | 100% B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1033 | ore | 88H 80% | 100% C 
N504: northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 {| 500 | 1067 100% B 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 | 600 | 1067 100% B 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 39th Street 10.00 1172 ee ee ee 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 12.00 10.75 100% A 
R501: southwest corner of West 42nd St and Fifth Ave 2494 100% F 
IND mezzanine west near N502 to southbound platform | 900 | 775 | ers |||] mH TH HH | 8G | CC 
IND mezzanine east near N502 to northbound platform | 900 | 775 | 1151 B 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform D 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform c 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform c 
IND mezzanine west near N6O3o southbound platform A 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform A 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform 1687 D 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform C 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform B 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform 1260 | | ttn | 80% TH | HH | 09H | 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 1280 c 
IND mezzanine west near NSO to southbound platform ss [4s] |e] SCdSCtSCYSCtSYSSSCimSCYSCSCtSCC | 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform A 
IRT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 900 | 77s | tT | tT TH TH | tA 
iRT meazanine near REOO to IRT platform [a0 [775 | | «4 | ie +t we | oom «|S 
iRT mezzanine near R500 [RT platform F900 [775 | 2634 D 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 775 | oz | ts Tt | tt | mH 0% | 75H | 40 | A 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 77s | me tT st | tH 0% | 75H | Bt | A 
iRT meazanine near REO' oIRT platform [a0 [775] 2 | w | 0 | 0 | 9% | om | 7% | oo | A 


R501 P4 
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Table 4C-41. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | ST too | 8.205] t || 110 B 
HEET a B 
High Ext Only Turnstile Pp 2 fC ( TCdSC(‘éO™C*’rSCOC‘#SS A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 6 OT sz0|e70 | tes | tt || 0.38 | A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 280 | 360 ~| sa | rer +(|~itor—=«d?s~C*«i 
HEET 99 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 51 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a CS” 1 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles ee 
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Table 4C-42. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 $8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

P9 

Pt 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 
R501 P4 


August 2022 


No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


5 
FNEO2 northwest comer of Sith Avenve and West 42nd Steet | 700 | 600 | 4 | ser | a3 | 12] 90m | 100% | aw | 028 [A 
FNEO2 westside of Sith Avernorh ofWest42ndSteet_——~—~S~S~S~SS 0 | 00 | |e ts || || ze PA 
E 
A 
3 
NED: southeast comer of Sith Avenue and West 4th Steet ~~~ | 600 | anit tose ||P | Coes 
NEO northeast comer of Sith Avenue and West 40th Steet | 700 | 600 | #1 | 1 | a5 | a1 | ow [100 | om | oss | 8 
C 
[NED northwest comer of Sith Avenue andWest 4th Steet ——~S~C*~S~sC«iO || |e ttm | too | am|ore | 
NEO northwest comer of Sith Avenue and West 40th Steet ~~~] 600 || test | tom toe | Coe |e 
5 
FREOO out side of West 42nd Steet between Fh and Sith Avenues | 500 | 400 | 29 | 0a | 9 | 1 | am | 100m | a0» | oz [A 
A 
A 
E 
FIND mezzanine west near NEO2 o souhbound platform ———~—~SCSCSC~S~S~—sSCt Ys |e 
FIND mezzanine east near NS0Q tonortiboundpatorm ————~—~SCS~S~S~sSS0 | ts | ||| ttm | dC |e | 
D 
5 
D 
FIND mezzanine westnear NSCS to souhbourdpiatom ———~—~S~S~—SC S| as] | ttm |e dro | ts PA 
5 
D 
5 
FIND mezzanine east near NSO4 tonorhboundpatorm ————SCS~S~wSssO | asf ||| |r| 
C 
D 
FIND mezzanine west near NEO4 to southbound piatom ——~—~=~C~*~rC<~S RSC 
A 
FiRT mezzanine nearRSOOtoIRT pla SSS | rs | ts ote |r| PA 
FiRT mezzanine near REOOto RT platform ———~—SSSCSCSCS~S~ST 80st oes 
FiRT mezzanine near RGOOtoIRT platform ——————SSSSSSCSCS~sS0 | ts |e | tts | aso te 
FIRT mezzanine near RGOHtoIRT pla SS 00s || es tte | ttm [aoe ro | oat PA 
FIRT mezzanine near RSOHtoIRT plafom SSS 5 Yt A 
riRT mezzanine near RGOKtoIRT plafom SCS gs Pre Yt coe ft [00 A 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from 
Station 


Out from 
Station 
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FRICTION 
FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR 


PF utisesiane Out from Station 


vic 
RATIO LOS 
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Table 4C-43. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles ee A 
HEET ee > 7 7 A 
High Ext Only Turnstile Pp 2 fo Yo CPCCtTSC*dYSC(‘iCSC“‘“ ;C*dSC*C« A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 6 Tso] ero] tS | 3008S | Tf 037 | A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 260 | se | 20 | sso | 66 | 1123 
HEET 470 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 147 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile pif oC SC*sSC“‘iéONSC#*NOSCOdSC“‘“iOTC#*'SC‘CRY A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 T3360 eo || st | 88780 
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Table 4C-44. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 S8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

Pg 

P41 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 
R501 P4 
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No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR 


Fear. Out from Station 


N502: northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 10.00 1528 100% 


N502: northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | e8 | 9 | 2 | 3 | %% | 100% 


N502: west side of Sixth Ave north of West 42nd Street | 7.00 | 600 | 772 ~~ | 


100% 


N503: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 1071 100% 
N503: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 1074 100% 
N503: southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 100% 
N504: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1052 100% 
N504: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 {| 500 | 1052 100% 
N504: northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 {| 600 {| 1033 | ae S| 3s || 80% | 100% 
N504: northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1033 | ore || 8TH | 100% 
N504: northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 | 500 | 1067 100% 
N504: northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 {| 600 | 1067 100% 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 39th Street 10.00 1172 | 1227 | 36 | £468 | 90% | 100% 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 100% 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 100% 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 12.00 10.75 100% 
R501: southwest comer of West 42nd St and Fifth Ave 2494 100% 
IND mezzanine west near N502 to southbound platform | 900 | 775 | ars | 5H] to | 8% TH HH 
IND mezzanine east near N502 to northbound platform | 900 | 775 | 1154 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform 1687 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform 1260 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 1293 
ND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 | 36 |e tT HTH HC 


ND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 


RT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 9.00 | 


RT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform 
RT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform 
RT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform 


Deze 
None 
Dine 
sui 
Eine 
Eine 


11 
243 
| 77s | tT | tT 5TH 


74 49 7a 


vic 
RATIO LOS 


0.50 
0.39 
0.34 
1.23 
2.46 
0.33 
0.43 
0.61 
0.52 
0.78 
0.68 
0.56 
0.37 
0.29 
0.19 
0.07 
1.92 
0.86 
0.52 
1.44 
0.86 
0.88 
0.27 
0.36 
1.28 
0.77 
0.46 
0.96 
0.93 
0.21 
0.20 
0.17 
0.34 
1.11 
0.40 
0.31 
0.08 
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Table 4C-45. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles P| 5 | too | 8.205 t || 110 B 
HEET I B 
High Ext Only Turnstile a Sa A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 6 L520 | ero | tes | 3st || 0.38 | A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 260 | 370 | sa | rer +(| to —=«~—~=C 
HEET 99 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 51 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile OS” 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 T3360 e050 S| 928 
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Table 4C-46. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 S8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

Pg 

P41 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 
R501 P4 


August 2022 


CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


N502: northeast corer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 10.00 2385 100% 100% B 
N502: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | er | th 80% | 100% A 
N502: west side of Sixth Ave north of West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | ttt 0% 100% A 
NSOG: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Stes 2095 00% E 
N503: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 2095 100% F 
N503: southwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 100% A 
NS0A: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 4th Stee i063 00% 3 
N504: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 | 500 | 238 | 10683 100% | 90% | 066 |B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 | 600 | 811686 100% B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1166 100% c 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 | 500 | 89 | 1654 100% 100% C 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 7.00 | 600 | 89 | 1654 100% 100% B 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 39th Street 10.00 2331 100% 100% B 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues | 500 | 400 | 0m | tH | 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Steet between Fifth and Sith Avenues F800 [400] 2 | 3 | 7 ~+| 98 ~*~ ~—<s0% | «100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 12.00 1.75 | 2 | 33] 8 80H 100% A 
R501: southwest corner of West 42nd St and Fifth Ave 2457 100% 100% E 
IND mezzanine west near N502 to southbound platform | 900 | 77s | 138811986 B 
IND mezzanine east near N502 to northbound platform | 900 | 775 | 82070 100% C 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform 1263 D 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform B 
IND mezzanine east near N5O3 o northbound platform i060 D 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 | 19 | 580 | Tt 100% A 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform 100% B 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform D 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform B 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform | 550 | 450 | oo || tT | HOH 5% | 7 | 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 | a2 | Tt TH HHH | 7B | CC 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 1542 D 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 | Ter Pt 100% A 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform | 550 | 450 | | TB|100% A 
IRT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 900 | 7s | tt Ete] 0% TH |e | A 
iRT meazanine near REOO to IRT platform F900 [775 | «|i 3 
iRT mezzanine near R500 [RT platform F900 [775 | 273 1252 E 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 775 | 4511286 100% A 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 77s | TT A 
iRT meazanine near REO' oIRT platform Peo | 775] | me SSC n 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from 
Station 


Out from 
Station 
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FRICTION 
FACTOR 


SURGE FACTOR 


PF utisesiane Out from Station 


vic 
RATIO LOS 
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Table 4C-47. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles PST too | 8.225 | tk |e || 789 A 
HEET ee” A 
High Ext Only Turnstile a SS A A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 2 037 | A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 262 | 367 | om | se | 6 | 14a7 A 
HEET 476 A 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 149 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile pif SCS SSSC*sS(‘éONNCOCOOUMSCOTSC‘“tSC*‘d;CS(‘t‘ A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a 
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Table 4C-48. 


M18-M19-M20-SB11 


011-013 
012-014 
N503 M13-M12 
N503 S8 
09-010 
N504 M6 
N504 $5 
N504 M7-M8 
N504 S6 
N504 M9-M10 
N504 07-08 
016-017 
R500 $2 
R500 $3 
R500 M3 
R501 M2-M1-S1 
P13 

P14 

P10 

P11 

P12 

P7 

P8 

Pg 

P41 

P2 

P3 

P4 

P5 

P6 

R500 P5 
R500 P6 
R500 P7 
R501 P1-P2 
R501 P3 


CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
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ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO LOS 
N502: northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 10.00 1,551 100% B 
N502: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | ot] too | ee | tT 8% 100% A 
N502: west side of Sixth Ave north of West 42nd Street | 700 | 600 | ee] TT 0% 100% A 
NSOG: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Stes 087 00% D 
N503: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 1,087 100% F 
N503: southwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 42nd Street 100% A 
N504: southeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1,068 100% A 
N504: southeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 | 500 | 1,068 100% B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 | 600 | 1,049 100% B 
N504: northeast comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street 1,049 100% C 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 600 {| 500 | 1,083 too | 90% | oe |B 
N504: northwest comer of Sixth Avenue and West 40th Street | 700 | 600 | 1,088 100% B 
N504: northwest corner of Sixth Avenue and West 39th Street 10.00 1,190 ee ee ee 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues | 5.00 | 400 | 08 S| tT HTH 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 100% A 
R500: south side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues 12.00 10.75 100% A 
R501: southwest comer of West 42nd St and Fifth Ave 2,531 100% F 
IND mezzanine west near N502 to southbound platform | 900 | 775 | 2206 |r| ts || mH TH HH |v | CC 
IND mezzanine east near N502 to northbound platform | 900 | 775 | 1,176 B 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform D 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 | sme | coos] || 8% | 8% | 5% | 088 | CC 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform | 550 | 450 [soo | ta | to | mH TH | HH =| 0 | CC 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform A 
IND mezzanine east near N503 to northbound platform A 
IND mezzanine west near N503 to southbound platform 1,718 D 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform C 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform B 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform 1,277 c 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform 1,296 C 
IND mezzanine west near N504 to southbound platform | 550 | 450 [6st TH mH 5H | 22 | A 
IND mezzanine east near N504 to northbound platform A 
IRT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 900 | 77s | 2] | ttt 0% | 0% | 5% | | 
IRT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 900 | 77 | tst t|t50 S| 0% 0%" 75H | 4 | 
IRT mezzanine near R500 to IRT platform | 900 | 775 | 2,679 D 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 77s | rao | gt] 0%@ | 0% =| 75% | | 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 | 775 | es | tT | 0% | 0% | 75% | | 
IRT mezzanine near R501 to IRT platform | 900 Ts Tt tt Tm | 0%@ 5% | 08 | 


R501 P4 
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Table 4C-49. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Bryant Park Station (B, D, F, M, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


North side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N502) 


Two-Way Turnstiles P| 5 T too 8.205 | eee | oz] B 
HEET pot Tt | | tT B 
High Ext Only Turnstile Pp 2 fo | mo CdPCtC*dYC(iCdSSCitC*dYSC‘ A 
South side of West 42nd Street at Sixth Avenue (N503) 

Two-Way Turnstiles De 2 2c 0.39] A 
North side of West 40th Street at Sixth Avenue (N504) 

Two-Way Turnstiles [6 | 262 | 3670 | seer | 7ee—+| tos —=«~—=«a 
HEET 100 
South side of West 42nd Street between Fifth and Sixth Avenues (R500) 

HEET 51 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile CS” 1 
South side of West 42nd Street at Fifth Avenue (R501) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 T3360 eos |? | tT 887 
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Table 4C-50. _—_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 
533 


wist4 om A 
TOs 50 “a | 90% D 
Os10T0107 1s a A 
S2n2 77 A E 
SBN9 319 109) -90% A 
SiON 528 16590 3 
Ori 35 a0 A 
SEM 580 0 a C 
Sia 8 140 [90% 5 
03104 i465 168 | 90% A 
i 706 25 mz | 0% A 
mm 165 18 | 80% A 
O13 16 29 3e0 | 80% 3 
MS3 960 aa 80m 
82 1a ua | 90% E 
NSA 7 zr | 80% C 
Mist 36 25 | 100% C 
iOS a ee 3 
IND Pi 725 zt | 80% 3 
IND Fo 25 ior i96 [90% C 
IND FS 78 26 | 80% A 
IND PA 516 i ws A 
IND 328 i06 [90% A 
IND Fe "Connecting stairbeteen NE2 paid zone and downtown ACE plafom ‘| 900 | 775 fe | 9 203 | 80% 3 
IND FT 9 140 [90% 5 
IND Pe 512 160 | 90% C 
IND PS m5 05 | 80% D 
IND PC 782 a A 
IND Pri Connecting stairbeteen N6t paid zone and uptown ACIEpltfom ‘| 600) 500 | 48 364 0 i200 5 
IND PI [Connecting stairbetieen NED paid zone and uptown ACE plafom ——~+| 800) 00 ~f 8 | af SYS «YCO A 
NDP i ui oe A 
IND Pi "Connecting stairbeteen NEZB paid zone and downtown AIGIE lator +600 | are fae 8 | a0 C 
IND PG 628 520 a5 163 | —90% E 
IND Pe ct zat on A 
FLUPLIPL2 a a0 E 
FLUPLS e75 7 om 5 
FLUPLS 1A a0 E 
FLUPLI 760 105 20 | 80% C 
FLUPLB ia om E 
RTP a 5 
RTP 2.155 ram C 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE | PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES _| | SURGEFACTOR sd FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO 
[2 


BMT P11 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform 1,817 1,158 
BMT P13 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform 1,548 793 
BMT P15/P17 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/RIW platform 3,365 1,951 1,052 


LOS 
RT PSPS 2981 E 
IRT PAPE 1,904 D 
iRT PPO 1444 E 
RT PBPP10 490 5 
RT MIS 964 
iRT MLG 938 D 
iRT MLS 939 D 
RT MLO 850 5 
RTPI 5096 E 
iRTP2 1.144 a 
RT P16 2,75 D 
MLISIMLTAIMLTIMLT6 1,256 5 
ML2OIML21IML22IML23 64 A 
BMT Pr Connecting star betveen A2i mezzanine and downtown NRW patiom | 600 | 500 | 26 | m9 | 8 | 42 ‘| C 
BMT P2 1,286 C 
BMT PS Connecting star between AZ mezzanine and downtown NORIWpatfom | 600 | 500 | 265 | 99 | 9 | 90 ~—~*| C 
BMT Pd a 3 
BMT PST 999 E 
BMT POPS 1,383 C 
BMT Pa 392 C 
BMT P10 780 C 

F 

E 

F 


Table 4C-51. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15- ai VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR Cee areal as IN Station a ee el =o FACTOR cal 


E216 | Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform | 75% | 2,098 Sun! _| nsun | “Sa 0. | 0.93 | a 
E217 a ee eo A 
E218 [Connecting escalatorbetween uppermezzanine andNo.7pitorm | 1 | eT OC* CO 
E261 | R151 FCA: Street escalator at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West42ndStreet_ |__| 40 | —t00% =| ar | Sf Ct Cf CC] 500] 
E262 [R151 FCA: Steet escalator at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet | 1 | 40 | 90% | 0 | 9 | 0 | te | m5 | o2| A 
E267 [R147 FCA; Set escalator at southeast commer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet | 1 | 40 | tom | #3 | o | mm | o| 5 | om | A 
E268 | R147 FCA: Street escalator at southeast comer of Seventh Avenue andWest42ndSteet___— |__| 40 | 90% | | tes] | | | | 
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Table 4C-52. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 017 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 165 om [A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 650] 870 wo? | 9 0.10 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 T3360 | 560 | tas | 09 || A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a a a (se ee eee 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 109 0.39 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 369 A 
HEET 88 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pt Tf 100% | 90% | 09 |_ A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles m7 065 | 8 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Tumstles _s | sa | 50 ~~ ~SCtSSC*~dYSC<‘iTSC*dSCiSSC*d?SC*«i A 
High Exit Only Turnstile I ee Ge A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles [ef 3360 T5607 Tie Tt? 98 0.30 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a DX DD 2 0.24 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148-West) 


WwoWay Tunis OSS a oa [A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Ps T0093 wt 045 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two Way Tumse a8 506 i 274 i A 
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Table 4C-53. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 


wisi4 5 
TOs E 
9101007 A 
S2N2 D 
SENG C 
SiON 5 
Ori NEO FCA: Stet tara southwest comer of Eighth Avenue and West 4th Steet [7.50 | 628 | 220 | 193 ~—~+ aS amt dC |e PA 
Si NEO FCA: Stet star at northwest comer of Eighth Avenue and West 4atn Steet | 4s0 | 360 | ria | esa | aaa | 06 | 00m | 100m | oom | 0968 | Cc 
Sia C 
03104 5 
r A 
mm 5 
O18 3 
MS3 
282 E 
NSA FAZTFCA: Steet staat ortwest comer of Broadway and West 40m Steet [400 | 300 | a7 | os | 118 | 208 | oom | 100m | 00m | 08 | c 
Mist FAZTFCA: Steet staat southeast comer of Broadway and West 40th Steet [450 | 350 | arer | 209 | 36a | 90 | oom | 100m | 0% | 098 | c 
iOS 3 
IND Pi 5 
IND Fo A 
IND FS F Connecting star between NGA paid zone and downiown AVE plaforn [aso | 750 | ter | 8 | 2 | | am | am | 75% | 009 | A 
IND PA Connecting star between NEGA paid zone and downtown AVGE platform [aso | 750 | ae | oo ao—*dtSCe | mC PA 
IND PS A 
IND F6 F Connecting star between N62 paid zone and downtown ACE piatfom | s00 | 775 | zer | i102 | 71 | 3] ow [ae | ro | os | 8 
IND FT 5 
IND Pe D 
IND PS D 
IND PG A 
IND Pri F Connecting star between NO‘ paid zone and uptown AICIE plaim | 600 | 500 | 238 | eon | 4 | 216 | aw | aw | ro» | 058 | 8 
ND PI A 
IND PI A 
IND Pi Connecting star between NIB paid zone and downtown AGE platorm [600 | 475 | os | ea | 200 | 261 | oom | aow | 75% | om | C 
IND PG D 
IND Pe F Connecting star between NEO paid zone and uptown AIIE plaiom | a00| 675 | 24 | sor | 6 | 6 | om | aw | rom | om [A 
FLU PLIPL2 E 
FLUPLS C 
FLUPLS D 
FLUPLI E 
FLUPLB E 
RTP C 
RTP A 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR —_—ssid 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
RT PSPS [Connacing sar between RUS paid zone and downtown T2Gpatiorm | __760 | 625 | 60 | 160 | 216 | 52 | 9% | am | 7% | 115 | 
IRT PAPE D 
iRT PPO C 
RT PBPP10 C 
RT MIS E 
iRT MLG E 
iRT MLS C 
RT MLO C 
RTPI E 
iRTP2 3 
RT P16 D 
MLISIMLTAIMLTIMLT6 D 
ML2OIML21IML22IML23 5 
BMT Pr Connecting star between A21 mezzanine and downtown NRW platiom | 600 | 500 | 109 | 0 | ae | we | 0% | 10% | 75% | o79 | 
BMT P2 C 
BMT PS Connecting star between A21 mezzanine and downtown NIGRIW platform | 600 | 500 | 1075 | 2 | 3 | 70 | 0% | 100% | 75% | oof | 8 
BMT Pd Connecting star between A21 mezzanine and uptown NQRIWplatom | 660 | 560 | 108 | 49 | 328 | 40 ~—+| 90% | 100% | 75% | 069 | 8 
BMT PST 
BMT POPS 5 
BMT Pa D 
BMT P10 
BMT PI E 
BMT PTS c 
BMT PISPPI7 E 


Table 4C-54. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E216 comes ctr ees permanente Tp Tz 
E217 SO 
E218 SO 2 
E261 00% [sr S—~ 


E262 R191 FCA: Street escalator at southwest corner of Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street aa 
E267 R147 FCA: Street escalator at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street = = | 
E268 R147 FCA: Street escalator at southeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street Ye. 2] 


= 


| 9% | we? | tH 
100% 1053 [| | tt | 088 
| set 


= 


Ol] P>| S| >] >| WwW) ow 


= 
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Table 4C-55. _—_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles I ey 0.25 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 186 o2[ 8 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles P6520] a7 | wt ewer 012] A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Tumsties [8 | sao 570 | 66 ~=«Y:~=CtwSSC*dSCi‘ét!SCYSC*«* A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a ae ae a ae ee A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 222 0.54 |B 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 484 A 
HEET 116 A 
High Et Only Turnstile pif oC SCSSC(‘isé‘OONCSOOHC*SC“‘iS~*SC‘éaR A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | to | 4200] 4s0 || 94 || 1,628 049 | 8 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Tumstles 8 | sao | 50 ~(|~—seee~=«?;~=C*«iS*~*;C*izSCYSCSC« B 
High Exit Only Turnstile I ee A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Pe T3360 560] 3097 Ts Tee 8 0.39 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Tumstiles [| 7 | 290 | 451 | 260 | t40 | 86 | 456 043 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148-West) 


WwoWayTunstes SOS a0 [A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Ps T1600 935 || 027 | _A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two Way Tumse a8 506 252 1868 a A 
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Table 4C-56. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 
533 


wist4 om A 
TOs 50 “a | 90% D 
Os10T0107 1s a A 
S2n2 77 A E 
SBN9 319 109) -90% A 
SiON 528 16590 3 
Ori 35 a0 A 
SEM 580 0 a C 
Sia 8 140 [90% 5 
03104 i465 168 | 90% A 
i 706 25 mz | 0% A 
mm 165 18 | 80% A 
O13 16 29 3e0 | 80% 3 
MS3 960 aa 80m 
82 1a ua | 90% E 
NSA 7 zr | 80% C 
Mist 36 25 | 100% C 
iOS a ee 3 
IND Pi 725 zt | 80% 3 
IND Fo 25 ior i96 [90% C 
IND FS 78 26 | 80% A 
IND PA 516 i ws A 
IND 328 i06 [90% A 
IND Fe "Connecting stairbeteen NE2 paid zone and downtown ACE plafom ‘| 900 | 775 fe | 9 203 | 80% 3 
IND FT 9 140 [90% 5 
IND Pe 512 160 | 90% C 
IND PS m5 05 | 80% D 
IND PC 782 a A 
IND Pri Connecting stairbeteen N6t paid zone and uptown ACIEpltfom ‘| 600) 500 | 48 364 0 i200 5 
IND PI [Connecting stairbetieen NED paid zone and uptown ACE plafom ——~+| 800) 00 ~f 8 | af SYS «YCO A 
NDP i ui oe A 
IND Pi "Connecting stairbeteen NEZB paid zone and downtown AIGIE lator +600 | are fae 8 | a0 C 
IND PG 628 520 a5 163 | —90% E 
IND Pe ct zat on A 
FLUPLIPL2 a a0 E 
FLUPLS e75 7 om 5 
FLUPLS 1A a0 E 
FLUPLI 760 105 20 | 80% C 
FLUPLB ia om E 
RTP a 5 
RTP 2.155 ram C 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE | PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES _| | SURGEFACTOR sd FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO 
[2 


BMT P11 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform 1,817 1,158 
BMT P13 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform 1,548 793 
BMT P15/P17 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/RIW platform 3,365 1,951 1,052 


LOS 
RT PSPS 2981 E 
IRT PAPE 1,904 D 
iRT PPO 1444 E 
RT PBPP10 490 5 
RT MIS 964 
iRT MLG 938 D 
iRT MLS 939 D 
RT MLO 850 5 
RTPI 5096 E 
iRTP2 1.144 a 
RT P16 2,75 D 
MLISIMLTAIMLTIMLT6 1,256 5 
ML2OIML21IML22IML23 64 A 
BMT Pr Connecting star betveen A2i mezzanine and downtown NRW patiom | 600 | 500 | 26 | m9 | 8 | 42 ‘| C 
BMT P2 1,286 C 
BMT PS Connecting star between AZ mezzanine and downtown NORIWpatfom | 600 | 500 | 265 | 99 | 9 | 90 ~—~*| C 
BMT Pd a 3 
BMT PST 999 E 
BMT POPS 1,383 C 
BMT Pa 392 C 
BMT P10 780 C 

F 

E 

F 


Table 4C-57. | No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15- eet VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR eee areal as IN ee Station a ee el =o FACTOR cal 


E216 | Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform | 75% | 2,098 Suis’ _| nosun | “Sn 0. | 0.93 | a 
E217 a A 
E218 [Connecting escalatorbetween uppermezzanine andNo.Tpiform | 1 | eT TTT OC* CO 
E261 | R151 FCA: Street escalator at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West42ndStreet_ |__| 40 | —t00% =| ar | Sf Ct Cf CC] 500] 
E262 [R151 FCA: Steet escalator at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet | 1 | 40 | 90% | 0 | 9 | 0 | te | m5 | o2| A 
E267 [R147 FCA; Set escalator at southeast commer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet | 1 | 40 | tom | #3 | o | mm | o| 5 | om | A 
E268 | R147 FCA: Street escalator at southeast comer of Seventh Avenue andWest42ndSteet___— |__| 40 | 90% | | tes] | | | | 
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Table 4C-58. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 017 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 165 om [A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 650] 870 wo? | 9 0.10 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 | 3360 | 560 | tas | 09 || A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a ae ee |e Da a ee eee 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 109 0.39 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 369 A 
HEET 88 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pot Hf 100% 0% | 09 ||_A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles m7 065 | 8 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Tumstles s | sao | sno S«dY~SC*itSSC*~*SCi‘éilSC*dSCiSSC*d?SC*«i A 
High Exit Only Turnstile DR A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles [ef 3360 T5607 Te Ste? 88 0.30 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a DX DD 2 0.24 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148) 


TWwoWayTunstes SOS daa aza[_A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 93,780 5,805 1,194 2,174 679 A 
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Table 4C-59. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
WIDTH | EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION Out from vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION (FT) WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO LOS 


wist4 5 
TOS E 
9101007 A 
S2n2 D 
SBN9 C 
SiON 5 
ori [NEO FCA: Steet starat southwest comer ofEighth Ave andaatht ~*~ 62s | ao wo] too CP ote OC 
SEIN NEO FCA: Stet starat northwest comer of ight Aveand ist [480360 | 712 | se | mas [ane | 0% | 100m | 90m | ows | c 
Sia C 
03104 5 
r A 
mm 5 
O13 5 
MS3 
282 E 
NSA CAZTFCA: Steet staat rortwest comer of Boadway and4ohst | 400300 | a7r_| 60 | ie [206 | ao | 100% | 90m | oa | c 
Mist CAZTFCA: Steet staat southeast comer of Broadway and4mhst [450350 | ater | ago | see | ao | 100% | 90m | oss | c 
iOS 3 
IND Pi 5 
IND Fo A 
IND FS [Connecting star between NGA pat zone and downtown AVGE platform | a5 750 | ter | [2 | | am | a0w | rex | ooo [A 
IND PA [Conneding star between N6QA pad zone and downtown AICE platform [850750 | ae | 6 [ao [ze | am | aw | rex | oma [A 
IND PS A 
IND F6 [Connecting star between N62 paid zone and downtown ACE patio | s00[ 775 | zor | aoa [ 1 | a | 00m | oom | rox | os | 8 
IND FT 5 
IND Pe D 
IND PS D 
IND PG A 
IND Pri [Connecting star between NOt paid zone and uptown CIE plafoom | e00[ soo | 238 | er [4 | 216 | oom | aon | 75% | os | 8 
ND PI A 
IND PI A 
IND Pi F Connecting star between N62B pat zone and downtown AIGE platform | 600 475 | 680 | e960 C 
IND PG 625 D 
IND Pe a A 
FLU PLIPL2 E 
FLUPLS C 
FLUPLS D 
FLUPLT E 
FLUPLB E 
RTP C 
RTP 36 A 
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ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | __SURGEFACTOR _si 
WIDTH | EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION Out from vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION (FT) WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Station RATIO LOS 


IRTPaIPS [Connecing star belween R15 paid zone and downtown Waisplatom | 760] 625 | 60 | 60 | 216 | 828 | 90% | 80% | 7% | 15 | OD 
IRT P4/P6 D 
IRT P7/PS C 
IRT P8/P10 C 
IRT MLS c 
IRT ML6 c 
IRT ML9 C 
IRT ML10 C 
IRT P11 c 
IRT P12 B 
IRT P16 D 
ML13/ML14/ML15/ML16 D 
ML20/ML21/ML22/ML23 | Connecting stair between lower and upper mezzanine =| 65O| 5.25 | tae | tS | 51S] 9 | 100% | 80% | 80% | 059 B 
BMT Pt | Connecting stair between A21 mezzanine and downtown NQIRIW platform | 6.00 | 6.00 | 1.019 | 10] a8 | S159 | 90% | 100% | 75% =| 09 C 
BMT P2 C 
BMT P3 Connecting stair between A21 mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform | 600] 500 | 107 | 24 | £33 | 7 | 90% | 100% | 75% | 064 | B 
BMT P4 Connecting stair between A21 mezzanine and uptown N/Q/R/W platform | 650] 550 | 104 | 449 ++| 328 | 140 | 90% | 100% | 75% | 069 | B 
BMT PS/P7 Connecting stair between BMT mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform | 7.50] 625 | 108 | 3493 | 339 | 1092 | 90% | 80% | 75% | 223 | F 
BMT P6/P8 Connecting stair between BMT mezzanine and uptown N/Q/R/W platform | 750] 625 | 302 | 926 | 123 «| 289 | 90% | 80% | 75% | 064 | B 
BMT P9 Connecting stair between BMT mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform D 
BMT P10 Connecting stair between BMT mezzanine and uptown N/Q/R/W platform F 
BMT P11 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform E 
BMT P13 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform C 
BMT P19/P17 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and downtown N/Q/R/W platform E 


Table 4C-60. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


| __PEAK-HOURVOLUMES _|_PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE eee from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR Eee ee ae ie TH IN es ar eae from Station | _Into — aa ae” A cr FACTOR sia 
| 478 


E216 | Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine and No.7 platorm == sd escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform | 75% 1 | 1530 | 0.67 | 67 
E217 Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine and No 7 platform se ee a 1316 SS SS 


a Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine andNo. Tplafom ———~—~S~CSCi | 
zy FRi51 FCA: Steet escalator at southwest comer of Sevenh Avenue and West4ondSteet| 1 | 40 [ tom [rit 
£262 R151 FCA: Sree escalator at southwest comer of Seventh Avenue andWest42ndSteet| 1 | 40 | 90% | 0 | —-ear_—s 
E267 RH Fok Stet ela oes oer of Seenh Aves and Westnet [1 [ao || ots | 
is FRIET FCA: Seo escalator at southeast comer of Seventh Avenue and West42nd Steet | 1 | 40 [a0 [0] agar 


= 


os 
ae a 
os 


Ol Yr| br] >) >| WW) ow 


= 
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Table 4C-61. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3360 | te] 00 | tte? | 0.25 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 186 02[ 8 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 650870 Tr? || Tt | | | os 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Tumsties [8 | sa 510 | 00 ~+~«(|~=soowteSC«dYSCi«‘ét!SCdYSC*«* A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ae ae ae a ae A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 222 0.54 |B 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 484 A 
HEET 116 A 
High Et Only Turnstile pif oC SCSSC(‘isé‘OONCSOOHC*SC“‘iS~*SC‘éaR A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | to | 4200] 4s0 || 94 || 1,628 049 | 8 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Tumstles 8 | sao | 50 ~(|~—seee~=«?;~=C*«iS*~*;C*izSCYSCSC« B 
High Exit Only Turnstile I ee A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Pe T3360 560] 3 oo7 Ts Tee 8 0.39 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 7 [| 2940 | 451 | 260 | t460 | 86 | 456 0.43 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148) 


TWwoWayTunstles SSCS 025 [A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 93,780 5,805 2512 1,863 582 A 
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Table 4C-62. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 


wist4 A 
TOS D 
9101007 A 
S2N2 NES FCA: Street tara southeast comer of Eighth Avenue and West d0in Steet [400 | 300 | 220 | tas esd Sst CC a 
SENS 5 
SiON 5 
Ori A 
SEIN NGO FCA: Stet star at northwest comer of Eighth Avenue and West ath Steet [450 | 360 | 419 | ove | iv | 19 | oom | 100m | oom | 072 | 
Sia NGO FCA: Stet tara southeast comer ofighh Avenue and West4atn Steet a50 | 250 | a0 | 460 | a5 | | ow | 100 | oom | oss | 8 
03104 A 
r A 
mm A 
O18 5 
MS3 
282 E 
NSA C 
Mist C 
iOS RITFCA: Steet start rorheast comer of Broadvay and West 40h Steet [400 | 300 | 2 +| as —«d Sato too aos 
IND Pi 5 
IND Fo C 
IND FS A 
IND PA A 
IND PS A 
IND F6 F Connecting star between N62 pid zone and downtown ACIE pat | 900 | 775 | eae | ess | vas | 205 | ow [aw | rom | 050 | 8 
IND FT 5 
IND Pe C 
IND PS D 
IND PG A 
IND Pri F Connecting star between NOt pid zone and uptown ACIEpltiom | 600 | 500 | we | ass | | ao] om [aw | rom | os | 8 
ND PI [Connecting star between N6O pid zone and uptown CIE piatirm ——~—~(| sao | 400 | | a7 *if SY tte oz P 
IND PI A 
IND Pi F Connecting star between N62B pa zone and downtown AGE plaforn [600 | 475 | 400 | 190 | tas | a9 | oom | a0m | 75% | 072 | c 
IND PG 625 E 
IND Pe A 
FLU PLIPL2 E 
FLUPLS 5 
FLUPLS E 
FLUPLI 75% C 
FLUPLB E 
RTP F Connecting star between RA pid zone and uptown 12K patorm | 1450 | 1000 | 285 | 1302 | 69 | a5 | ow [tom | 7% | 050 | 8 
RTP C 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | ___SURGEFACTOR —_—s_si 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
RT PSPS 
IRT PAPE D 
iRT PPO E 
RT PBPP10 5 
RT MIS 
iRT MLG E 
iRT MLS D 
RT MLO Connecting star between lower mezzanine and uptown 1/26 piaorm | 700 | 575 | 462 | 6 | 1m | 24 | 0% | 00% | 75% | 060 | 8 
RTPI Connecting star between R1St paid zone and downtown 1/2 platform | 1500 | 1360 | 345 | 308 | 088 | 900 ~*| 0% | 00% | 75% | 140 | © 
iRTP2 5 
RT P16 D 
MLISIMLTAIMLTSIMLT6 C 
ML2OIML21IML22IML23 A 
BMT Pr [Connecting star between A2i mezzanine and downtown NIQRIW platom | 600 | 500 | 28 | 10 | 68 | 426 | 0% | 100% | 75% | om | c 
BMT P2 C 
BMT PS FConnecng star between A2i mezzanine and downtown NIQRIW platom | 600 | 500 | 20 | oor | oi | 300 | 00% | 10% | 75% | o73 | c 
BMT Pd 3 
BMT PST E 
BMT POPS C 
BMT Pa C 
BMT P10 D 
BMT PI 
BMT PTS E 
BMT PISPI7 


Table 4C-63. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR _| IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station | (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) | RATIO 


E216 Conneting escalator between upper mezzanine and No. platform Pt | oO ] mm | a 
e2ir Connesingesealator between upper mezzerine and No.7 plan a a 


E218 ee a a a a, oe 
a R51 FCA: Steet escalator at southwest comer of Sevenh Avenue and West 42nd Stet | 1 | 40 | toon | aur _| 
E252 [R51 FCA: Steet escalator at southwest omer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet | 1 | 40 | 0m | 0 | 
E267 [RI47 FCA: Stet escalator at southeast comer of Seventh Avenue and West 42ndSteet [1 | 40 | toon |e 
a [RI47 FCA: Stet escalator at southeast comer of Seventh Avenue and West-4and Steet | 1 | 40] 90m | 0 


= 


a 
a 
a a 
ee 
a 


= f/o 


w)>|>|>]a/>Jo]d 


= 
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Table 4C-64. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 017 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 167 om [A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a 27 9 0.10 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Tumstles [8 | sao] <50~=«Y:~=CiaSSC«d;SC(‘ém|S:S!!C*YS*C*«tSCYSCSC«t A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 14 0.39 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 373 A 
HEET 89 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pt tw ef 100% 0% | 09 ||_ A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 76 | 90% | 90% | 066] B 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Tumstles [8 | sao | 510 +| ee ~=«;~CiSSC*dtSC<i«é‘éa CYC A 
High Exit Only Turnstile I ee: A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Pe T3360 560] wot] tet 96 0.30 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a a DX DD 0.25 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148) 


TWwoWayTunstles SOS aza[ A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 93,780 5,805 1,200 2,196 686 A 
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Table 4C-65. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 


wisi4 5 
uO E 
91010107 A 
S22 D 
SBN9 C 
SiON 5 
Ori A 
SEM C 
Sia C 
03104 5 
r A 
mm 5 
O13 5 
MS3 
82 E 
NSA AZT FCA: Stet star at nrtwest comer ofBroadway and West doth Steet [400 | 300 | ames SYS | toot SYP 
Ms D 
iOS 3 
IND Pi 3 
IND Fo 3 
IND FS Connecting stirbetveen NEBA pad zone and downtown AIGE platorn ——~| aso | 70 fod CPCCA 
IND Pe Connecting stirbetveen NEGA paid zone and downtown AGE platform | eso _| 7s | wo | om | mz + 2 | sm | eon | 75% ~+| 04 | A 
IND PS A 
IND F6 Connecting stairbetveen NG2 paid zone and downtown AEE plafom ‘| 900 | 77s | a+ aaos Pm ome | | 
IND FT 5 
IND Pe D 
IND D 
IND PG A 
NDP Connecting stirbetveen NGI paid zone and uptown ACIE pltfom ‘| 600 | 500 | ‘| erp sate | moor | 
IND PI A 
NDP A 
IND Pi Connecting stirbetveen NG2B paid zone and downtown AIGE lator + 600~| 47s fess «Caso mCP 
IND PG 628 D 
IND Pe Connecting stairbetveen NGO paid zone and uptown ACE platform ———~—~+[800| ers [mdi PSCC SSCS CSCC Cs 
FLUPLIPL2 E 
FLUPLS C 
FLUPLS D 
FLUPLT 75% E 
FLUPLB E 
RTP C 
RTP A 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR —_—ssid 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


IRT PSPS [Connecting starbetween R145pad zone and downtown 12iSpiatfom ‘| 7.50 | 625 | 60 ~—+| 1718 (| —o2te—=S=«d;sC=C*«it~SC*di~=Ci«M CSCC SS«|CCCTMGSC| SCA «CO 
IRT P4/P6 D 
IRT P7/P9 C 
IRT P8/P 10 C 
IRT MLS E 
IRT ML6 F 
IRT ML9 C 
IRT ML10 C 
IRT P11 E 
IRT P12 B 
IRT P16 E 
ML13/ML14/ML15/ML16 D 
ML20/ML21/ML22/ML23 B 
BMT Pt | Connecting stair between A21 mezzanine and downtown NIQIRW platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 4,028 | t3 | zt | too | 0% =| 100% =~ | 7% |. | CC 
BMT P2 C 
BMT P3 | Connecting stair between A21 mezzanine and downtown NIQIRW platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 4099 | sz | 883] | 0% | 100% =~ | 5% | 065 | 
BMT P4 C 
BMT P5IP7 F 
BMT P6IP8 B 
BMT P9 D 
BMT P10 F 
BMT P11 E 
BMT P13 C 
BMT P15/P17 E 
NOTE: + denotes a significant adverse effect 

Table 4C-66. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 

Se a ae 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN FACTOR Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO 

E216 | Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine and No. 7 platform = escalator between upper mezzanine | Connecting escalator between upper mezzanine andNo.7 platform = = == sd No. 7 platform | 75% | | 1,530 | ,030 ae _{ msn | “a 478 a ee eae = 
E217 ee Se B 
E218 | em OT | te PH | 
E261 RE Gc 
E262 | mm OT we# S| tH 
E267 | 00% =| oss | ts | 8H | 
E268 OO 


August 2022 Appendix 4C-71 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-67. CBD Tolling Alternative: 42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Eighth Avenue and West 44th Street - southwest corner (N60) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 0.25 | A 
Eighth Avenue and West 43rd Street - southwest corner (N61) 

HEET 186 02[ 8 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (N62A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6 | 520] 70] tt |e Tt] 0% | OH | co A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street - northwest corner (N62) 

Two-Way Tumsties [8 | sae ]~C«eOSC«dYS=C‘ém|!OC*”YSCC*dYSCi‘iSSYSCSC A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ae ae ae a ee A 
Eighth Avenue and West 42nd Street - northwest corner (N62B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 223 0.55 |B 
Eighth Avenue and West 40th Street - northwest corner (N63) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 485 A 
HEET 116 A 
High Et Only Turnstile pip SCS SSC*SSC(‘iéONS#C#*NNSOOHSSC*SC(‘SsSC*dSSCti‘i A 
Eighth Avenue and West 41st Street (N63A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 1,627 049 | 8 
Broadway and West 40th Street (A21) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 T3360 | 560 | 8635s || 488 B 
High Exit Only Turnstile > A 


Seventh Avenue and West 40th Street (R143) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a 0.39 | A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R147) 


Two-Way Tumstiles [7 [| 290 | 451 | 261 | 1464 | siz | 458 043 | A 


Broadway and West 42nd Street - southeast corner (R148) 


TWwoWayTunstles SSCS ae om [_A 


Seventh Avenue and West 42nd Street - southwest corner (R151) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 9 | 3,780 5,805 2,536 1,870 584 A 
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Table 4C-68. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR —_si 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Out from Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO 


LOS 
i Conesing sar beween OTOGOGOIstarsandTunsyieUrdeomdNanet | 1150 | 1000 | az | 735 A 
O5I08 3 
020007 A 
s2 A 
Sin 5 
110008 A 
sé A 
$5 Stet strat southeast comer of Colmbus Grcle and GentalPark South | 400_[ 678 | __70 | 13_| 2 | 8 | @% | tom | oom | 008 | A 
Orang | SteetstairbyTumpHotel ———SSSSSCSC~C~rC(i SY tC TSCYCCtSCSC CCCP oe 
NTST Steet stair at northwest comer of West 60h Steetand Boadway ——~SC~YSCO iss | tet 
S20 Seco a i a a a a a Se, a 
S30 Steet vel start West 60h Steet and Broadway median ——~—~S~S~SC«i OPCS CPCS 
Pt Comes a vers NOS pedo and ND sound patean | —ta00 | tos [vas [are [are ars | 00 0 5 gs 
P3 5 
PA A 
FS A 
P6 3 
PB C 
Prd D 
a C 
a 5 
Prats 3 
or 3 
PLUS D 
ML A 


Table 4C-69. _—_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


E250K Steel eovatorby Te Warner Center A A ( (  ( 
ED5IK Stet elvatorby Te Warner Center 1 <A 
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Table 4C-70. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 1,275 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee © A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties 198 om] A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 142 011] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a ae a ee 011] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 167 021 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET 15 | 90% | 80% | 0.06 | A 
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Table 4C-71. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
M7 A 
05/06 A 
020/021 | Street stair at northwest corner of West 57th Street and Eighth Avenue | 8.50 | 7.25 | 88 | ||| HT 100%" ~~ | 80% =~ | ont2 '| A 
82 Street star at northeast comer of West 67h Street and Eighth Avenue —*|~—-460~—~+| ~—30_| 308 ~—=«| ~—=Ss@ sé SCS SCSC*éiGSC*«dS=CiéOMSCL~SCSC«OOM SC*Y;C*C*«*«SSC*=«COHS|SCA 
S4lMt4 B 
01/02/03 A 
SA Street star at southeast comer of Columbus Grcle and Central ParkSouth | 400 | 300 | 673 | —t92_~—=S«i_=Ciétg’ ~SSC«d(=SCs*CiSSCSS:=SCim SL ~S=SC0OM —«|=SCSCi8OH S| =| C 
$5 A 
o18iM14 [Street stairby TrumpHotel = 50 | 16.00 | ce7_ | 060 | ts | we S| | 100% ~~ | 80% =| es “(|B 
M7/S7 A 
S22 Strest level star at West 0th Street and Broadwaymedian ———=S=SCSC~=C*C*i SYS ~SC]~StSSC«dSC(“‘é§S#CO#*C™=COC~C‘é]SC*«S*=Ciéi SL ~SSCtOOM SCY«=SCSCi8HSCS«COM SSCA 
S33 Street level star at West 60th Steet and Broadwaymedian —=SCSC~*idt~=SCiéiOS*T~SwO |S SC*d~=SC*éiéTA~SC*‘™C“C‘éO:~S=C*éC=Ci‘é’”=~==#«~=C«OM% «| ~~=CtOOH =O ~=SCittHSCd=CO’ STC 
Pt | Connecting stair between NO51 paid zone and IND southbound platform | 12.00 | 10.75 | 2407 | ta | sz || HH | 75% =| ot '| CC 
P3 B 
PA A 
P5 A 
P6 B 
P8 c 
PA D 
Pit A 
P13 B 
P14iP15 546 798 A 
P16 8.75 A 
PL1/PL3 B 
ML! A 


Table 4C-72. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


E250K Steel eovatorby Tne Warner Center OO 
ED5IK Stet elvatorby Tie Warner Center ioe | zar[o | oo fo | s+ om [c 
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Table 4C-73. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 506 B 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee © A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties a o30[ A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 78 0.23 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 66 0.10] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 86 0.18] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET 8 A 
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Table 4C-74. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
M7 A 
05/06 B 
020/021 A 
82 A 
S4lMt4 B 
01/02/03 A 
SA A 
$5 A 
o18iM14 B 
M7/S7 A 
S22 Strest level star at West 0th Strest and Broadwaymedian ———=—=SC~*=C*i SYST SS SC]StBSSC*dSC‘“‘éA*S#*C=SC‘étST~SC*«d;CiéKOMSCSL~=SC«OMS ~SC*Y;C*«éiSSC*C«CSS|SCA 
S33 Street level stair at West 60th Steet and Broadwaymedian ——=~=SC*i~=SCé OST =O S«|~SSCaSSC*~SCSCtwSSSC*dC=SC*«isONSC*‘(;#SC“C(‘éO’~«SC*‘«;$#“‘éMOMS~SCS~=C«éOOHSC*«“;#C‘(“C(‘<‘(éOOS~=C«;«C«’ S| SC 
Pt | Connecting stair between NO51 paid zone and IND southbound platform | 12.00 | 10.75 | 1833, | 872 | |r| | 8H | 75% ~~ | ns “|B 
P3 453 B 
PA A 
P5 A 
P6 443 B 
P8 75% c 
PA 623 D 
Pit c 
P13 B 
P14/P15 B 
P16 B 
PL1/PL3 D 
ML! A 


Table 4C-75. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


E250K Steel eovatorby Tne Warner Center 7 2 
ED5IK Stet elvatorby Tie Warner Center 1 
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Table 4C-76. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 1,275 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee © A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties 198 om] A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 142 011] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a ae a ee 011] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 167 021 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET 15 | 90% | 80% | 0.06 | A 
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Table 4C-77. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
M7 A 
05/06 A 
020/021 | Street stair at northwest corner of West 57th Street and Eighth Avenue | 8.50 | 7.25 | 88 | ||| HT 100%" ~~ | 80% =~ | ont2 '| A 
82 Street star at northeast comer of West 67h Street and Eighth Avenue —*|~—-460~—~+| ~—30_| 308 ~—=«| ~—=Ss@ sé SCS SCSC*éiGSC*«dS=CiéOMSCL~SCSC«OOM SC*Y;C*C*«*«SSC*=«COHS|SCA 
S4lMt4 B 
01/02/03 A 
SA Street star at southeast comer of Columbus Grcle and Central ParkSouth | 400 | 300 | 673 | —t92_~—=S«i_=Siéstg’~S=C«d(=SCts=iSSSCS:=SCié SL ~SSCt0OM —«|=SCSCi8H S| =| CO 
$5 A 
o18iM14 [Street stairbyTrumpHotel = 50| 16.00 | t967_— | 00] ts] S| | 100% ~~ | 80% ~~ | es “|B 
M7/S7 A 
S22 Strest level star at West 60th Street and Broadwaymedian ————=—=S~C~*=SC*Ci SYS S| Cnt ~SCi|~StSSC«dSC‘“‘é§HSCO#*™SCOC*C*é]SC*«S*=Cié‘éSL~SCtOOM SO«Y«=CSC«HSCS«COM SCA 
S33 Street level stair at West 60th Street and Broadwaymedian —=SC~*id~SCéO «Y= |= OSSC*d~=SC*éiTA~SC*«‘d™C“‘éO:*=S=C*éC=C(‘éR’=~=S=#«~=C«OM% «| ~~=CtOOH =O ~=SCCitOHSSCd=COe STC 
Pt | Connecting stair between NO51 paid zone and IND southbound platform | 12.00 | 10.75 | aor, | ta | sz || %H | 8H | 75% | ot *| CC 
P3 B 
PA 296 175 A 
P5 A 
P6 636 986 B 
P8 6.75 c 
PA D 
Pit A 
P13 B 
P14iP15 546 798 A 
P16 8.75 A 
PL1/PL3 B 
ML! A 


Table 4C-78. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


E250K Steel eovatorby Tne Warner Center OO 
ED5IK Stet elvatorby Tie Warner Center ‘oo [zor 0 | oo fo | 5s +i om [c 
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Table 4C-79. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 506 B 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee © A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties a o30[ A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 78 0.23 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 66 0.10] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 86 0.18] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET 8 A 
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Table 4C-80. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
M7 A 
05/06 B 
020/021 A 
82 A 
S4lMt4 B 
01/02/03 A 
SA A 
$5 Street star at southeast comer of Columbus Circle and Central Park South ‘| __ 400 | 675 | 80 | zi '| 2 | 38 | 9% | 100% | 80% | oo | A 
o18iM14 B 
M7/S7 A 
S22 Strestlevel star at West 60th Street and Broadwaymedian ———=SSC~*=C*i SYST SSC SCYSCtBSSC«dSC“‘éSSO#*d=SC‘*tST~SC*«d;CiékOM SCSL=SC«tOMS SC*Y;C*~*«éiSC*dC«CSS;SCA 
S33 Street level stair at West 60th Steet and Broadwaymedian —~=SC~id~=SC* OST =O «|~SSCaHSSC~SCSCtSSC*d*=C(‘Z~~=#*iS;éC~CO*#*MOT’~SC*«d;#C(Cié‘éMOMSCS=SC«éOOHSC*«“;;Cs«‘éMS~=*;«C«MS «S| SC 
Pt o67 | 8B 
P3 476 | 0% =| 80% =~ | ~~ | 060 |B 
PA [Connecting star between NOBt paid zone and IND southbound platiorm + 10.00 ~+| 875 | 26 ~—~«| + —=sse7_—=Siédi=Ci‘é|;*CO#*d=SC*éNS SSCdYs=SCimwM SL =SCSCéMSOCYSCSCSCM SCS «OD SCA 
P5 A 
P6 444 B 
P8 75% c 
PA 628 D 
Pit | Connecting stair between NO49 paid zone and IND southbound platform | 8.00 | 75 | 255 | t578 | || 0% | 8% | 75% | 83 | CC 
P13 B 
P14/P15 B 
P16 B 
PL1/PL3 D 
ML! A 


Table 4C-81. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


E250K Steel eovatorby Tne Warner Center EO 7 
ED5IK Stet elvatorby Tie Warner Center 1 Ac 
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Table 4C-82. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstles 1,305 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee Yc: A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties 200 om [A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 147 0.12] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 87 011] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 167 021 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET te | 90% | 80% | 0.06 | A 
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Table 4C-83. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
M7 A 
05/06 A 
020/021 A 
82 Street star at northeast comer of West 67h Street and Eighth Avenue ——+|~—-460_—+| ~—30_| 35 ~—=«| ~—=SsSC«d=SCi‘iWSSCdTSC‘étT’~SC=C‘d;Ciétk SL SSC «Y=SCSi8H |= | 
S4lMt4 B 
01/02/03 A 
SA Street star at southeast comer of Columbus Grcleand Central ParkSouth | —400_—+| —300_| sez] + —t93—~=S=«d|=SCistwz~SSC«d=SCtiSCdSSCi SCL ~SSCt0OM —=«YSs=SCSCi8OH S| =| ~C 
$5 A 
o18iM14 [Street stairbyTrumpHotel = 50| 16.00 | toe | oer | te] Sts S| | 100% ~~ | 80% ~~ | es “|B 
M7/S7 A 
S22 Strest level star at West 0th Street and Broadwaymedian ——=—=SCS~=*=C*i SYS S| Cnt S| ~StSSC«dSC(‘é§HS#CO#*™SCOC~Cé]SSC*CS*=CétMSL~SCtOOM S«Ys«=CtC«HSSSCSC«COM SCA 
S33 Street level stair at West 60th Street and Broadwaymedian —=SC*d~SCéO «Y= | ~SSCOSSC*d~=SC*iéitTA~S*«‘L*™C“‘éO:~=S=C*éC=C“‘éCS’™~=#*;=C«OM% «| ~~=CtOH =O =SCSCiOHSSC*S=Ce STC 
Pt | Connecting stair between NO51 paid zone and IND southbound platform | 12.00 | 10.75 | 24st | tz | es | | HH | 75% |_| CC 
P3 B 
PA 296 175 A 
P5 A 
P6 640 987 B 
P8 6.75 c 
PA D 
Pit A 
P13 B 
P14iP15 562 816 A 
P16 875 A 
PLAPL3 | Connecting stair between IRT northbound platform and IND southbound platform | 10.00 | 8.75 | tet | Satz | St | 29 | | 8H | 75%@ ~~ |r | 
ML! A 


Table 4C-84. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN FACTOR Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 


E250K Steel eovatorby Tne Warner Cente EO 
EDBIK Stet elevatorby Time Warner Center ioe [28 [0 | oe | of ws | om [ 
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Table 4C-85. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street — Columbus Circle Station (A, B, C, D, and No. 1 lines) Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Time Warner Center (N051) 


Two-Way Tumstles 509 B 
High Exit Only Turnstile a © A 
Trump Hotel (N049) 

Two-Way Tumsties 646 o30 [A 
Columbus Circle and Central Park South - southeast corner (R157) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 78 0.23 | A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median — north side (R158 North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 66 0.10] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway Median - south side (R158 South) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 86 0.18] A 
West 60th Street and Broadway — northwest corner (R158A) 

HEET a 
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Table 4C-86. 


Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


— Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
Station Station 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


| ____SURGEFACTOR _sis 


[ings teen | Out from Station 


vic 
RATIO 


LOS 
M1/S1 A004 FCA: northwest corner of bexinginn Avenue and East 60th Street 4.00 3.00 90% 100% 80% 0.91 C 
MB1/SB1 | 1569 | 90% | C 
ont/o%2 $e | eee 
08/09/010 D 
S3M3 | R245 FCA: northeast comer of Lexington Avenue and Easté0th Street | 5.00 | 400 | 56 | 83 | | 60S | 0%" = 100% =| 80% =| ooo |B 
01/02/03 A 
52184 A002 FCA southwest comer of Third Avenue and East6Oh Steet _——=~S~*~dtC=i sO | | OYSSSCS*;SCSCStSC*Y~SC«O | ~SSCtoom ~«|~=SCiM*|COT | 
S5/S7 | AOOZ FCA: northwest comer of Third Avenue andEast60th Street |S 6.00 | 5.00 | | at S| wt | %H@_ = 100%" =| 80% ~~ o| A 
S6/S8 | AOOZ FCA: southeast comer of Third Avenue andEast60th Steet |S .00 | 5.00 | 389 |? | tz |e | 0% = 100% =| 80% =| 060 |B 
Sst [A002 FCA: northeast comer of Third Avenue and East6OthStreet_——~=~S~Ct OOS; «| ~SC«m | Ct «| ~~ «| ore | 
z E 
Pi C 
P2 D 
PL1/PL3/PLS/PL? D 
PL2IPL4/PLGIPL8__| Near R245A FCA: Connecting stair between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform | 2.75 | 1.75 | er | 9 | Tt | HH L7H | OT | OB 
P3 A 
P5/P13 | R245 FCA: Connecting stair to intermediate mezzanine-east_ | 50 | 550 | 89 | tat ||| 10% =| 8% =| 8% =| 1.01 | D 
P6 C 
P7 C 
ML3/ML4 F 
MLAIML2 
ML5/ML6 F 
PL9 | Connecting stair between downtown 4/5 platform and lower intermediate mezzanine | 6.00 | 5.00 | 1748 | 2202, | 56 | 76 | 90% =| 80% =| 75% | 243 | 
PL10 | Connecting stair between uptown 4/5 platform and lower intermediate mezzanine | 6.00 | 5.00 | 1464 | 756 | 864] 286 | 0% =| 8% =| 75H =| 1.14 | OD 
PLit Connecting star between downtown 4/6 platform and ower intermediate mezzanine | _600_| 600 | 140 | toe | 41a] a | o0% |  ao% | 7% ~+| 140 | 
PL12 | Connecting stair between uptown 4/5 platform and lower intermediate mezzanine | 6.00 | 5.00 | eat | aon | ts | 188 | 0% =| 80% =| 75% |r | CC 
Po/P10/P 11/P 12 A 
August 2022 Appendix 4C-85 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-87. —__ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES eae 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform peu {wniin| ctor | wesw | “un | nosumn | “ter | _minovrsvnaricen | eat = 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% | oo | 14595 |  o | 498 | 945 ~~ | 070 | C 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 | 40 | 80% | lcs | 0 945 B 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine mE e- T2m mh 2l aae -s 945 A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform a a ee ee eS 945 C 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 | 40% Ege fit 945 C 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 =| 40, | 00% =f S08 S| tli isi 945 A 


Table 4C-88. — Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 140 0.27 | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties 3 | aro] ~saesS~*~srYC=<i‘i‘iaSCOC*dtSC(‘mg@OS!OO#CSSOC~«éaSC«dYSC:«‘i om [A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 433 A 
HEET 145 A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 552 A 
HEET 308 A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R245) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3360 | 60 Tt 0% | 80% To |A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee ee ae ee a ee ee ee ee ee ee A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two.Way Tumstles ‘a4 020 [A 
High Ext Only Turnstile Pe eee fe I Os ct 040 | A 
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Table 4C-89. _ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 


PL1/PL3/PL5/PL7 Near R244A FCA: Connecting stair between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform 173 | CTS TY 100% 
PL2/PL4/PL6/PL8 Near R245A FCA: Connecting stair between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform 1280 100% 


ust 
05106 
MBTISEA 
or110r2 
Osi081070 [R245A FCA southeast comer of Lexington Avenue and East Sah Steet ——~=~*~“~S*CS~sR CCPC | CCC 
S3N3 
1102108 [R245 FCA: southeast comer ofLexingon Avenue and East6OthSteet—~=~S~*~sC*O as | es | CCareC|SCCa*|SCtt SY | tom «| om ~| 020 | 
S21 AOGZ FCA: southwest comer of Third Avenue and East6OhnStest_—~—~=~S*~S~SC<CSMSCSC‘OC‘CYSCSSCSTCYSCCCPC CYC «CCC 
S517 A0G2 FCA: nortwest comer of Tid Avenue and EastGdthStest——~=~C*~“‘*~*~*~sSC~«ia CCCP mt |r 
S6IE AOO2 FCA: southeast omer of Tid Avenue and East6OthStest——~=C~*~“~*~S~S~S*C<CSRMSCSCCS OCHS mt | 
Sas AOG2 FCA: northeast comer of Third Avenue andEast6Oh Steet ——=~=~sSCSSSCSC OCC «YC «YS | CTO | COC 
PB 
Pt 
P2 [R244 FCA: Connecting tanto intermediate mezzanine-west_——=SSSSSY Ste «YSPC 


SIO!|SI/VOSOLOlLMMIOLSOIl[ MSI TD DVJO!; MWS] Sl Sl SlLOQSO/YSIO|WIO 


P3 
PSP 
P6 
Pr 
TENT 
LINZ 
LEINLS 
is "Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and over intermediate mezzanine [600 [S00 amr asf wae ||| 
PLiO Connecting stairbetveen uptown 4/6 platform andoverinfermediatemezzanine +600 | S00 | iz | —eon~«dtSCa Yom || CTCtae | 
PL Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and loverintemediate mezzanine [600 500 | 260 | a7_—+| _—~| 10 —~i| am | atm | rex ~*~ | 
PLi2 "Connecting stirbetveen uptown [6 platform andoverinfermediatemezzanine [600 [S00 oa | es =| aes —«iY Stam YC CCe 
POPTOPTIPTD 
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Table 4C-90. _ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES ae 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform | 4 | 40 | 5% TC ee ee 7 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 4 | 40 | 5% Tt El tf |] A 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 1 [| 40 | 8% |  o | 7 | 0 | 27 | 95 | 033 | A 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 | 40 | 8% | oo | am | oo | 68] 5 | ont | A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform | o4 | 40 | Tt tlt tt A 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 7% |  o | 53 |  o f| 185 | 95 | 0.26 | A 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 | 40 | ~~ 100% | 204 |  o | 68 | of 95 | 068 | B 


Table 4C-91. —_ Existing Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Ps Teo | 935 || 883 | tT | 90% | 80% | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties 3 if 30 [sasSC~:C(“‘éiSSC*dYSC‘iz!TCYSCiéSC*dYSCi‘éO 013 [A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 111 A 
HEET ar A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street —- southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 208 B 
HEET 116 B 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street — west side (R245) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 7 0.13 | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pot TE wT A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two-Way Tumetles ta A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee 2 A 
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Table 4C-92. 


M1/S1 
05/06 
MB1/SB1 
011/012 
08/09/010 
S3/M3 
01/02/03 
S2/S4 
S5/S7 
S6/S8 
S9/S11 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ee see 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 
| R245 FCA: northeast comer of Lexington Avenue and East60th Steet | 5.00 | 400 | 156 | S883 S| Sa |S 260] 90% | 100% | 80% | 0.69 
| A002 FCA: southeast comer of Third Avenue and East60th Street | 6.00 | 5.00 | 39 | St? f Sta? | Ste | 80% | 100% | 80% | 0.60 
; ‘ 544 


P8 

P41 

P2 
PL1/PL3/PL5/PL7 
PL2/PL4/PL6/PL8 
P3 

P5/P13 

P6 

P7 

ML3/ML4 
ML1/ML2 
ML5/ML6 

PL9 

PL10 

PL11 

PL12 
P9/P10/P11/P12 


August 2022 


A002 FCA: northeast corner of Third Avenue and East 60th Street | 600 | 500 | S44 | aes | 70} S| 80% | 100% 


6.50 


Near R244 FCA: Connecting stair between BMT platform and intermediate mezzanine - west 
ine - west 


Near R244A FCA: Connecting stair between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform 


: 
Near R246A FCA: Connecting sar between uptown 6 platform and uptown 46 patorm [278 [175 ver [sod 
[R245 FCA: Connecting tart intermediate mezzarine-east ——=~=~*~“~*~stSC~<‘i SSCS] «|SCS*YSCC«Y CHO | Cm | CCC 
"Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and over intermediate mezzanine [600 [S00 | ime | oo =i iste 
Connecting stirbetveen uptown A/S platform andoverinfermediate mezzanine +600 | S00 | ita | 756s «YS 
Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and loverintemediate mezzanine | 600 500 | 1900 | toe | a1a_+| —aza_—+i| oom | aoe | rex —~i|~—ta0 | 
"Connecting stairbetveen uptown 4/6 platform andloverinfermediatemezzanine [600 | S00 61 -|an—=«t astm |e | 


SISO; MIOIPT TDD TNOO/OLS (DW OsSOJSOI[MO;B) YS] Slr wlyOlyela;ras;oa 
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Table 4C-93. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES eae 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform pow {winin| ctor | wesw | “ur _| nsuim | “Ser | _eimovrsvenaricon | eka = 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% | oo | 14595 |  o | 498 | 945 ~~ | 070 | C 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 1 [| 40 | 8% | o | 1420 #+-| oo | 40 | 95 ~~ | 053 | B 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 | 40 | 80% | o | sz {  o | 23} 5  — | 036 | A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% |  o | 1493 #| oo | 595 | 945 ~~ | 0.84 | C 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% |  o | 1493 | o f 63 | 945 | 086 | C 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 | 40 | ~~ 100% | 108 | oo | 339 | of 95 | 036 | A 


Table 4C-94. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Dc | 90% | 80% | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties 3s if 30 [sasSC*~ssC“‘ésSOS~*d;(C‘iqOON#*:SC(<‘éaR;*SC~dtCS*« om] A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles PST too | 8.225 | ger tzer | A 
HEET a a A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street —- southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 552 A 
HEET 308 A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street — west side (R245) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 T3360 | too | tc || | 90% | 80% | 09 | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile aes a a a Pa ee A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two-Way Tumetles io A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee 2 ee ee ee A 
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Table 4C-95. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 


PL1/PL3/PL5/PL7 Near R244A FCA: Connecting stair between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform 173 | CTS TY 100% 
PL2/PL4/PL6/PL8 Near R245A FCA: Connecting stair between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform 1280 100% 


ust 
05106 
MBTISEA 
or110r2 
Osi081070 [R245A FCA southeast comer of Lexington Avenue and East Sah Steet ——~=~*~“~S*CS~sR CCPC | CCC 
S3N3 
1102108 [R245 FCA: southeast comer ofLexingon Avenue and East6OthSteet—~=~S~*~sC*O as | es | CCareC|SCCa*|SCtt SY | tom «| om ~| 020 | 
S21 AOGZ FCA: southwest comer of Third Avenue and East6OhnStest_—~—~=~S*~S~SC<CSMSCSC‘OC‘CYSCSSCSTCYSCCCPC CYC «CCC 
S517 A0G2 FCA: nortwest comer of Tid Avenue and EastGdthStest——~=~C*~“‘*~*~*~sSC~«ia CCCP mt |r 
S6IE AOO2 FCA: southeast omer of Tid Avenue and East6OthStest——~=C~*~“~*~S~S~S*C<CSRMSCSCCS OCHS mt | 
Sas AOG2 FCA: northeast comer of Third Avenue andEast6Oh Steet ——=~=~sSCSSSCSC OCC «YC «YS | CTO | COC 
PB 
Pt 
P2 [R244 FCA: Connecting tanto intermediate mezzanine-west_——=SSSSSY Ste «YSPC 


SIO!|SI/VOSOLOlLMMIOLSOIl[ MSI TD DVJO!; MWS] Sl Sl SlLOQSO/YSIO|WIO 


P3 
PSP 
P6 
Pr 
TENT 
LINZ 
LEINLS 
is "Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and over intermediate mezzanine [600 [S00 amr asf wae ||| 
PLiO Connecting stairbetveen uptown 4/6 platform andoverinfermediatemezzanine +600 | S00 | iz | —eon~«dtSCa Yom || CTCtae | 
PL Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and loverintemediate mezzanine [600 500 | 260 | a7_—+| _—~| 10 —~i| am | atm | rex ~*~ | 
PLi2 "Connecting stirbetveen uptown [6 platform andoverinfermediatemezzanine [600 [S00 oa | es =| aes —«iY Stam YC CCe 
POPTOPTIPTD 
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Table 4C-96. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES led 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform | 4 | 40 | 5% TC nos | Sten | _pmosrsimmcrscon {eat 7 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 4 | 40 | 5% Tt El tf |] A 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 1 [| 40 | 8% |  o | 7 | 0 | 27 | 95 | 033 | A 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 | 40 | 8% | oo | am | oo | 68] 5 | ont | A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform | o4 | 40 | Tt tlt tt A 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 7% |  o | 53 |  o f| 185 | 95 | 0.26 | A 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 | 40 | 100% | 204 |  o | 68 | of 95 | 068 | B 


Table 4C-97. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a cc | 90% | 80% | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties 3s if 3m sasSC~:C(“‘éiSSSCdYSC‘éTCYSC«SSC*SSCi‘sTO 013 [A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 111 A 
HEET ar A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street —- southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 208 B 
HEET 116 B 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street — west side (R245) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 7 0.13 | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pot TE wT A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two-Way Tumetles ta A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee 2 A 
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Table 4C-98. 


M1/S1 
05/06 
MB1/SB1 
011/012 
08/09/010 
S3/M3 
01/02/03 
S2/S4 
S5/S7 
S6/S8 
S9/S11 
P8 

P41 


CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
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ee see 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO LOS 
| R244A FCA: southwest comer of Lexington Avenue and East69th Steet | 8.00 | 6.75 | e7_—|S 1688 =| =| S496 S| 80% | 100% | 80% | 0.78 
| R244A FCA: northwest comer of Lexington Avenue andEastS9tn Street | 7.60 | 6.25 | 256 =| S285 S| S| S89] 8% | 100% =| 80% =| 0.28 
FAOO2 FCA: southwest comer of Third Avenue and East 60th Steet _-—~—~CS~CSC |g | CYCaCPteCYm|omoe 
| A002 FCA: northwest comer of Third Avenue andEast60th Street =| 6.00 | 5.00 | 8 | 2 S| | St | 80% | 100% | 80% | 0.08 
| A002 FCA: southeast comer of Third Avenue and East6dth Street | 6.00 | 5.00 | 398 | 726 |S ttt |e | 80% =| 100% | 80% | 0.60 
| AOOZ FCA: northeast comer of Third Avenue and East 60th Street_ | 6.00 | 5.00 | 856 | Sas | Ste S| S| 80% | 100% =| 80% =| 0.76 
6.50 


P2 
PL1/PL3/PL5/PL7 
PL2/PL4/PL6/PL8 
P3 

P5/P13 

P6 

P7 

ML3/ML4 
ML1/ML2 
ML5/ML6 

PL9 

PL10 

PL11 

PL12 
P9/P10/P11/P12 


August 2022 


R244 FCA: Connecting stair to intermediate mezzanine - west 12.75 11.50 2687 1389 
21 


Near R244A FCA: Connecting stair between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 300 | 200 | 76 | a | 


[R245 FCA: Connecting tart intermediate mezzarine-east ——~=~*~S~SC<CS SSC“ SYSSC«SCtSS*;SCSCtSC*d;SCSC«S*YCHO YC CCC 
Near R246 FCA Connecing slr betveen BMT platform and nlemedate mezzanine east [800 [675-98 -| aos ~|—an—~it~SCa S| ttm [Cm «CSCC (a 
Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and over intermediate mezzanine [600 | S00 | 4765. ~| osu —=it~SCta SYS | m|CCCd( 
Connecting stairbetveen uptown 4/6 platform andloverinfermediate mezzanine “600 [S00 | 1re1_-|—7s0~—=iY~SC eS ||| | 
Connecting stirbetveen downtown 4/6 platform and overintemediate mezzanine [600 500 | 1903 | toes | arr__| —a—~| oom | am | rex + taa | 
"Connecting stirbetveen uptown I platform andoverinfermediatemezzanine [600 [S00 61 -|aua—~(| eS am | erT 


SILO; MIOIPaA TDD TNOLO/OLSl/DWOsSOJSOI[MIO];DByYS]YSPlLVlal;OlySolal;ras;oa 
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Table 4C-99. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES eae 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform eww {weiia| ate | wenn | ‘Ste | wesw | “Sr | _emmovrstencricron | wAto = 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 4 6] 40 | 5% Ettore Sf lt |r C 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 1 [| 40 | 8% | oo | 1428 | 0 | 402 | 95 | 053 | B 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 =| 40 | 80% | titi fll] A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% | oo | 1492 +| oOo f| 59 | 945 ~~ | 0.84 | C 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 4 | 7% | oo | 19877 | oOo f| 62 | 95 | 088 | C 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 =| 40 | ~~ 100% =| 14409 | Oo | 347 | of 95 | 037 | A 


Table 4C-100. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Out from Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Turnstiles sD | 90% | 80% | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties sf 30 [sae SC«s~CiSC*‘“(;RSC‘ssSSCS™*‘*ESC“‘iéilSYSC*«s om] A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles PST too 8.2257 tos | 87 A 
HEET a a a A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street —- southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 559 A 
HEET a ee: 2 A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street — west side (R245) 

Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 T3360 | too | toe] | 90% | 80% | ooo | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile aa a a a Pa Se A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two-Way Tumetles 500 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee 2 ee A 
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Table 4C-101. 


CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH (FT) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
Station Station 


SURGE FACTOR 


Fier | Out from Station 
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vic 
RATIO LOS 


M1/S1 A004 FCA: northwest corner of Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street 4.00 C 
MB1/SB1 c 
ontior2 A 
08/09/010 D 
S3M3 c 
01102108 R245 FCA: southeast comer of Lexington Avenue and East 60h Steet ——~—~+i|~—1o00 | ers | 20 | va. -| 9 ~~ 12 ~| 90% | 100% | 0% | o20| A 
S284 [A002 FCA: southwest comer of Third Avenue and East0thStreet_ —=~=~*~‘“‘~*rS*C*~*wOO*C*S*C*~“z | CeSC]SC*CiS~SC*«’CSC(‘égOTSOC#«di*CSCOU#*‘#éH~S=«di;*~CtékSCSC*OMSC*d;SC*‘“‘é‘OMSC«dY «COS | A 
S5/S7 | AOOZ FCA: northwest corner of Third Avenue andEast60th Steet | 8.00 | 5.00 | ta] at 8% 100%" | 80% | 7 | A 
S6/S8 | AOOZ FCA: southeast corner of Third Avenue and East 60th Steet | .00 | 5.00 | wt] 58 || tT 90% | 100% | 80% | dd | A 
Sat A002 FCA northeast comer of Third Avenue and East6Oh Steet —~—~—~dt~C*~«a ~~ | eo «d|~SCtiwSSC;SC*«‘iSSCS;SC*‘éSC*Y*~C*«*;~SCSC0 = ~SCiM CY (oss | 
P8 ; 
Pi c 
P2 D 
PLIIPL3IPLSIPLT | Near R244A FCA: Connecting stair between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 3.00 | 200 | aor7_— | S| S| | t00%@ =| 5% | 75% | Bt | 
PL2IPL4/PL6/PL8 F 
P3 A 
P5/P13 E 
P6 C 
P7 C 
ML3/ML4 E 
MLIML2 F 
MILSIMLG D 
PLO D 
PL10 | Connecting stair between uptown 4/5 platform and lower intermediate mezzanine | 6.00 | 5.00 | 1354 | 0 || 84 | 90% =| 80% | 75% | | OC 
PLM A 
PL12 | oe ||| tT 0% 80% | 75% | 096 | CC 
POPIOIP11/P12___| Connecting stair A002 paid zone and BMT platform TO | 250 | 8 TTT t00% | 80% 7% | ts | A 
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Table 4C-102. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES ae 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E211 Near R245A FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and uptown 4/5 platform a ee ee ee es 734 ows | Sten | _pmovreimmcrscon {exo zs 
E212 Near R244A FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and downtown 4/5 platform | 4 | 40% Ei tlt] A 
E213 Near R245 FCA: Connecting escalator between uptown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 1 [| 40 | 8% | oo | 7 |  o | 27] 95 | 033 | A 
E214 Near R244 FCA: Connecting escalator between downtown 6 platform and intermediate mezzanine | 4 =| 40) «| 80% SCF ttt tl tt A 
E215 Near A004 FCA: Connecting escalator between A004 paid zone and BMT platform a ae ee es ee nn id = es DU = Ny © 77 A 
E248 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 1 [| 40 | 75% |  o | 64 |  o f| 189 | 95 | 0.27 | A 
E249 Near A002 FCA: Connecting escalator between A002 paid zone and BMT platform | 4 | 40 | 100% | 209 | +o | 47 | of 95 ~~ | 068 | B 


Table 4C-103. CBD Tolling Alternative: 59th Street Lexington Avenue Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street — northeast corner (A004) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Pst te | 935 || 185 | | 90% | 80% | A 
Lexington Avenue and East 60th Street - southwest corner (R244) 

Two-Way Tumsties 3s if m0 T(sasSC*~sC“‘iéitSC*d;‘“(‘<‘éi!C*YSCtSC*dSC«‘i‘é 013 [A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street - west side (R244A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 113 A 
HEET 38 A 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street —- southeast corner (R245A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 211 | 90% | 80% ~~ | oo] B 
HEET 118 [| 90% | 80% | oeo| B 
Lexington Avenue and East 59th Street — west side (R245) 

Two-Way Turnstiles a 013 | A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a a Pe A 
Third Avenue and East 60th Street (A002) 

Two-Way Tumetles 183 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee 2 A 
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Table 4C-104. Existing Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


fai | Wary is [onions pias ens FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH pera WIDTH ee a | IntoStation | Out from Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO Los 
S1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street = and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 00 | 6318s 4otiédT(C(<;sti‘it 8 0%) t0% =~] 80% Sid 
$3 ee ae = 
Mt 
M4 | Connecting stair between $4 and Control AreaNt3freezone | 1200] 0.75 | tet | tt, |g | 852 | m% | 100% | 80% | 0.60 
S4 
$5 
86 
MB 
Mé 
S7 | Street stair at northeast corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 4.50 | 3.50 | 8 S| | | | HT 100% | 80% td 


NDP 
IND PS 
IND FT 
IND Fe 
IND PIT | Connecting stairbetween west piatorm and ContolAreaN13 paidzone [800 [400 [ 8 | | 3 {9 ~(| am | tm | rex + o0a 
NDP 
IND 
IND Fe 
IND 
IND PC 
IND PI 
IND PI | Connecting stairbeteen east platform and Cont AreaINT3 paid zone [| s00[ 400 | 25 | m1 =] ~SCSSC*dYSC SPSS C;C 


SPSS lS Sl S| SSS Sl SSD] Sl oS oOlYS/ S(O oO YS S| S| YSl/wl/S|mM!wlo;a|w 


RTP Connecting stairbebieen south overpass and westplafom ———~=~S~*~tC*=<«a OSC 
RTP Connecting stairbetween south overpass andwestplafom —-—~—~=~C*~tCS~SR OSC Cd 
RTUTD 
RTP Connecting stirbetween north overpass andwestplaforn ——~—~=~dtC*i Oso] CPSC CdTCSCtSCYSCtiSC*dYSCéSYSSCoSdSCSCSSC*d;C 
RTPI Connecting stairbetween north overpass and west platform” ——~=~C~*~“~*“~*~rC*~<«S OSC CCCP 
iRTP2 Connecting stairbetween north overpass and eastpatorm —~—~=~*~S~tCS«S Os toT 
RTPA Connecting stairbeteen north overpass andeastpatom —~—~=~*~“~*~tCS~SR OSC ett 
RTS Connecting stairbetieen wer mezzanine andeastplafom ——~=~*dtC=«a SO] S|SCCYSSCCidYSCSYSCoeCSCSCSCdCta 
RTP 
RTP 
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Table 4C-105. Existing Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 2,170 191 031 | A 


St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street - southeast corner (N013) 


Two Way Tumse 200 1 i ia 2 028 [A 


Broadway and West 169th Street - northeast corner (N012) 


HEET 1,080 36 A 
High Exit Only Tumstil I ss 100% A 
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Table 4C-106. Existing Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


een fii | Wer is [ovens psa tens FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH pera WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
S1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street = and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 1100 #+x| 241 #&2x| 344 &#2[| 75 |} 90% | 100% | 80% | 065 | 
$3 $= a 
M1 
M4 
S4 
$5 | Street stair at northwest corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 3.00 =| 2.00 | Ss | | tT tH 100% | 80% ts 
86 
M5 
Mé 
S7 | Street stair at northeast corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 4.50 | 3.50 | | | tT tT 0% 100% | 8% tt 


NDP Connecting stairbetween westpatorm and ContolAreaNT3 paidzone [soo [400 | 7 -| ~ +[ [8 | am | ame | 7e% | 005 | 
IND PS Connecting tairbetieen west patform and Contol AreaN13 paidzone——+[ 800 | 400 | wo +f a «dCTP 
IND FT 
IND Fe 
IND PIT | Connecting stairbetveen west piatform and ContolAreaN13 paidzone [soo [400 | 2 ~~) 18 [4 ~~( 6 ~~| ame | tom | rex + om 
IND PIS | Connecting stairbetween wes patform and Contol Area paidzone——+[ 500” | 400 | seo=+~SCSCdCCmSCYSCC*YT eto 
IND 
IND Fe 
IND 
IND PC 
IND PI 
IND Pr 


SSeS lLSel Sl Spel Sel S| Spel Sle lS Sl Sl YSl|LSlOl;DO/ S| }SlS/ryolSlols;/SlQl;o|w 


RTP [Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom ~*~ YSPC CYC CYSTS Cr 
RTP Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom —————~idY oP soo] PCY CYC 
TUTOR 
RTP [Connecng star between norh overpass and westplaforn ——~=~C*~*~SC‘C~*iR SSCS 
RTP Connecting star between north overpass and westplaforn——~—~SCSC~SC YOO; CC 
RTP? Connecting star between north overpass and eastpiatom ———~—SCS~SCC SOO ||P 
RTPA Connecting star between north overpass and eastpatom ——~—SCSi SCY SOO ||P o0 | 
RTS 
RTP Connecting star between lover mezzanine andeastplafiom +t 680 | sao | a5 =| CeCe | 
RTS 
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Table 4C-107. Existing Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Out from Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a a Da 2: 7 | 90% | 80% | A 
St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street - southeast corner (N013) 

Two-Way Tumstes 209 oz[_A 
Broadway and West 169th Street — northeast corner (N012) 

HEET 67 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Ps f TStsCETCYSCSCdYSC“‘“OCC*dSCC#dSS A 
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Table 4C-108. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ea | Wor is fotos psa ens FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH peas WIDTH ee oa | IntoStation | Out from Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO Los 
S1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street = and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 00 | 6318s 4oti‘dE:C(<;s‘iéisst Tt 0% = t0% =~] 80% Sid 
$3 ee eae = | 
Mt 
M4 | Connecting stair between $4 and Control AreaNt3freezone | 1200] 0.75 | tet | tt, |g | 852 | m% | 100% | 80% | 0.60 
S4 
$5 
86 
MB 
Mé 
S7 | Street stair at northeast corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 4.50 | 3.50 | 8 S| | | | HT 100% | 80% td 


NDP 
IND PS 
IND FT 
IND Fe 
IND PIT | Connecting stairbetween west piatorm and ContolAreaN13 paidzone [800 [400 [ 8 | | 3 {9 ~(| am | tm | rex + o0a 
NDP 
IND 
IND Fe 
IND 
IND PC 
IND PI 
IND PI | Connecting stairbeteen east platform and Cont AreaINT3 paid zone [| s00[ 400 | 25 | m1 =] ~SCSSC*dYSC SPSS C;C 


SPSS lS Sl S| SSS Sl SSD] Sl oS oOlYS/ S(O oO YS S| S| YSl/wl/S|mM!wlo;a|w 


RTP Connecting stairbebieen south overpass and westplafom ———~=~S~*~tC*=<«a OSC 
RTP Connecting stairbetween south overpass andwestplafom —-—~—~=~C*~tCS~SR OSC Cd 
RTUTD 
RTP Connecting stirbetween north overpass andwestplaforn ——~—~=~dtC*i Oso] CPSC CdTCSCtSCYSCtiSC*dYSCéSYSSCoSdSCSCSSC*d;C 
RTPI Connecting stairbetween north overpass and west platform” ——~=~C~*~“~*“~*~rC*~<«S OSC CCCP 
iRTP2 Connecting stairbetween north overpass and eastpatorm —~—~=~*~S~tCS«S Os toT 
RTPA Connecting stairbeteen north overpass andeastpatom —~—~=~*~“~*~tCS~SR OSC ett 
RTS Connecting stairbetieen wer mezzanine andeastplafom ——~=~*dtC=«a SO] S|SCCYSSCCidYSCSYSCoeCSCSCSCdCta 
RTP 
RTP 
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Table 4C-109. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 2,170 191 031 | A 


St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street - southeast corner (N013) 


Two Way Tumse 200 1 i ia 2 028 [A 


Broadway and West 169th Street - northeast corner (N012) 


HEET 1,080 36 A 
High Exit Only Tumstil I ss 100% A 
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Table 4C-110. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


pen fi | Morey is [onions piss ten FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH peas WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
S1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street = and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 1100 #+x| 241 #x| 344 #&-| 75 | 90% | 100% | 80% | 065 | 
$3 $= a 
M1 
M4 
S4 
$5 | Street stair at northwest corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 3.00 =| 2.00 | Ss | | tT tH 100% | 80% ts 
86 
M5 
Mé 
S7 | Street stair at northeast corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 4.50 | 3.50 | | | tT tT 0% 100% | 8% tt 


NDP Connecting stairbetween westpatorm and ContolAreaNT3 paidzone [soo [400 | 7 -| ~ +[ [8 | am | ame | 7e% | 005 | 
IND PS Connecting tairbetieen west patform and Contol AreaN13 paidzone——+[ 800 | 400 | wo +f a «dCTP 
IND FT 
IND Fe 
IND PIT | Connecting stairbetveen west piatform and ContolAreaN13 paidzone [soo [400 | 2 ~~) 18 [4 ~~( 6 ~~| ame | tom | rex + om 
IND PIS | Connecting stairbetween wes patform and Contol Area paidzone——+[ 500” | 400 | seo=+~SCSCdCCmSCYSCC*YT eto 
IND 
IND Fe 
IND 
IND PC 
IND PI 
IND Pr 


SSeS lLSel Sl Spel Sel S| Spel Sle lS Sl Sl YSl|LSlOl;DO/ S| }SlS/ryolSlols;/SlQl;o|w 


RTP [Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom ~*~ YSPC CYC CYSTS Cr 
RTP Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom —————~idY oP soo] PCY CYC 
TUTOR 
RTP [Connecng star between norh overpass and westplaforn ——~=~C*~*~SC‘C~*iR SSCS 
RTP Connecting star between north overpass and westplaforn——~—~SCSC~SC YOO; CC 
RTP? Connecting star between north overpass and eastpiatom ———~—SCS~SCC SOO ||P 
RTPA Connecting star between north overpass and eastpatom ——~—SCSi SCY SOO ||P o0 | 
RTS 
RTP Connecting star between lover mezzanine andeastplafiom +t 680 | sao | a5 =| CeCe | 
RTS 
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Table 4C-111. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 2,889 903 0.36 | A 


St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street - southeast corner (N013) 


Two Way Tumse 200 D5 78 oA 


Broadway and West 169th Street - northeast corner (N012) 


HEET 1,080 67 A 
High Exit Only Tumstil a ss: 100% A 
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Table 4C-112. CBD Tolling Alternative: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


afin | Meri sis fotos [nis tens FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH pean WIDTH eet oa | IntoStation | Out from Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO Los 
$1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street == and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 00 
$3 $= ce || 
M1 
Ma 
S4 
$5 
86 Street star at northwest comer ofBroadway and West 169th Street ——=«|~—4.00~=«Y~=ia0 «| ~=CiwsSC;=SCto~SSC«|=SCSwe SSCs =SSwSC|SC MSL «SSC «T=SCCiM C=C 
M5 | Connecting stair between S5/S6 and Control AreaN12freezone | 11.00 | 9.75 | te | 58] tee || % | 100% | 80% 005 
Mé | Connecting stairbetween S5/S6 and Control AreaN12freezone | 13.50 | 12.25 | te | 58S | tee || 0% | 100% | 80% | 0.20 
S7 | Street stair at northeast corner of Broadway and West 169th Street | 4.50 | 3.50 | 8S | | tT | 0% 100% | 80% td 


IND P3 
IND P5 | Connecting stair between west platform and Control AreaNt3paidzone | 5.00 | 4.00 | 500 | S| S184 || | 80% | 75% |B 
IND P7 
IND P9 
IND P11 | Connecting stair between west platform and ControlAreaN13paidzone | 6.00 | 400 | 8 | | ||| 100% | 75% | 0.03 
IND P13 
IND P4 
IND P6 
IND PB 
IND P10 
IND P12 
IND P14 | Connecting stair between east platform and Control AreaN13 paid zone | 6.00 | 4.00 | 5 | 5H ||| 0% | 100% =| 75% | 0.22 


SPSS lS SlS | Slee SSS DO] Sl WO SOS WLW oO YS S| S| YSl/wl/YS|m/wlo;a|w 


RTP Connecting stairbebieen south overpass and westplafom ——~=~*~tC*=«a Osa 
RTP Connecting stairbetween south overpass andwestplafom —~—~—~=~C~*~S~*tCSCS~SR OSC 
RTUTD 
RTP Connecting tirbetieen north overpass andwestplaforn ——~=~=~dtC*«a Oso] CdTSCtmCTSCtiSSC*dYSCiéaSYSSCoCdSCSCSSC*d;SCe 
RTPI Connecting tairbetween noth overpass and west platform ——~=~C*~“~*~“<~*~rC*~«S OTC 
iRTP2 Connecting stairbetween north overpass and eastpatorm -—~—~=~*~S~CS~SR OSC Com 
RTPA Connecting stairbetween north overpass and eastpatorm —~—~=~*~“~*~tCSC~«S OSC 
RTS Connecting stairbetieen wer mezzanine andeastplafom ——~—~dtC~=«a SO] CYS| YSPC SYSCoSSCSCC*d;CS 
RTP 
RTP Overpass starabove RTplafom ————SSSSCSCSCSC~SCSiR Oa mt 
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Table 4C-113. CBD Tolling Alternative: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 2,181 207 0.32 | _A 


St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street - southeast corner (N013) 


Two Way Tumse 200 1 i 178 a 08 [A 


Broadway and West 169th Street - northeast corner (N012) 


HEET 1,080 37 A 
High Exit Only Tumstil ss 7 100% A 
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Table 4C-114. CBD Tolling Alternative: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


afin | Wor is fotos nis ens FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH pean WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
S1 Street slat at southwest corner of | Street stair at southwest comer of Broadway and West 168th Street = and West 168th Street | 5.00 | 1124 «=| 248 ©=6©| 86351 | 8 siYE 80% ~~ t0% =~] 80% SsisdYCCi CY 
$3 ee = ee 
M1 
M4 
S4 
$5 
86 
MB 
Mé 
S7 


NDP Connecting stirbetween west platform and ContolAreaNT3 paidzone [soo [400 ~+| a +[ [8 | am | ame | 7ex | 005 
IND PS Connecting stairbetveen west patform and ContolAreaN13 paidzone——+[ 800 | 400 | ee =f ard SCmSCYSCCtS*YC eC SCC 
IND FT 
IND Fe 
IND PIT | Connecting stairbetveen west patorm and ContolAreaN13 paidzone ‘| s00[ 400. | 3 | 18 [4 ~( 6 ~~) me | tom | rex + om 
IND PIS | Connecting stairbetween west patform and Contol Area paid zone ——+[ 500 | 400 | efit 
IND 
IND Fe 
IND 
IND PC 
IND PI 
IND Pr 


lS SepSlSel Sel Spel Sl S| SSeS Sl SS Sl YSl|LSlOl;DOl/ SYS rsol|Slos;SloQl;o;w 


RTP [Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom —_—~SCSC~dSC«i SOOTY; CYC CYSCSC*S SCC 
RTP Connecting star between south overpass andwestplafom =i eoyfs0o | CPSC Ce | 
TUTOR 
RTP FConnecng star between norh overpass and westplaforn —~=~=~*~“‘*‘“~*~*~dtCSC*‘i SCC OYCCCPSCCiSSCdYSC‘imSOC*dYSC*‘SCSC*YSCimSSC CSCC CC | 
RTP Connecting star between north overpass and west plaforn———~—SCSCSC~dSC YOO |g CSCC 00 | 
RTP? Connecting star between north overpass and eastpiatom ——~—~—SC~SCS YOO] CYC CYC CYSCCt‘SCYC YY 
RTPA Connecting star between north overpass and eastpatom ———~—SCS~SCS YOO |e 
RTS [Connecting star between lower mezzaineandeastplafom —~=~*~“‘*‘“‘dtC*S*‘ia SCC‘ YC CYCCSCdYSCOC‘SCSCCiSCYSCi SCC CYSCOC‘ SCC 
RTP 
RTS [Overpass star above Tato SSSSCSC*iSCY CCPC 0m0 | 
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Table 4C-115. CBD Tolling Alternative: 168th Street Washington Heights Station (1, A, C lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Broadway and West 168th Street - southwest corner (R182) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 909 037 | A 
St. Nicholas Avenue and West 168th Street —- southeast corner (N013) 

Two-Way Tumsties 216 oz A 
Broadway and West 169th Street —- northeast corner (N012) 

HEET 69 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a A 


Table 4C-116. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR —_—_ssid 
WIDTH EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION FT WIDTH (FT Station Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 

OTAOTBIOTCIOTDIOTE | Barclays Genter plaza A 
Mist -Mestwes come of Feu Aves and Pag Steet BL C 
Mais2 Nerteast comer ofourh Avenue and PacifeStweet__if 70} 609 _} 680 _| [ae [ae [9m [sf son B 
Place Street Stairs: West 

Place Street Stairs: East 

or [Northeast corner ofHanson Place and AshlndPlace —=S=~=~“*‘*‘*‘“‘*é*dtCSC*C*dSC‘aSSCSCéSCYSC‘iaCYSSCSCYSC«SC*dY:C«éSY «SSC S«d«=CSCiSCdY«Cw | CO 
o7 re iS ieee cS as ERS (SR ee Al ee B 
06 LIRR tracks 1 and 2 A 
04 LIRR tracks 3 and 4 F600 [soo | ae] wm | ws] SYS SYSCSCiSC*dYS=C*é‘éOS OC? | A 
02 LIRR tracks 5 and 6 A 
P6/PS C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound D/NIR platform | 600 | 500 | 540 | 2172 | 169 | 679 | 90% | 80% | 75% | 165 |] £E 
P10/P12 C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound D/NIR platform | 600 | 500 | 516 | £586 | £4161 ~+| 183 | 90% | 80% | 75% | 066 | B 
P14/P16 C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound D/NIR platform | 600 | 500 | 635 | 397 | 198 | 124 =| 90% | 80% | 75% | 061 | B 
P7IPQ C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to southbound D/NIR platform | 600 | 500 | 1351 | 354 | 422 | 141 | 90% | 80% | 75% | 100 | D 
P9IP11 C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to southbound D/NIR platform | 60 | 500 | 120 | 42103 =| 40 | 32 | 90% | 80% | 7% | O14] A 
P13/P15 C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to southbound D/NIR platform | 600 | 500 | 14118 | 111 &+-| 349 | 35 [| 90% | 80% | 75% | 072 | C 


Table 4C-117. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ees HOUR VOLUMES eee] 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE ee from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR lt ees Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO 


E258 Sel excalloro Bardlays Corer plaza peur [ata] _ih_| nee |__| retin | “tee [denen 0.12 
E259 Stet escaltor Barclays Certo laze A 
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Table 4C-118. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 0.27 | A 
LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 

Two-Way Tumsties 8 | sa [50 | 2000 | 102 | 06 | «19 oa7 [A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 

HEET 96 041] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 

HEET Se SS 035 [A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 

HEET 46 0.36 | A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 

Two-Way Tumstles rs 016 [A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 15 012] A 
LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 

Two-Way Tumsties 307 


Table 4C-119. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR ssi 
WIDTH EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR Ce (FT) WIDTH a ae from Station = from Station | FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
O7A/07B/07C/O7DIO7E |BarclaysCenterplaza ssid A 
Mist ea —— ae | ee B 
M2is2 [Northeast comer of Fourth Avenue andPacifioSteet_ | 7.00 | 6.00 | 586 | 40 | 183 | 24 | 8% | 100% =| 80% =~ | 068 |B 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: West D 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: East D 
Or A 
07 3 
06 A 
04 [LIRRtracks3and4 TST Tt | | 8H % | 75% OL H0% =| 0B | A 
02 A 
POs C009 Fare Control Area: Starto northbound DINRRplatom | 600 | 600 | 175 | 16 + 85 ~~*«|~~SOSTOSC«;~=C«tk TSC; SOCYCT | 
Pioip2 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound DIN/R platform | 6.00 | 5.00_| 09 | tS | SHOT BL 80% | 80% =| 75% =| Ot | A 
P14/P16 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound DINIR platform | 6.00 | ~—5.00_ | 38S | 4] Ste | 3 | 80% | 80% | 5% | 0G | A 
PTS 6009 Fare Control Area: Stato southbound DIN platform | 600 | 600 | 1306 | to | 6 | a7 +| 0m | 0% ~*| 7% «| tas | 
PPT C009 Fare Control Area Stato southbound DIVR platform | 600 | 800 | 382 | 273 =«| == SY ~SCiSSC*d;SC«é TSC SYS S«YCOGO | A 
P13/P 15 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stairto southbound DIN platform | __ 6.00 | —5.00_| 1824 | aon | 570 F125 | 0% | 80% =~ % =| 1.30 | 
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Table 4C-120. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION ae WIDTH ome FACTOR _| _ IntoStation | Out from Station | Into Station | Out from Station eee SURGING SFACTOR er 


E258 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza a ee ee ee ee ee | 0.12 | 12 
E259 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza SSS a 0.12 
Table 4C-121. Existing Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 


TwoWay Tumse 3 [3386 5 A 08 [A 


LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 


Two-Way Tumstiles Pe | 3360] 560] ttt Tet || 88 0.28 | A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 

HEET 116 oat] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 

HEET 126 018 | A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 

HEET 028 [A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 

Two-Way Tumstles 126 ot | A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 105 0.08 | A 
LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 

Two-Way Tumstiles g06_ | 90% | 90% | 0.09 | 
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Table 4C-122. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR _si FACTOR 
ell EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT ae from Station (nee = =_ FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
OTAOTBIOTCIOTDIOTE cr A 
wisi ee a a cee el ee ee 
N22 [Northeast comer of Four Avenue and Pec Steet [7.00 | 600 | os | 6 | 206 | 26 | oom | 100m | a0» | 068 | 
South Sde Hanson Place Stel Stars: West C 
South Sde Hanson Place Stet Stas: East C 
01 5 
o7 PLRRacks tend? SSCs | Pm | rom || | 
06 A 
04 FURR tacks Sand4@—SSSSSCSCSCSCS gg stream | om | tm | or | 
02 A 
=a FCOO9 Fare Contol rea: Sar tonorhbound DNR plaiom [600 | 500 | 94 | aia | 160 | ora | 0m | oom | rom | 105 | 
Prot FCoO9 Fare Conto rea: Sartonorhbound DINRplatfom [600 | S00 | sie | 56+ itt tes —«d SC | amd SCSCroY(os | 
Pra FCOO9 Fare Contol rea Startonorhbound DINR platfom [600 [500 | 635 | sor 190 | 124 | 0m | oom | rom [061 | 
es FCOO9 Fare Contol rea Stato southbound DINRpatfom [600 [500 | ager | aon | ame | in| oom | 0m | rom | 100 | 0 
POP FCoo9 Fare Contol rea: Stato southbound DINR pat [600 | S00 | 1a | a+ | a+ am | aon | rem iY a | A 
Prats FCOO9 Fare Contol rea: Stato southbound DINR pat’ [600 [S00 | aie [11 | wo | 35 [| om | ow | rex | om [ c 


Table 4C-123. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION fe ea WIDTH a FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station es SURGING re FACTOR ae 


E258 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza a ee ee ee ee ee ee ee | 0.12 | 12 
E259 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza a ae a a 0.12 
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Table 4C-124. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4,5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a 0.27 | A 
LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 

Two-Way Tumsties 8 | sa [50 | 2000 | 102 | 06 | «19 oa7 [A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 

HEET 96 041] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 

HEET Se SS 035 [A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 

HEET 46 0.36 | A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 

Two-Way Tumstles rs 016 [A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 15 012] A 
LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 

Two-Way Tumsties 307 


Table 4C-125. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR ssi 
WIDTH EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR eo (FT) WIDTH 7 ae from Station = from Station | FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
O7A/07B/07C/O7DIO7E |BarclaysCenterplazza ssid A 
Mist $A wes a gael ce B 
M2is2 [Northeast comer of Fourth Avenue andPacificSteet_ | 7.00 | 6.00 | 586 | | tt | tt | 90% | 100% | 80% | 068 |B 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: West D 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: East D 
Or A 
07 3 
06 A 
04 FLIRRtracks3and4 TD OO | tee | ts || tH | tH | HH ~—T90%@ id 0.28 | A 
02 A 
POs [6009 Fare Control Area: Startovorhbound DINRRplatiom | 600 | 500 | 175 | tess | 65 (| oo ~*~ | iSO | 
Pioip2 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound DINIR platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 209 | ta | | | | 8H =| 75% | 031 | A 
P14/P16 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound DIN platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 398 S| | te | 838] 90% | 8% =| 75% | 0.26 | A 
PTS 0009 Fare Control Area: Stato southbound DINIR platform | 600 | 500 | 1305 | om | 4 ~+| a7 +f ame | am | 7m + 143 | 
PPT [£009 Fare Control Area: Starto southbound DINR platform | 600 | 00 | vez | 27a_~—=«f =O =S«d|~SiSS*YSCtH | CSS 09 | A 
P13/P 15 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stairto southbound DINIR platform | 6.00 | 5.00 | 1824 | aot | 5015 | 9% | 80% =| 75% =| 30 | 
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Table 4C-126. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
TREAD SURGE PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION eal WIDTH aa FACTOR _| _ IntoStation | Out from Station | Into Station | Out from Station a SURGING SFACTOR Brera 
E258 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza En ee ee eee | 0.12 _ | 12 
E259 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza Se ee a I 0.12 


Table 4C-127. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES a Pee 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station Out from Station | FACTOR OUT RATIO | LOS 


Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 


Two-Way Tumaties Pe 3.60 510 [| or] os SOdTSC(‘<‘ 90% | 90% A 
LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8] 3360 | 560 tt | sor || tS | 0} 090 | oa] A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 

HEET 116 031 | A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 

HEET 126 018] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 

HEET si | 090 | 090 | 030] A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 

Two-Way Tumsties a2 | 09 | 090 | om] A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 105 0.08 | A 


LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 


Two-Way Tumstles 5,880 9,080 306 | 90% | 90% | 0.09 | 
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Table 4C-128. CBD Tolling Alternative: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR _si FACTOR 
ell EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT Out from Station (es = =_ FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
OTAOTBIOTCIOTDIOTE [ane A 
wisi oo << coror a  ee — 
N22 Northeast comer of Fourth Avenue and PacticStest-—~—~—~—~«dY'~SC.o0 ~~ 600 | ase SdYCSCwSCdYCC(wP CCPC | 
South Sde Hanson Place Stel Stars: Wes C 
South Sde Hanson Place Stet Stas: East C 
01 5 
o7 3 
06 A 
04 FURR ats 3andé——SSSSSSSSSSSSS~d 0080s tase to 88 A 
02 A 
=a FCo09 Fare Control Area: Sarto norhbound NUR patfom [600 | 500 | 566 | a1er [1 oes —~(| gow | oom | 75% | tor | 
Prot Fco0g Fare Cont! Area: Stato northbound INR platform | 600_{ 500 | se | soy | a | tes + wom | ame —«|~SCrome «| Cee | 
PrAIPT6 Fco09 Fare Contol Area: Strto northbound DINR pltfm | 600 500 | 650 | or—«d Cie YPC | 
es FCO09 Fare Control Area Stato southbound DIN piatfnm | 600 | 500 | 4960 | aor | a5 | 4a —~iY aoe | imo tor | 
POP Fco09 Fare Cont! Area: Stato southbound DIVR patom | 600 [S00 | a | 1 | | 33 | 9%» | ame | rom | ou | A 
Prats Fco0@ Fare Contol Area: Start southbound DVR patorm | 600 soo | ae [11a seo moo 


Table 4C-129. CBD Tolling Alternative: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION = WIDTH —_ FACTOR _| IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station —eatonT Sine rncroR SURGING SFACTOR a 
E258 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza ee ee ee ee ee ee | 0.12 | 12 
E259 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza ee ee eee ee aC — 0.12 
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Table 4C-130. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service Summary: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 


Two-Way Tumstiles pe | 3360 | 560] t8 | toe || 87 0.27 | A 
LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 

Two-Way Tumsties 8 | sa [510 | 262 | 1070 | 02 (| 8 036 [A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 

HEET 96 041] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 

HEET 23 036 [A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 

HEET 49 037 | A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 

Two-Way Tumstles a7 016 [A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 15 012] A 
LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 

Two-Way Tumsties 306 


Table 4C-131. CBD Tolling Alternative: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | SURGEFACTOR sis 
WIDTH EFFECTIVE FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR Cn (FT) WIDTH ar el ee) from Station = from Station | FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
O7A/07B/07C/O7DIO7E |BarclaysCenterplaza ssid A 
Mist ea ——— a a ale oe See ee B 
NZIS [Northeast comer ofFourth Avenue and Paciic Steet _—+|| 700 | 600 | sae | oa | ie] 2 —~*(|~—-90% | toon ~+(| ~~~ —*|-og8 | 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: West D 
South Side Hanson Place Street Stairs: East D 
Or A 
07 3 
06 A 
04 [LIRRtracks3and4 TST Tt | at] tt 80% | 75% | 0% =| 030 | A 
02 A 
POs C009 Fare Control Area: Starto northbound DINRRplatom | 600 | 500 | 176 | 165 (+85 ~+(| ~~ =C«;=C«tYSCCSCSC;SC*‘sOSCYC. | 
Pioip2 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to northbound D/NR platform | 6.00 | ~—5.00_-| 23, |S sz, | SS] S103] 80% | 80% | 75% =| 083 | A 
P14/P16 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stairto northbound DINIR platform | 6.00 | 5.00: | 40S | S43] ter | 380% | 80% | % |G | A 
PTS 0009 Fare Control Area: Stato southbound DINR platform | 600 | 600 | 130 | to | «6 | 01 | 00m | 00% | 7% | t#4 | 0 
PPT C009 Fare Control Area: Stato southbound DINIR platform | 600 | 500 | 389 | ez] ~—=itaz—=«d;=CtitiéSSC*d;SCié‘éYSSCSYSCSCH «COMO A 
PA3iP15 | C009 Fare Control Area: Stair to southbound DIN platform | _— 6.00 | 5.00_| 858 | td | 8t Tt | m0% | 80% =P % | 1.33 | 
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Table 4C-132. CBD Tolling Alternative: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
TREAD SURGE PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION ae WIDTH ae FACTOR _| IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station a ee FACTOR) aaa 
E258 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza a ee ee ee ee ee ee | 0.12 _ | 12 
E259 Street escalator to Barclays Center plaza SS So eo _—S— 0.12 


Table 4C-133. CBD Tolling Alternative: Atlantic Avenue Barclays Center Station (2, 3, 4, 5, B, D, N, Q, R lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


[ao si et saa = 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR OUT RATIO | LOS 
Fourth Avenue and Pacific Street (C009) 
Two-Way Tumsties se | 300 [so [ om [| m il ow | 30% 0% A 
LIRR concourse by Hanson Place and Ashland Place (R610) 
Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 T8360] eo | tts | 30tS| 0 | 9 0.29] A 
Hanson Place and Ashland Place (B001) 
HEET 118 0.32] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002) 
HEET 131 oto] A 
LIRR tracks 1 and 2 (B002A) 
HEET 54 0.30 | A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002B) 
Two-Way Tumsties 132 oi [ A 
LIRR tracks 3 and 4 (B002C) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 109 0.08 | A 
LIRR tracks 5 and 6 (R612) 
Two-Way Tumstiles s10_ | 90% | 90% |_0.09 | 
Table 4C-134. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 

a ne) EFFECTIVE FRICTION vIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 
P1/P2 B 
P3/P4 D 
MA/M2/M3IM4 C 
UIN3 C 
USIU | Connecting stair to Jamaica-bound BMT-Jamaicaplatform | 500 | 4.00] ee] || tT 0% | 80% | 75% Tt “| 
ua/ut1 A 
214 : 
UGB D 
U10/U12 A 
U9/U10 D 
TIME D 
U12/U14 Cc 
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Table 4C-135. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR ere re el rages WIDTH eee FACTOR | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station | (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E330 | Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine —_—| escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine a a 2,059 roti tw ti‘ NCL 8 C 
E331 Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine ae ee 1333 | | at? S| | || 
E347 Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine 1333 5 


Table 4C-136. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) - Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station | FACTOR OUT RATIO | LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 157 
Table 4C-137. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
ocaton ori | iota [ie SaionT Ootom Safer | Stor [ Outten staion | racron [—hieSaien | owtfonSaion| reno | 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 
PiIR2 D 
Papa B 
MA/M2/M3iM4 B 
U1/U3 D 
USIUT Connecting stairto lamaica-bound BMT-Jamaia platom ————~+| ~—-s00 | 400 ~+| soe +f 40 —+| ~~ SC«d;SCtiNSSC*?=Ciét |S SCLC C=C | 
uot A 
u2/u4 B 
Us/U8 | Connecting stair to Manhattan-bound BMT-Jamaica platform | 5.00 | .00,—s || S98 | Ss | tS 8 | HT 80% =| 75% =~ | 02 | A 
uiout2 A 
U9/U10 B 
U11/U13 B 
ui2iu14 A 


Table 4C-138. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 


£330 Connecing escaatorbelveen NIZ4 pid zone andBMTJamaicaneazanne [1 | 2 | o% | o | ise | o | a | 70 | om | 
E301 Connecting escalator betveen NI24 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine FO 
E347 Connecting escalator betveen NI24 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine ism [0 | 4 [0 | 0 +i os fc 


August 2022 Appendix 4C-117 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-139. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | Into Station | Out from Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 2,940 4,515 1,075 336 


Table 4C-140. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE reetu HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION a TR a VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO 


Pra  Conesing ar bowen i padzone and scubomgNOGatom | so | am fae ams ee oom ee oe Pk 
Pa D 
MMR C 
viIus C 
usu? Connecting start Jamaica bound BMT-Jameica platform ——~—~SC~*~S~tCS~S OPCs CCC 
vat A 
varud E 
UsIU8 D 
vioui2 A 
vaui0 D 
iv D 
viauid C 


Table 4C-141. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | (WITHOUT SURGING IG FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E330 Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine ee ee ee ee: ee ee ee 2,059 Ez a 643 C 
E331 Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine fr o4 [82 80% 1,333 a a rE 2 0 B 
E347 Connecting escalator between N124 paid zone and BMT-Jamaica mezzanine ee ee ee ee ee 1,333 an | ae B 


Table 4C-142. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) - Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station | FACTOR OUT RATIO | LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 2,940 4,515 1,005 187 
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Table 4C-143. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
P1/P2 D 
P3/P4 B 
MAIM2IM3IM4 B 
UiNU3 D 
USIU7 | Connecting stair to Jamaica-bound BMT-Jamaica platform | 5.00 =| 00 | S50 | S| St] t8t S| | HO | 75% | | 
U9/U11 A 
214 B 
U6IUB [Connecting stairto Manhattan-bound BMT-Jamaicappatform —=S« =O «| ~—4o0 =| ~~ ~SmSSC«TSCtiSSC*dT=SC(‘é#KH]SSC*~SOCOM% OLSSON ~SSCS =m =| CO 
U10U12 A 
U9/U10 B 
UITIU3 B 
uiaut4 A 


Table 4C-144. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO Los 


£390 Conecing escaltorbetweenNiZ4 paid zone and MT-amaicanezanne | 1 | 32 | 0% | 0 | ism | 0 | 7 [m0 om | 
E33 Connecting escalator between N24 paid zone and BMT -lamaica mezzanine is [08S 
eur Connecting escalator between N24 pid zone and BMT -lamaica mezzanine ism [0 | af 00S os 


Table 4C-145. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR (OUT) RATIO LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 1,075 336 A 
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Table 4C-146. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | Out from Station | RATIO Los 
P1/P2 B 
P3/P4 D 
MAIM2IM3IM4 C 
U1NU3 C 
US/U | Connecting stair toJamaica-bound BMT-Jamaica platform |S 80S | 400s | Ste | ez | | 8% | 8% | 75% || 
u9/U11 A 
u21u4 E 
U6IUB D 
U10U12 A 
U9/U10 D 
UITIU3 D 
u12/U14 C 


Table 4C-147. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO Los 


£300 Connecing escaatorbelveen NIZ4 paid zone andBMTJamaicanezzanne | 1 | 2 | %% | o | 2am |  o | 8 | 70 =| gr | 
E33 Connecting escalator between N24 pid zone and BMT Jamaica mezzanine i OO 
E347 Connecting escalator betveen N24 pid zone and BMT Jamaica mezzanine a7 [ 0 | #e [0 | 70 —~+d| ons 


Table 4C-148. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) - Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR (OUT) RATIO LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,040 4,515 1,033 164 A 
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Table 4C-149. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
P1/P2 D 
P3/P4 B 
MA/M2IM3iM4 B 
UiNU3 D 
USIU7 c 
U9/U11 A 
214 B 
U6IUB A 
U10U12 A 
U9/U10 B 
UITIU3 B 
uiaut4 [Connecting stairto Manhattan-bound BMT-Canarsie platform ——«d|~—«8.00 «| ars | me SSC«d|CSCitHSSC«dSC(‘’™S#OC#*@S;S=CO*~*éSC*«‘dG:Cié‘il ST SSCwHSSCdYSC*‘iH~SC*dCO?_ ‘| CA 


Table 4C-150. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) FACTOR | Into Station | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO Los 


£390 Conecing escalatorbetweenNiZ4 paid zone and eMT-amaicanezanne [1 | a | oe | 0 | | oT] YC 
E33 Connecting escalator between N24 paid zone and BMT -lamaica mezzanine A OA 
eur Connecting escalator between N24 pid zone and BMT -lamaica mezzanine ‘gia 0 ei ors 


Table 4C-151. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway Junction Station (A, C, J, L, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR (OUT) RATIO LOS 


Van Sinderen Avenue and Truxton Street - southwest corner (N124) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 1,105 345 A 
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Table 4C-152. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


a tomton | etn fori | sn oem | is ete FRICTION vic 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH eran WIDTH (FT) — inte Staton _{_Out rom Staten (into Station "Out rom Staton FACTOR |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO | LOS 
P1-S1 Street level slailiat southwest corner of Bleecker Street and | Street level stair at southwest corner of Bleecker Street and Lafayette Street =  —s_| Street | 5.00 ee a a ee A 
P3-S3 Petes || 0% =| 100% | 80% =~ | or | A 
M2-S2 | 308 | 0 | tte || 0% =| 100% | 80% =| 0.25 | A 
R217A ML1 A 
R217 St B 
R217 M1 A 
PAS rif CdS SC*Y:SCt MH | SC tom =O SSO «| st | 
P282 A 
P6-S6 A 
NS19M6-M11 | Streetlevel stair at northwest comer of Broadway andHoustonStreet_ | 9.00 Cc 
N519 89 ; 
N519A Ma A 
N519A $6 A 
M3 A 
N519B 84 C 
N519B $5 Ps || tS | 0% =| 100% | 80% =| es |B 
P1-ML13 A 
P2 C 
P5 [Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine below R519 | _—_600__‘| A 
Pé | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine belowR519 | 6.00 A 
ML10-ML12-P10 | 43 | toss, | 528 | 0% =| 0% =~ | 75% ~~ | | A 
ML3-ML5-P9 693 A 
MLE-ML6 oT CSCC SCS SST Simm | tom =| ~~  | A 
P7 | Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzaninenearN519 | 6.00 | se |e ttt ton | 0% = 0% | 75% =~ | 038 | A 
P6 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzaninenearNS19 | 6.00 A 
PA [Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near NBIOANSTB | 600 _| F< yO 
P3 | Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near NS19A/N519B | 6.00 | sss | as] ts | 85 | 90% =| 0% =| 75% =~ || osd |B 
ML2-ML4 | es] tts eT | 800 | 0% = 80% =| 80% | 033 | A 


Table 4C-153. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION oat WIDTH (IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


ESCO1 | Connecting escalator between IRT platform to IND platformnearR2i7A_ | t | 40 | 95% YT] 8 
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Table 4C-154. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street - west side (R218) 


HEET 109 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pt A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 

Two-Way Tureties 3 | tao CdSC‘“aSCSdESC‘i ;OOCSCOCCS A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ae a a | Los (ee A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street - southwest corner (R217A South) 

Two-Way Tumsties 133 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ae a a ee De ee a a ee ee eee 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 50 0.19] A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 703 0.22 | A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street — northeast corner (N519A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 157 oo [A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 248 
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Table 4C-155. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE FACTOR 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) WIDTH (FT) Station Station FACTOR Out from Station RATIO LOS 


P1-S1 80% B 
P3-83 80% A 
M2-82 80% A 
R217A ML 80% A 
R217A St 80% c 
R217 M1 80% A 
PA-sé a0% A 
P2-82 80% A 
P6-S6 80% A 
N519M6-M11_| Street level star atnorthwest corner of Broadway andHouston Steet | = 9.00 S| 7.75 |S t967_—| Sti | Sta =| Sat | 90% | 100% | 80% D 
N619 $9 90% F 
NB19A Ma 80% A 
NS19A $6 54 444 169 139 80% B 
M3 80% A 
NS10B S4 584 725 ee a0% D 
N519B $5 80% D 
P1-ML13 75% C 
P2 75% B 
PS | Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine belowR519 | 6.00 | 8.0090 75% A 
P8 Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine below R519 | 600 | 500 | 113 ‘| 496 155 75% A 
ML10-ML12-P10 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform to mezzanine levels near N519 944 75% B 
ML3-ML5-P9 Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519 825 347 258 75% C 
ML8-ML6 Connecting stair between upper mezzanine and lower mezzanine near N519 195 541 169 90% A 
P7 Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519 | 600 | 500 | 775 380 242 75% B 
P6 Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519 | 600 | 500 #=+| 12 #+'| #2198 ~=6| ) ~=©=639 |) 6626] (90%) 6] 0% 75% A 
P4 Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519A/N519B | 600 | 500 | 794 | 171 248 75% B 
P3 Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519A/N519B | 600 | 500 #=-| 1705 ‘| 362 #24} 533 | 113 =| 90% | 90% | 75% D 
ML2-ML4 Connecting stair between lower mezzanine level and N519A paid zone 80% B 


Table 4C-156. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN FACTOR Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 


ESCO1 Connecting escalator between IRT platform to ND platform near RDVTA Pt oT wo] mm] toss] TC ]SCCi CA 
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Table 4C-157. Existing Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street - west side (R218) 


HEET 156 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a Ge A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 

Two'Way Turtles 3 | tao SSCdSCiSCidTC(‘cmOS™CO#*”d;’C*CO#~;«Ua*SC*d A 
High Exit Only Turnstile aa a a | Ls (ee 2 ee A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street - southwest corner (R217A South) 

Two-Way Tumstles 183 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile eae ae Fs a a ee ee ee: A 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 58 0.23 | A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 541 0.38 | A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street — northeast corner (N519A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 139 oor [A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 252 
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Table 4C-158. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | ___SURGEFACTOR _—ssid 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) WIDTH (FT) er Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
Prt Stel evel saat soutwest comer Bleecker StectandLalyeleSret 500 | 407 | si | aaa A 
P38) ESC ST Ec 
N22 A 
ROITANII A 
ROITASI 5 
ROITAM A 
Pé-S4 Steet vel start southeast of Bleecker Sreetand Mubery Steet_—=~S~sSCSOS S| PPS] S*d| (a | 
P2-82 A 
=< A 
NS19 MENTT | Street evel strat rorthwest comer of Broadway and Houston Steet_——~SCS~SCSCS |e Cio | oe | 
N519 $9 
NS19A NA A 
NSTOA SB A 
MG A 
NSB 5 C 
N5198 S5 | Steet vel tar at southeast omer Crosby Steet and Houston Stet —~S~sSC OSC | 
PML A 
P2 C 
PS Connecting stairbebieen southboundIND platform and over mezzanine below RGI9 [600 | 500 | te +f me =t~SCtiSCdSCta TCC YC «dC | 
z Connecting stairbeteen northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine below Sig [00 | 600 | 1 ~~ aoS«YSCCtSCiCC CPCs | 
MLOMCTE PT A 
ML3-MLS.PO A 
LE-IL6 | Connecting sairbetveen upper mezzanine an lover mezzanine near NGI ___——~—~Y~sa000 ‘| tego «Od SCPC CCPC YSCSCim SC | 
Pr Connecting starbetveen southbound IND platform and over mezzanine nearNGT@ | 600 ‘| 500 | 56 —=+Y SCs PSYC CCCs «|e | 
P6 Connecting starbeteen northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine nearN519” [600 | 500 | ~~~) se—itSCtiSS CPCs | 
zi Connecting stairbetween northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine near NSTOANNGTGB | 600 | soo [on | a9 | | a [ox | 9%» | 7x ~~ oat | A 
P3 Connecting stairbeteen southbound IND platform and lover mezzanine near NGTOANSI9B [e600 | 600 | 69 | a05~=«| =Car «YC CPC | | 
Mz A 


Table 4C-159. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


ESCO1 Connecting escalator between IRT platform to IND platform near R217A 0 7 DO BD 
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Table 4C-160. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street - west side (R218) 


HEET 109 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pt A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 

Two'Way Turtles 3 | tao CdSC‘“aSCSdESC‘i ;OOCSCOCCS A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ae a a | Los (ee A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street - southwest corner (R217A South) 

Two-Way Tumstles 133 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ae a a ee De ee a a ee ee eee 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 50 0.19] A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 703 0.22 | A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street — northeast corner (N519A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 157 oo [A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 248 
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Table 4C-161. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ES A ae FRICTION vic 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | Into Station | Out from Station | RATIO | LOS 
P1-S1 Sioa oe sa acoutwesl aero Boosts StecladiaaeteStea sa os ae too ao | B 
P3-S3 | Street level stair at northwest comer of Bleecker Street andLafayette Steet | 5.00 | 4.00, | 224 | 78 | 118 | 80% | 100% | 80% ~—| do | A 
M2-S2 | Street level stair atnnorthwest comer ofHouston Street and Mulberry Street_ | 8.00 | 5 | se | || 8B] 80% | 100% =| 80% =|. | A 
R2I7AML A 
R217A St c 
R217 M1 A 
PAS A 
P2-82 A 
P6-S6 A 
NS19M6-M11__ | Streetlevel stair at northwest comer of Broadway andHouston Steet | 9.00 | 775 | t957_— | Sta | wt | tS | tH | 100%" ~=—| 90% =| 1.6 | OD 
N519 $9 F 
N519A M4 A 
N519A $6 B 
M3 A 
N519B 84 D 
N519B $5 D 
P1-ML13 C 
P2 B 
P5 [Connecting star between southbound IND platform andlower mezzanine below R519 | 600 | 500 | —400_~—~*«| + —mea—=S=«d|~=SCitSB SSSA SSC*;CM | CO SYS~SCSCMHSC*;COZ' | 
P8 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine belowR519 ss |_— 6.00 || 5.00 | S113 | Sa | 8515] 80% | 0% | 75% | 0.36 | A 
ML10-ML12-P10 B 
ML3-MLS-P9 C 
MLE-ML6 A 
P7 | Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzaninenearN519 | 6.00 | 5.00 | S775 | 80S | te | tt | 80% | 0% =| 75% =| 3 |B 
P6 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine nearNs19 | 6.00 || 5.00 | S126 | 198 S| | 2S] 0% | 0% =| 75% =|. | A 
P4 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near NS19AINS19B | 6.00 | 5.00 |__| tt S| S| | HT mH =| 7H | st |B 
P3 | Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine nearNS19AINS19B | 6.00 | 5.00 | 1705 || 62 |S 883] S13 | 0% | mH =| 75H | tO | OD 
ML2-ML4 B 


Table 4C-162. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION oat WIDTH (IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


ESCO1 [Connecting escalator between IRTplatormto ND piatomnearRama | 1 0 | ox fo | io |  o | ow [| 5 | oa | A 
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Table 4C-163. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Broadway-Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street — west side (R218) 


HEET Se a A 
High Exit Only Turnstile foe cre se YO EO tc es ei | 6 A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 
Two Way Turtles 168 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee a ee ee a A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — southwest corner (R217A South) 
Two Way Tumsties 183 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee ee |e i | ee ee ee ee A 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 58 0.23 | A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 546 0.38 | A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - northeast corner (N519A) 
Two-Way Tumsties 9 | 090 | 080 | oor] A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 254 
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Table 4C-164. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) WIDTH (FT) Station 


Prt 
P3.83 
N22 
ROITANII 
ROITASI 
ROITAM 
Pé-s4 
P282 
=< 
NST9 MENTT | Steet evel star atnortiwest comer of Broadway and Houston Steet __—~S~*~tCSC*~i SY 
N519 $9 
NS9A Md 
NSI9A S 
MG 
NSB 5 
N59 5 
PML 
P2 
PS Connecting stairbetween southbound IND platform and lover mezzanine below RGT® [600 | 600—~| 67 
z Connecting stairbetween northbound ND platform andlower mezzanine below R519. [600 | 600 ~| SO 


ML10-ML12-P10 | Connecting stair between northbound IND platform to mezzanine levels near N519 
ML3-ML5-P9 Connecting stair between southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine near N519 


LEAL 
Pr Connecting stairbeween southbound IND platform and lower mezzanine nearN6T@ | —e00 «| —s00 SCT 
P6 Connecting stairbetween northbound ND platform andlower mezzanine nearNSig [600 | 600 ~| aT 
zi Connecting stairbetween northbound ND platform andlower mezzanine near NSTOAINGTEB | 600 | 500 | 220 | 
zi Connecting stairbeween southbound IND platform and lover mezzanine near NSTOANS196[ 600 | 500 | S61 
Mz 


Out from 


92 
2344 
2344 


1080 


509 
1178 


Table 4C-165. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO Los 


| —SURGEFACTOR 

weer | EE" [ee ome 

Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 

se 
ee 
| te | 143] 90% =| 100% | 80% | 066 
| || 80% 100% =| 80% 0.18 
ee ee 
| at | 08 | 80% =| 100% | 80% | 0689 
a 1 
| 75 | t59 | 90% =| 90% | 75% | 060 


bla} >|>|>|>|>]o]>|>lo]a]w/ol>/>|>|nlo|>]|>|>|>]m]>]>|>|>]5 


ESCO1 Connecting escalator between IRT platform to IND platform near R217A GD BT 
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Table 4C-166. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION | FACTOR | VIC 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station |  IntoStation | OutfromStation | Into Station | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | RATIO | LOS 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street - west side (R218) 


HEET Petts term 90% | 90% 0.25 | 

High Exit Only Turnstile ae a 7 f 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 68 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile << A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street - southwest corner (R217A South) 

Two-Way Tumsties 138 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pot tee tf 00% | 80% | co 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 

Two-Way Tumstles 5 a2 [A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 733 0.23 | A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - northeast corner (N519A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 164 006 [A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 259 
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Table 4C-167. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES | ___SURGEFACTOR _—ssid 
ACTUAL EFFECTIVE Out from Out from FRICTION vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) WIDTH (FT) ee Station FACTOR Out from Station | RATIO 


LOS 
Prt Steet lvel star at souiwest comer ofBlecker StestandLafayeteSret ——=«;~—«s0o «|= 400 «| tue) 5 
P3.83 seit sa arortwest cori a Sear Seton aye Seat [sa | ano [ag [se [9] [ao | oe oa | 
N22 A 
ROITANII A 
ROITASI C 
ROITAM A 
Pé-s4 A 
P282 A 
=< A 
NS1O MENT | Street evel strat northwest comer of Broadway and Houston Steet_—~SCS~S~SCS| |r oPt0OPCOH|e | 
N519 $9 
NS19A NA A 
NSI9A S 5 
MG A 
NSB 5 D 
N59 55 D 
PML C 
P2 Connecting stairbetween northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine below R217 | 500 | 400 | 700 | 8 om | | wx | 9% | 7% | os | 8 
PS Connecting stairbebeen southboundIND platform and over mezzanine below RSI | 600 | 800 | 4 +f aso—«?S~CtiSCdSCCtY CYC | 
z Connecting starbeteen northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine below S19 —| 600 | 600 | 1 ~~ atsi|SC Sd twCYCiSYCCtYSCC se | 
MLOMCTE PT 5 
ML3-MLS.PO C 
LEAL A 
Pr Connecting starbetween southbound IND platform and over mezzanine nearNGT@ [00 | 600 | 7m =i Ce | 
P6 Connecting stairbeteen northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine nearN519” [600 | 500 | 17+ as «PSCC CYC S| | 
zi Connecting stairbetween northbound IND platform andlower mezzanine near NSTOAINGTGB | €00 | 500 | aor | 7 {20 | 5 | 9% | o% | 75x | os | 8 
zi Connecting stairbeteen southbound IND platform and lover mezzanine near NSTOANSI96.[ e600 | 600 | aio | seri’ SYP | 
Mz 3 


Table 4C-168. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH(IN FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | Into Station | Out from Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO LOS 


ESCO1 Connecting escalator between IRT plato to ND platform nearRDTTA a 
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Table 4C-169. CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway—Lafayette Street/Bleecker Street Station (6, B, D, F, M lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


Lafayette Street at Bleecker Street - west side (R218) 


HEET 158 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pett A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street — northwest corner (R217A North) 

Two'Way Turtles 3 | tao SCdSCiSSC*dT=C“(‘ém!!™#*dSC*étSC*d A 
High Exit Only Turnstile oa Abe = S20 Taos 2 eS ee = iS A 
East Houston Street and Mulberry Street - southwest corner (R217A South) 

Two-Way Tumstles 186 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a a a ae ae ee A 
Mulberry Street and Bleecker Street - east side (R217) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 59 0.24 | A 
Broadway and Houston Street — east side (N519) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 549 | 090 | 090 | 039] A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street — northeast corner (N519A) 

Two-Way Tumsties a2 008 [A 
East Houston Street and Crosby Street - southeast corner (N519B) 

Two-Way Turnstiles 258 
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Table 4C-170. 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION (FT) 


Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Steet and Broatway —~SCSC~C~ST | 80 CCam|t0m|0 | 
Street tart southeast comer of Canal Sreet and Broadway —=~=~*~“~*~*~rSC<C~i SCC SYSOP CSCt CC 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~—~SC~C~“~S~S~SC |g tt | 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway——~S~C~CS~ST S| dO mt 0 | 
Connecting stairbeteen STOSTT stars and AOHA ‘fee ze ——=~S~*~rYCS Ys SP YSCCeCYSCTSCSCtSSCé SSC «SCC 
Connecting stairbetieen SE tas and AOA feezone——=~=~*~S~S—T |g | 
Steet tar at rorthest comer of Canal Stet andLafaytte Steet ——=~=~*~S~sSC<CSROSYSC OOPS; «YS ]SSimSCiom S| Ctom dCi C(t | 
Connecting stairbetween ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ——~SCSC~C~S~S~s*CSiROSY OPPO CCC | 
[Connecting stairbetieen ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ~~~ ~—~e00 | 500 | a7 —«|~SCgte«| SCC CCC CYC CC 
Connecting passageway near ADE3A paid zone to southbound BMT, Wplatorm [600 | 800 | m4i—~| SBS | 
Connecting stairbetieen IVT, Nnorhbound platform and RT lator ~~ | 800 fsa YC | 
[Connecting stirnear ADEA paid zone between southbound and nothboundR,W piatoms | 600 | 500 [41 | 76 | 75 | [| om | oom | 75% | atv | 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 
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Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL 
WIDTH 


EFFECTIVE 
WIDTH (FT) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
Station Station 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


| ____SURGEFACTOR _—isd 


F ieceereme | Out from Station 


vic 
RATIO 


FIPS OBS |S SlOB/O|M| Bl S| SOS (Sl S/W SOlO; S| HS) yl Sy |r| Blo; S| SiO 
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Table 4C-171. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES FRICTION ee vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY | Into Station | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR (OUT) | Ratio | Los 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles a A” | 90% | 90% | A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

TwoWay Turnstiles 186 on A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET a A 
High Ext Only Turnstile eS A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 313 0.23 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 220 a30[ A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6 | 50] 3870] st | was tt | 012] A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET 1 ai [ A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 691 
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Table 4C-172. 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION (FT) 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 
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Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL 
WIDTH 


EFFECTIVE 
WIDTH (FT) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
Station Station 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


| ___SURGEFACTOR _—sd 


L eeeeat: | Out from Station 


[Steet tar atrorheastcomerofCanalStectand Broadway ———SOSCSC~S~S~SSCS OY; SCY 
Cones a bebveen SST safe and AMGADAGA ee nw [faa —tos [nrg] ant] sp [m0 [oe] 008 
Set i tentheat cer of Cana Stet ad edasy [ea — se [tps] agp | sat [20 |e 0 
Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Sreet and Broadway ——~=~*~S~S~S~SCSROSYSC YC 
Steet tar at ortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~SC~C~S~ST S| gOS Cm | 
Connecting stairbebieen SE tas and AOA feezone——=~=SC*~SST |g tom | 
Steet tar at soutwest comer of Canal Steet and Broadway —=~SC~C~S~S~SYSC |g | 
Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Steet andLafayete Steet ——~=~C~*~C~*~S~sSCSR |g eo | 0m | 
Steet tar at southeast omer of Canal Steet andLafayete Steet” ——~=~*~C~*~S~—sS*CSO |g CSCiH|Cto|Cr | 
Connecting stirbetween ADS pa zone and BMT J.M,Zplatorn ——~SCSC~S~S~sSCSiRO |g oCCCCtmCCCCCC | 
[Connecting stairbetieen ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ——~«Y|~—~e00 | 500 | taza «Y~SCtaaSCtiWS C=C CCC CC | 
Connecting passageway near ADF3A paid zone to southbound BMT Wplatorm [600 | 800 [58+ ear =f SCC «Ct 
Connecting passageway near ADESA pad zone to southbound BTR, Wplatom | e00| 700 [aie | sar Swot «Comme | 
Connecting stairbetieen BIT, Nrorhbound platform and RT lator ~~~ Sd | 600 faire SYS YC SCC | 
Connecting tirbetween Pd and PS (J, M,Zplatorn) and AOBSpaidzone ——~«;~—tz00 | 1100 | saa eon —~|~SCteO«~SCtta~C«~Ciom SCC (| 
"Connecting stairbeteen southbound ,N platform and downtown RT 6 porn (| -e00 | 700 [ara aoe SCC | 
[Connecting stirnear ADEA paid zone between southbound and nothbound R,W piatoms | 600 | 500 [25s | e7_| 0 | 10 | om | oom | 75% | oa | 


| aor] | 90% | 100% 


vic 
RATIO 


DlPyS OSS lS lS OD) SlOl SS WOH lS lOlWySlOlO| S| S| yl S| yS |r| wa wily) rio 
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Table 4C-173. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 124 0.24 | A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 2 040 [A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET 114 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 201 0.30 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 248 037 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a 2 Dc 2: 0.20 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET 85 036 [A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstles 219 B 
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Table 4C-174. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION 


Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Steet and Broatway —~SCSC~C~ST | 80 CCam|t0m|0 | 
Street tart southeast comer of Canal Sreet and Broadway —=~=~*~“~*~*~rSC<C~i SCC SYSOP CSCt CC 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~—~SC~C~“~S~S~SC |g tt | 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway——~S~C~CS~ST S| dO mt 0 | 
Connecting stairbeteen STOSTT stars and AOHA ‘fee ze ——=~S~*~rYCS Ys SP YSCCeCYSCTSCSCtSSCé SSC «SCC 
Connecting stairbetieen SE tas and AOA feezone——=~=~*~S~S—T |g | 
Steet tar at rorthest comer of Canal Stet andLafaytt Steet ——~=~*~—rC<CSROSYSC SYS; YS] Cmts | 
Connecting stairbetween ADE pai zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ——~SCSC~C~*~S~sS*C<CSiRSYSCO YY | 
[Connecting stairbetieen ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ~~~ ~—~e00 | 500 | ar —*~SCngte «| SCimSCSCt SSC SCC SCC 
Connecting passageway near ADGA paid zone to southbound BMT Wplatorm [600 | 800 [i= SYST 
Connecting stairbetieen IVT, Nnorhbound platform and RT latorm ~~ | 800 fsa YC omiCCCmC(e | 
[Connecting stirnear ADEA paid zone between southbound and nothboundR,W piatoms | 600 | 500 [41 | 76 | 75 | [| om | oom | 75% | atv | 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 
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PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
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FRICTION 
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| ____SURGEFACTOR _—isd 
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vic 
RATIO 


FIPS OBS |S SlOB/O|M| Bl S| SOS (Sl S/W SOlO; S| HS) yl Sy |r| Blo; S| SiO 
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Table 4C-175. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 559 0.24 | A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 186 ons [ A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET a a A 
High Exit Only Turnstile ee ec A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 313 0.23 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 420 0.30 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6 | 50] 870] st | was tT 012] A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET stars SCroC*Y:SC“‘éiStO~*SC‘iOOC*SC(“‘<‘éaOSC*«dSC(‘ oi [ A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstles 601 B 


August 2022 Appendix 4C-139 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-176. 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION (FT) 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 
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No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


ACTUAL 
WIDTH 


EFFECTIVE 
WIDTH (FT) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 


Out from Out from 
Station Station 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


| ___SURGEFACTOR _—s_si 


[ewan |e | 
oT 
| Street stair atnnortheast comer of Canal Street and Broadway |S 15.00 | 13.50 | 1.45 | 453 | 58 | 142 | 80% =| 100% ~— | 90% 0.28 
 Comecing a baveen SHST sae ad AMGADAGA ee tw | tz00[ tos [ asset [367 [00 [aot [00 [0 
Set si tenant cer of Cana Stel and Broadusy | — e000 [58 [ae [a0 [0 [so [ions [00m [0 
| Street stair at southeast comer of Canal Street andBroadway |S .00 || 5.00 | 988 
| Street stair atnnorthwest corner of Canal StreetandBroadway | 5.00 | 400 | StS |e | | 84S | 80% =| 100% =| 90% | 0.30 
Connecting stairbetween $6 stars andA04ATree zone —=S=~=~“‘*‘“*~*‘“‘~*stSC*‘iSC*YSC*‘i‘“SYSC«SC«Y;=SCtéiT~SCédG=C<C“‘éSC#*;SCO#~*SA;*SC*«d~SC« | ~Ct0m | ~~~=«aOm «|e | 
| Street stair at southwest comer of Canal Streetand Broadway | S50 | 400] St? S| tz | | | 80% =| 100% =| 90% | 0.29 
| Street stair at southeast corner of Canal Street and Lafayette Steet | 5.00 | 400 | es | tS | 8 |t00% =| 100% =~ | 90% | 0.30 
| Street stair at southeast corner of Canal Street and Lafayette Steet | 4.00 ‘| 3.00 | wee | Ste? | ss | 8] 80% =| 100% =| 90% =| 
| Connecting stair between A066 paid zone and BMT J,M,Zplatform | 6.00 | 5.00 | Ss |S tte | tt | S83 | 80% =| 8% | 80% | 0.26 
Connecting sar between AOS pad zone andBMTJ.M.Zplatorm ——~—~=~S~*~r~C*«éiSY~SC« OO |r «| =Car] ~SCawCY~SC*tOSSSC*dY*C*«SSCSC«SYSCSCiOSC;CTO 
Connecting passageway near AD43A paid zone fo southbound BMTR, Wplafom | 6.00 | 00 | 266 | a7] a0 ~+| ~—~—00~=S=«~=SCiéiS| SSC SYSCSC*CM CYC 
| Connecting passageway near A043A paid zone to southbound MTR, Wplatform | 8.00 | 7.00 | ta | som] || t87] | 80% =| 0% =| 75% | 0.88 
Connecting stirbetween BMT Q,Nnorthbound platform andIRT 6platform _——~=~C~«wtCSC*éOS*Y~S=COO |S «|= SCN SC*d?(=Csé‘é’:~«~=C«éOHSCSC*C«SCYSCSC*C*SSCY«C 
| Connecting stair between P4 and PS (J,M,Zplatform) and A066 paidzone | 12.00 | 11.00 «| 1820 | wat |e | tor] 90% =| 0% =| 5% | 0.60 
| Connecting stair between southbound Q,N platform and downtown IRT 6 platform | 8.00 | 7.00 | 37a | 308 | tt?! S| | 80% =| 0% =| 75% 0.27 
| Connecting stair near A044 paid zone between southbound and northbound R,W platforms | 6.00_ | 5.00 | 256 | s7_— | 8] tS] 90% | 0% =P 7% 0.52 


ee 


vic 
RATIO 


DPS OS SSS OD) S/O; SS WOH SlO;WySlOlO| S| HS) yl S| Hy |r| a wl y | rio 
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Table 4C-177. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 124 0.24 | A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 2 040 [A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET 114 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile a ee A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 201 0.30 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 248 037 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a 2 Dc 2: 0.20 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET 85 036 [A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstles 219 B 
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Table 4C-178. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION 


Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Steet and Broatway —~S~SCSC~C~ST | 80 Pt | 
Steet tart southeast comer of Canal Sreet and Broadway —=~=~*~“~*~rSC~S OCC SYSCSCSC ze SCYSCOCt]SSCSCtSSSCt SSC dCi C(t 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~—~SC~C~CS~SCT S| gC | 
Steet tar at ortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~=~C~“~S~S~SCSR YO | 
Connecting stairbetieen SE tas and ADEA feezone—=~=~S~*~S*~ST |g met | 
Steet tar at rortwest omer of Waker Steet and Cen Steet —~SCS~S~S~sCT || roYCCC|CtoCi | 
Connecting stairbetween ADE pa zone and BMT J.M,Zplatorn ——~=~SC~“C~*~S~sS*C<CSiRSYCCO YPC CCC CCC | 
[Connecting stairbetieen ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorn ———~«|~—~e00 | 500 | 0S] 
Connecting passageway near ADFGA paid zone to southbound BMT Wplatorm [600 | 800 [ms sar SYS | 
Connecting starbetieen BIT, Northbound platform and RT lator ~~ | 800 POY | 
Connecting passageway toBNTQ, Nsoutboundplatorn —_——=S=SSCSC~S~—sSCS | PY ee | 
[Connecting stirnear AOE paid zone between southbound and nothbound R,Wpiatoms | 600 | 500 [2 | | 7a] 9 [| om | om | 75% | o10 | 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 


Appendix 4C-142 


ACTUAL 
WIDTH 
(FT) 
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Table 4C-179. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 572 0.24 | A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

Two-Way Tumsties 183 om] A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET 108 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pett ss A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 318 0.23 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 427 031] A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles a 2 1: 012] A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET 155 a [ A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstles a 2 B 
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Table 4C-180. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION 


[SieststaratrorheastcomerofCanalStectand Broadway ———SCSC~S~sSCSSO YP OCS YH | 
 Conesin a betveen SST safe and AMAOAGA ee tw [tanto [1206 [zg [arr [ae] 00 
Set dt entheat eer of Cana Stet ard redasy [ea] — se [ apes] at | sp ae] 0 
Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Sreet and Broadway —=~=~S~S~sSCti OY YC 
Steet tar at ortwest omer of Canal Steet and Broatway—~=~S~C~S~SC | gOS CCC | 
Connecting stairbebieen SE tas and AOA fee zone ——=~=~S~*~C~S—T |g CoCSiYCme | Ctm CC | 
Steet tart southwest comer of Canal Steet and Lafayette Steet ——~C~*~S~sSC<CSRO |B nCYCCOCYCCCo|Ct|CCm | 
Steet tar at southeast comer of Canal Steet andLafayete Steet ——~C~“~*~S~—sS*CSR Yd | 
Steet tar at southeast omer of Canal Steet andLafayete Steet” ——~=~C*~C~*~S~sSCSO |g | 
Connecting stir between ADS pa zoe and BMT J.M,Zplatorn ———~—~SCSC~C~S~sSCS*iR OY OPYCmCCr | 
[Connecting stairbetween ADE pa zone and BMTJ.M,Zplatorm ——~—~(|~—-€00 | soo | tao | su + aes ~—=«|~SCt@] | ~SCiom | SCCoCCmCT | 
Connecting passageway near ADF3A pad zone to southbound BMT, Wplatorm [600 | 800 [96+ ee fas «Y SCC CCC (| 
Connecting stairbetveen MTF, Nnorhbound platform and RT latorm ———~—~C*iSC | 800 far ~YSCa CSCC CCC | 
Connecting stairbeteen BIT ON southbound platform and RT 6 patfomm (| -e00 | 700 [48s | aeons |SCSCtmC|e | 
[Connecting stirnear ADE paid zone between southbound and nothbound R,W piatoms | 600 | 500 [268 | 653. |e [| 200 | om | oom | 75% | ose | 


M3-S12 
M2 

A043 S6 
A043 S7 
A044 S10 
A044 S11 
A044 P14 
A044 P11 
A044 S8 
P13-S9 
P5-S5 
P1-S1 
A046 P3-S3 
P2-S2 
P6-S6 
A066 $3 
P4 

P5 

PL23 
PL22 
PL31-PL29 
PL41 

PL15 
PL30-PL28 
PL40 
PL11-PL13 
PL11-PL13 
ML1 

ML2 

P6 (P4+P5) 
PL16-PL18 
PL17-PL19 
PL26-PL27 
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Out from Out from 
Station Station 


FRICTION 
FACTOR 


| ____SURGEFACTOR _—isd 


F ieceereme | Out from Station 


100% 


re 


vic 
RATIO 


DPS yOl SSS S OB) SlOlBlS WOH (SO; WySlOlO| S| HS) yl ye S| yr) wa wl S| rip 


August 2022 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-181. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street Station (6, N, Q, R, W, J, M, Z lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Broadway and Canal Street - east side (A043) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 122 0.25 | _A 
Broadway and Canal Street — east side (A043A) 

Two-Way Tumsties i 040 [A 
Broadway and Canal Street — west side (A044) 

HEET 115 A 
High Exit Only Turnstile Pett se A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northwest corner (R214A) 

HEET 202 0.30 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southwest corner (R214) 

HEET 249 037 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - southeast corner (A046) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 6 T5070 | tes |r | mw 0.20 | A 
Canal Street and Lafayette Street - northeast corner (A046A) 

HEET 85 aa [A 
Walker Street and Centre Street - southeast corner (A066) 

Two-Way Tumstles 220 | 90% | 90% | oes |B 
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Table 4C-182. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 A 
QBL M4/S4 B 
QBL 06/07 A 
XTNMHISt | Street star atnorheast comer ofJackson Avenue andPearsonStreet_—‘| 00 400 | 49 | 4 | | 1 | 9% | 9% | 0% | 006 | A 
XTN M3/S3 B 
XTNO102___| Streetstair atnortheast comer of Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue | 9.00 || 7.75 | 22 | tz | || | 0% | 80% | 8 | A 
03/04 | Stairin Citicorp Building/One Court Square | |e | tT | HH 80% | 002i | 
FLU MIS A 
FLU M2/S2 A 
QBL Pt B 
QBL P2 E 
OBL PS A 
QBL PA A 
FLU P1/P3 | Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Queens-bound 7 platform | 8.00 | 75 | 743 | eS ||| 0% | 8H | 75% |_| CC 
FLU P2IP4 ; 
03/04/05 | Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and Gtrainmezzanine | 7.00 | 6.00 |S 200s | S| || HH | 8H | st | OB 
XTN Pf B 
XTN P2 | Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and Gtrain platform | 9.25 | 8.00 | oo S| tt32_— |? | | TH | 75%@ ~~ |r |B 
XTN P3 | Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and Gtrain platform | 9.25 | 8.00 | wt |e | t92 | 882 | 0% | 80%@ | 75% ~~ | 069 | 
XTN P5 | Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and Gtrain platform | 7.00 | 00s | | | Tt] S| t00%@ =| 8% | 75% =| 08 | A 
XTN P6 A 
XINPT A 
OBL Mi c 


Table 4C-183. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 
50 


as [Exting Escalator below GicopBuldinglOne counSqare ————S—S~d—t Te] Tw TTP SS*dSC 
es Exting Escalator below Ciicop Bulling/One Court Square Sid | em |e SC*d 
E461 Connecting escalator between Train mezzanine and Gran mezzanine ——~(| 1 «| 0m || tere dei 
E460X Connecting escalator between Train mezzanine and G tain mezzanine | 1 | 40 | 0% | aro] 0 | oe [0 | 1080 ——*d ore 
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Table 4C-184. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 965 0.20 | A 
21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 

High Exit Only Turnstile [2.0 | wo [0 | mm | o | oor [A 
23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 97 0.16 | A 
Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 

HEET i 005 [A 
Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 167 0.18 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 

Two-Way Tumstles 3, oC CCi(itCiamSCdSC(‘ércz!C on [A 
Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 110 0.05 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 

Two Way Tumsties ps | 20 [3am CCC CYC A 
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Table 4C-185. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 
QBL M4/S4 
QBL 06/07 
XTN M1/S1 | Street stair at northeast comer of Jackson Avenue andPearson Street | 5.00 | 4.00 | 82 | 7 | tT mH 0% | 80% | 0.08 
XTN M3/S3 
XINO1/02___| Streetstair atnortheast comer of Jackson Avenue and 45thAvenue | 9.00 | 7.75 | 7) |S tz | 05S || 0% | 0% | 80% | 0.8 
03/04 [Stair in Citicorp Bullding/One Court Square SSSSCSC*~sSC<‘itiSC*dYSC‘i‘ TS | SSCTSCsSC«dCSC‘“‘éqOTOC*CTSCOCiéTCSC*‘“SC«CéwaSSCSLSC*C«‘tSCSYC*« SCC 
FLU MIS 
FLU M2/S2 


QBL P1 Connecting stair between N308 paid zone and Queens-bound E/M platform 
QBL P2 
QBLP3 
QBL PA 
FLU PUPS 


DSSS IDWIW/O/YSIO/Ol S| S/WlOl/}S| Sl el| yr] ele r|>|> 


FLU P2/P4 Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Manhattan-bound 7 platform 
03/04/05 Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and G train mezzanine | 7.00 | 600 | 104 &+2x| 444 #| 3 °&2+| 139 =| 90% | 80% | 80% | O27 | 
XIN Pt Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform | 875 | 750 | 367 | te? S| oF BT HT HTH | 8D 
XIN P2 Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and G train piatform 
XIN P3 Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and G train platform 
XTN P5 Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 700 | 600 | oo fT tor? S| 100% | 8% HH |G 
XIN P6 Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 9.26 | 800 | Te] Sf | HTH HHT 
XTNP? Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform 
QBL Mt Connecting stair between E/M platforms and N308 paid zone 


Table 4C-186. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
WIDTH SURGE Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY (IN) FACTOR Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 
75 


as Exting Escalator below GicopBuldinglOne CounSquare ———S—~d—CiTSdT |e) PT PCT A 
E256 rExting Escalator below Ciicop Bulling/One Court Square ———S—S~d te] PSC*d CC A 
E451X | Connecting escalator between tain mezzanine and Gain mezzanine [1 [40 | 0m [0 | aves SC*d 3 
E462x | Connecting escalator between T tein mezzanine and Gtrn mezzanine [+ [40 | oom | ama [0 | ss] 0 | 1050 ————*<or | 5 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-187. Existing Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 54 0.16 | A 
21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 

High Exit Only Turnstile [2 yo | wo [0 | mo | 0 | 1% 01s [A 
23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 63 ot | A 
Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 

HEET i 006 [A 
Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 83 0.18 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 

Two-Way Tumstles 2 a1 [A 
Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 141 0.08 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 

Two Way Tumsties SS A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-188. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 A 
QBL M4/S4 B 
QBL 06/07 A 
XTNMHISt | Street star atnorheast comer ofJackson Avenue andPearsonStreet_—‘| 00 400 | 49 | 4 | | 1 | 9% | 9% | 0% | 006 | A 
XTN M3/S3 B 
XTNO102___| Streetstair atnortheast comer of Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue | 9.00 || 7.75 | 22 | tz | || | 0% | 80% | 8 | A 
03/04 | Stairin Citicorp Building/One Court Square | |e | tT | HH 80% | 002i | 
FLU MIS A 
FLU M2/S2 A 
QBL Pt B 
QBL P2 E 
OBL PS A 
QBL PA A 
FLU P1/P3 | Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Queens-bound 7 platform | 8.00 | 75 | 743 | eS ||| 0% | 8H | 75% ~~ |r? | CC 
FLU P2IP4 ; 
03/04/05 | Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and Gtrainmezzanine | 7.00 | 6.00 |S 200s | S| || HH | 8H | st (| OB 
XTN Pf B 
XTN P2 | Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and Gtrain platform | 9.25 | 8.00 | oo | tt32— |? | | 8H | 75% ~~] |B 
XTN P3 | Connecting stair between N400 paid zone and Gtrain platform | 9.25 | 8.00 | Soa] 888 | ot | 500 | | 80% | 5% | 06_—| 
XTN P5 | Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and Gtrain platform | 7.00 | 00s | St | sm | TS t87 | t00%@ =| 8% | 75% =| 0.28 | A 
XTN P6 A 
XINPT A 
OBL Mi c 


Table 4C-189. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD SURGE Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN) FACTOR Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 
50 


as [Exting Escalator below GicopBuldinglOne counSqare ————S—S~d—t Te] ws TTP wSC*dSC 
es Exting Escalator below Ciicop Bulling/One Court Square Sid | em |e SC*d 
E461 Connecting escalator between Train mezzanine and Gran mezzanine ——~(| 1 «| 0m || tere dei 
E460X Connecting escalator between Train mezzanine and G tain mezzanine | 1 | 40 | 0% | aro] 0 | oe [0 | 1080 ——*d ore 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-190. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,680 2,580 95 0.20 | A 


21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 


righ Ext Only Turtle Se A Oc aor 


23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 


Two-Way Tumsties 1,680 2,580 97 016 | A 


Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 


HET 08 i aos [A 


Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 1,260 1,935 167 018] A 


Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 


Two Way Tumse 0 ims [dCi om[_A 


Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 2,940 4,515 110 0.05 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 
Two Way Tumsties ee ee 3870 a A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-191. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 A 
QBL M4/S4 A 
QBL 06/07 A 
XTN M1/S1 | Street stair at northeast comer of Jackson Avenue andPearson Street | 5.00 | 400 | 52 | 7 S| tT HT 80%™ | 0068_:—*«| A 
XTN M3/S3 A 
XINO1/02___| Street stair atnortheast corner of Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue | 9.00 | 75 | a7] | tz S| 05 S| | HT 0% | 8% | 05 | 
03/04 | Stairin Citicorp Building/One Court Square | |e | HT | | at SH | 8% | | 
FLU MAIS A 
FLU M2/S2 A 
QBL P1 Connecting stair between N308 paid zone and Queens-bound E/M platform C 
QBL P2 B 
OBL PS A 
QBL P4 A 


FLU P1/P3 Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Queens-bound 7 platform 1,847 1,128 D 
FLU P2/P4 Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Manhattan-bound 7 platform 78% 


03/04/05 Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and G train mezzanine | 7.00 | 600 | 104 &+2x| 444 #| 3 °&2+| 139 =| 90% | 80% | 80% | O27 | A 
XTN PI Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform | 675 | 750 | 2367 | ter | Sof STS HTH | 7% | | 
XIN P2 Connecting star between N400 paid zone and G train platform B 
XTN P83 Connecting star between N400 paid zone and 6 train platform C 
XIN PS Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 700 | 600 {| Ct? ST Ss | Tt S| t00% | 0% | |? (| 
XTN P6 Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 925 | 800 | ST 7 S| TSS | tH | 5% || 
XTNP7 Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform A 
OBL M1 Connecting stair between E/M platforms and N308 paid zone B 


Table 4C-192. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
WIDTH FACTOR Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY (IN) Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 
75 


as Exting Escalator below GicopBuldinglOne CounSquare ——S—S—~d—Ci TST |) |) PCT A 
E256 rExting Escalator below Ciicop Bulling/One Court Square Sit | om SC*d CC A 
E451X | Connecting escalator between tain mezzanine and Gain mezzanine ——+[ 1 [40 | 0m [0 +) avons S*d 3 
E462x | Connecting escalator between T tein mezzanine and Gtrn mezzanine [+ [40 | oom | ama [0 | ss] 0 | 1050 ————*<or | 5 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-193. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 54 0.16 | A 
21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 

High Exit Only Turnstile [2 yo | wo [0 | mo | 0 | 1% 01s [A 
23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 63 ot | A 
Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 

HEET i 006 [A 
Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 83 0.18 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 

Two-Way Tumstles 2 a1 [A 
Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 141 0.08 | A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 

Two Way Tumsties SS A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-194. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 A 
QBL M4/S4 B 
QBL06/07 __| Streetstair atsoutheast comer of 23rd Street and 4athDrive | 10.00 =| S80 | | tS | to | || mH | 8% |r? (| A 
XTN M1/S1 A 
XTN M3/S3 B 
XTNO1/02___| Streetstair atnortheast comer of Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue | 9.00 | 7.75 | 25 |e | || | 0% | 80% | 8 | A 
03/04 | Stairin Citicorp Building/One Court Square | |e TT EHH 80% | 002 | 
FLU MIS A 
FLU M2/S2 | Street stair atnnorthwest corner of 23rd Street and 45thRoad_ | 500 | 00 |e? | tt ||| HH | 8H | 0.5 | 
QBL Pt B 
QBL P2 E 
OBL PS [Connecting stairbetween NGO7 paid zone and Queens-bound EIM plaorm | 11.00 | o75 | 0 | ms | 19 | 7 | %% | 0% | 7% | o10 | A 
QBL PA A 
FLU P1/P3 c 
FLU P2IP4 Fs 
03/04/05 | Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and Gtrainmezzanine | 7.00 | 6.00 | S08 | S|] | HH | 8H =| rs? |B 
XTN Pf | Connecting stair between N400C paid zone andGtrainplatform | 8.75 | 7.50 | 143d | 885 || 05 | | 8H | 75%@ ~~ | rd | 
XTN P2 B 
XTN P3 C 
XTN P5 | Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and Gtrain platform | S700 | 00s | Sts | Ste] TS tS | t00%@ =| 8% | 75% =| 0.8 | A 
XTN P6 A 
XINPT A 
OBL Wi c 


NOTE: + denotes a significant adverse effect 


Table 4C-195. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY WIDTH (IN Out from Station Station WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO 


E265 [Exiting Escalator below Citicorp BulldinglOne CourtSquare | St | 82TH! | te? S| ||| 
E266 | Exiting Escalator below Citicorp Bullding/One Court Square | St | 82 | 8% ||| tt | 
E4G1X | Connecting escalator between 7 train mezzanine and Gtrainmezzanine | 1 | 40 | 9%H@ | Tos, S| |S 
E462X | Connecting escalator between 7 train mezzanine and Gtrainmezzanine | 1 | 40 | 90% Yass | |e | Pt 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-196. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 96 0.21 | A 
21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 

High Exit Only Turnstile a toe) pe oor [A 
23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 98 017 | A 
Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 

HEET i 005 [A 
Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 168 019] A 
Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 

Two-Way Tumstles w a1 [ A 
Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 

Two-Way Tumstiles 111 0.05 | _A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 

Two Way Tumsties [3 [2a ame CiCCSCSdSC“(‘iSC*‘dYS~<‘<‘|TCYSCi‘é A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-197. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO LOS 
QBL M3/S3 
QBL M4/S4 
QBL06/07___| Street stair at southeast comer of 23rd Street and 4athDrive | 10.00 | 850 | 383 | 0 | tz || HH | 80% |. 
XTN M1/S1 | Street stair at northeast comer of Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street | 5.00 | 4.00 | 52 | | tT mH | 0% | 80% | 0.08 
XTN M3/S3 
XTNO1/02___| Street stair atnortheast comer of Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue | 9.00 | 7.75 | 39 | tt | tt | | 0% | 0% | 80% |. 
03/04 [Stair in Citicorp Bullding/One Court Square SSSSCSC*~‘iCSC*iCOSC*dtC“‘i TS | SCC|SwSSC«dTSC(“‘éaqOTC*dTSCOCéBSC«‘L;™(“CéOM SCL =SCCMSCdYCt*C«‘éi SCC 
FLU MIS 
FLU M2/S2 


QBL P1 Connecting stair between N308 paid zone and Queens-bound E/M platform 
QBL P2 
QBLP3 
QBL PA 
FLU PUPS 


DSSS IO/W/OlS/O[M) Sl S| WlyOl/YS|_ Sl S| el e| Sl r|>|> 


FLU P2/P4 Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Manhattan-bound 7 platform 
03/04/05 Connecting stair between 7 train mezzanine and G train mezzanine | 7.00 | 600 | £123 &2=| 459 &2x+| 38 ~| 143 =| 90% | 80% | 80% | 028 | 
XTN PI Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform 
XTN P2 Connecting star between N400 paid zone and G train platform 
XINBS Connecting stair between N4OO paid zone and G tran platform 
XTN PS Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 700 | 600 | Ct? | S| Tt | tom ft 7% tT 
XTN PO Connecting stair between N400B paid zone and G train platform | 925 | goof S| SoS] Tt] mH THT 0H 
XIN PY Connecting stair between N400C paid zone and G train platform 
OBL M1 Connecting stair between E/M platforms and N308 paid zone Le 190005 I] tts: 1 ait = e050 a= — | 


Table 4C-198. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


TREAD SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
WIDTH FACTOR Out from Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY (IN) Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 
5 


as Exting Escalator below Glico BuldinglOne CoutSquare ———S—~d—CiSdT | | PSC A 
E256 FExting Escalator below Ciioop Bulling/One Court Square ———S—S~d St | om mS*d Ct A 
E451X | Connecting escalator between Tain mezzanine and Gan mezzanine [1 [40 | 0m [0 | tees SSC*d 3 
E462x | Connetng escalator between T tein mezzanine and Gtn mezzanine [+ [40 | oom | igo [0 | oor [0 | 1050 [0641 5 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-199. CBD Tolling Alternative: Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO 


21st Street and 44th Drive - northeast corner (N307) 


Two-Way Tumstiles 565 0.16 | A 
21st Street and 44th Drive - southeast corner (N307A) 
High Exit Only Turnstile [2,0] wo ~ o | m | o | oi] A 
23rd Street and 44th Road — northeast corner (N308) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 69 012] A 
Jackson Avenue and Pearson Street - northeast corner (N400C) 
HEET E 005 [A 
Jackson Avenue and Court Square — southwest corner (N400) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 90 0.19] A 
Jackson Avenue and 45th Avenue — northeast corner (N400B) 
Two-Way Tumstles 34 a1] A 
Citicorp Building/One Court Square (N400A) 
Two-Way Tumstiles 153 | 90% | 80% | ooo] A 
Jackson Avenue and 23rd Street - southeast corner (R508) 
Two Way Tumsties [3 | 260 3am CHSC*dYSC(<«‘ TSC*‘dCYS«<‘a CSC‘ 
Table 4C-200. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
se a [es [te ete ce Pore) Ge (oem Pee Se 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH ae WIDTH (FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
S6/M6 | Street stair at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and MainStreet = Stal at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 5.00 | 218 &«x| e677 | 683 #+2x+| 212 | 90% | 90% | 80% | 152 | E 
S4/M4 | Street stair atnortheast comer of Roosevelt Avenue and MainStreet | 5.00 | 4.00 | tata | 433 | set | 185 | 80% | 100%" | 80% | 02 *| 
S7IMT D 
$3 | Street stair at southeast corer of Roosevelt Avenue and MainStreet | 5.00 | 400 | 40 | || 80% 100%" | 80% | td | A 
$5 | Street stair at southeast comer of Roosevelt Avenue and MainStreet | 480 | 380 | 1940 | a7 | wos] 08 | 8% =| 80%@ =| 8% | 74 | 
TENE B 
Mit Steet stair on southside of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street andUnion Steet | 1000 | 875 | 582 | 8 | 173 | 3 | 100% | 00% | 7% | o17 | A 
pit F 
p12 C 
P15 [Connecting star between platform and R533 paid zonewest —=~=~“‘*‘*‘idtCSC*éiS*C*‘dt*C*«‘é SYS SSC*;SC*‘iz|WSC|SSCCYSCSCtSdYSCi YC SC*d;SC“‘“VOM*SC#*S«COSS=*C;SC*O 
P16 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paid zonewest_ | 25 | 8.25 || te? | HBT 8% 8% | 7H | 025A 
P3 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paid zoneeast, = || 8.25 | 142 | 808 | | HT 80% 80% | 5H | 042 | A 
P4 A 
POIPT ; 
P6IPB A 
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Table 4C-201. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES bees 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street [ns A 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street ; D 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street A 


Table 4C-202. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR TIO 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY lareeensaal Out from Station | eisai Out from Station lV ieieeedane Out from Station 


OUT 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 4,072 1,166 1,273 364 0.52 | B 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 2,212 1,164 364 0.33 | A 


Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Po Treo] 805 | 8586 | ts | 05 | 398 
Table 4C-203. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
cures | orn | worn rr) [in SnonT Outtom SNOT [ave Staion [Oulton Seon] racron | —mieSiion | out fom San | RATIO 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 

S6IM6 | Street stair at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 6.00 |= 5.00 | Sat | 1473 |S 50S |S | 0% =| 0% =| 8% =| 1.26 =| CD 
S4d sitet strat northeast comer of Roosevelt Avenue andMainStet | _500_| 400 | 600 | em | 188+ —a72_~—~«|~—-0% | tow —*(| 0% ~~| ove | c 
STMT E 
$3 B 
$5 E 
MS/MS c 
Mit A 
Pit | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzonewest_ = | S425 | 8.25 ||| St |S t89S | 0% =| 80% =| 75H =| 99 | 
P12 F 
P15 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paid zonewest_ =| S425 | 8.25 | 88 | 8H ||| 100% =| 8% =| 75% =| HD | OB 
P16 C 
P3 B 
z Connecting sar between platform and R636 paid zone cast ———=~S~S*~*=C~i SSCS || CdYSSCtSSC*d;SC*«‘t~C*d;s=C«étOMSSCSCiéSCSYSC*‘tSHOCYSC | 
PSIP7 C 
PEP D 
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Table 4C-204. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES iced 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street ; B 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street A 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street B 


Table 4C-205. Existing Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR TIO 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY laeeaensaa Out from Station | eaeeainee. | Out from Station lfeieecinn 4 Out from Station 


OUT 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 1,683 3,079 962 043 | A 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8] 3,360 5,160 1,023 2,569 803 0.32 | A 


Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Po Treo | 805 | 0S ||| 
Table 4C-206. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
caren | orn | worn rr) [inSain 1 Ottom SHON [ave Staion [Oulton Sion] racron | —mieSiton out fom Sain | RAO 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 

S6IM6 | Street stair at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 6.00— | 5.00 | 2tee | 7S | 83 |? | 0% =| 0% ~~ | 8H =| 152 *| CE 
Sad D 
STMT D 
$3 | Street stair at southeast corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 5.00 | 400 | S40 | || || 100% = | 80% =~ | ore *| A 
$5 sitet strat southeast comer ofRoosevelt Avenue andMain Steet | _4a0_| 3g | 10 | ow +| eos —~| ~—t08~—=«;~=Céit S| SSCiMSSCYSCSCO NSS; 
MS/MS B 
Mit | Street stair on south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street {10.00 | a75 | 562 =| = =8 | 173 =| 3 | 100% | 80% | 7% | o7 | A 
Pit F 
P12 C 
zE Connecting stairbetween platform and R533 paid zonewest ———=~=~=~wrC«i SCC CYS CdCSCtiwSSCS;SCtiTSSCdT=SCSCtSC*dCttSCYSCSCiSSC;SCSC*«‘iHSS«dS«Ct5 «| 
P16 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzonewest_ == | 425 | 8.25 | 8ss|S tt?) | | BT HT 80% | SH || 
P3 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzoneeast, = | 4258.25 | 142 | || || 80% =| 75% | 02? | A 
z A 
PSIP7 F 
PEP A 
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Table 4C-207. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES bees 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street fe a [ns A 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street ; D 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street : A 


Table 4C-208. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR TIO 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY lhaeeeensael| Out from Station | -eieeiasa 1 Out from Station lV ieieeedane Out from Station 


OUT 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 4,072 1,166 1,273 364 0.52 | B 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8] 3,360 5,160 2,212 1,164 364 0.33 | A 


Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Po Tso | 805 | 8536] | 05 | (398 
Table 4C-209. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
PS ocaron | ort | worn rr) [int Snion 1 Ottom SNOT [ave Staion [Oulton Seon] racron | —mieSiton | out fom San | RATiO 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 

S6IM6 | Street stair at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 6.00 | 5.00 | Sats |_S 1473 |S 50S |S ef 0% =| 0% =| 8% =| 1.26 «| OD 
S4d sitet strat northeast comer of Roosevelt Avenue andMainStet_ | _500_| 400 | 600 | em —+| 18+ ——a72_~—~«|~—«ao% +t tow —~«| ~~ ~~] ove | 
STMT E 
$3 B 
$5 E 
MS/MS c 
Mit A 
Pit | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzonewest_ = | S425 | 8.25 ||| St |S t89S | 0% =| 80% =| 75H =| 99 | 
P12 F 
P15 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paid zonewest_ =| S425 | 8.25 | 88 | 8H ||| 100% =| 8% =| 75% =| HD | OB 
P16 C 
P3 B 
z Connecting sar between platform and R636 paid zone cast ———=~S~S*~*=C~i SSCS || CdYSSCtSSC*d;SC*«‘t~C*d;s=C«étOMSSCSCiéSCSYSC*‘tSHOCYSC | 
PSIP7 C 
PEP D 
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Table 4C-210. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES feces 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 


E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street fe a ; B 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street A 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street B 


Table 4C-211. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR TIO 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY lhaeeeensael| Out from Station | eisai 1 Out from Station eres Out from Station 


OUT 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 1,683 3,079 962 043 | A 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8] 3,360 5,160 1,023 2,569 803 0.32 | A 


Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 


Two-Way Tumstiles po | 37g 805 | tT 
Table 4C-212. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 

tocar ori | Worry [ “ie Siton | Ostton Sor [ie Salon” [Outfon'ifon| FACTOR [—hioSaion | outfemSiaion | ano | 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 
S6IM6 | Street stair at northwest corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street | 6.00 | 5.00 | 2225 | ozs || StS | 0% =| 0% ~~ | 8H | 4 | CO 
SéiN D 
S7/IM7 D 
$3 A 
85 F 
MS/MS | Street stair at southeast corner of Roosevelt Avenue and Main Street = |_—11.50 | 10.25 | atta =| 442] | ez | t88 | 0% =| 0% ~~ | 80% =~ |G | CB 
Mit | Street stair on south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street{ 10.00 | a75 | 562 =| 8 | 76 | 3 | 100% | 80% | 7% | o7 | A 
Pit F 
P12 c 
Pi D 
P16 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzonewest_ = | 4.25 | 8.25 | 82ST tt | ||| 80% | SH | SOTA 
P3 | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzoneeast, = | 42585 | 48S | St | | BT 0% | 80% =| 75% | 03 | 
PA Connecting stair between platform and R633 paid zoneeast_——=s=~*~*~‘dC*SC*wSC*d;SC*«BSS| SST SttSCdTSiSC*YSCSCiSSCd;SCi8HSCSYSC*«‘iSSCSCSCHSSC*;CO SSC 
PSIP7 F 
P6IPS | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paidzoneeast_ | 4.25 | 8.25 | 07] S| S| CTC 8TH | 80% =| 7% =| 043 | A 
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Table 4C-213. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES eal 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street a a ee ee ee ee ee ee 899 -nosun | Sa 1,050 a 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street 3,040 a a 1,050 D+ 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street a a ee es 1,050 A 


NOTE: + denotes a significant adverse effect 


Table 4C-214. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR (OUT) RATIO 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8 | 3360 | to | ttt =| tzgp7_ S| 872 053] 8 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 
Two-Way Turnstiles pe [300 Creo S«Y~CeeSC«dYSCiOSC*d;C“‘iévOSC*”d’SCSCOC*C«w 033. A 
Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 
Two-Way Tumstiles eX 
Table 4C-215. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
enn [Ss | mee eee | A |e a] 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO LOS 
S6IM6 [Streets atnorhwestoomer ofRooseveltAvenue andManSreet_—+|~—«00_—~«|~—=«00—=«|~=CiOSSC«d;SCiéOSCéT=SCitwSCd;:C(itéTNCOW;C*d;éCtétSCSTSC‘éM CYSCSC8OHSC;CSSCO 
S4/M4 Cc 
S7/M? E 
S3 B 
$5 E 
M3IMS c 
M14 | Street stair on south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street | 10.00 | 875 | 73 | SoS | | 80% | 7% | 05 | 
Pr D 
P12 F 
P15 B 
P16 C 
P3 B 
Pa | Connecting stair between platform and R533 paid zoneeast | 425 | 825 | HT wo ||| 100% =| 80% =| 5H | ot | 
PSIP7 Cc 
PEPE D 
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Table 4C-216. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


SURGE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES cel 15-MINUTE VOLUMES 
TREAD FACTOR Out from PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION QUANTITY | WIDTH (IN) Out from Station Station (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO LOS 
E455 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street 


B 
E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street A 
E457 Street escalator at south side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street B 


Table 4C-217. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street- Flushing Station (No. 7 line) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 
PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION vic 
FACTOR TIO 


FACTOR 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY lbaceuensal Out from Station I Seieeame Out from Station Fereee Out from Station 


OUT 
Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-West) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 8 | 3,360 5,160 1,724 3,150 984 0.44] A 


Main Street and Roosevelt Avenue (R533-East) 


Two-Way Turnstiles | 8] 3,360 5,160 1,048 2,629 822 0.33 | A 


Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Street (R534) 


Two-Way Tumstiles | 3,780 5,805 2,993 935 


Table 4C-218. CBD Tolling Alternative: Level of Service Summary with and without Project Improvements (2023) 


The four (4) vertical circulation elements in this table are modeled to meet CEQR thresholds for significant adverse effects under the tolling scenario with the highest incremental increases in ridership. 


AM PEAK HOUR PM PEAK HOUR 
With Action 


STAIR EFFECTIVE With With Action With 
WIDTH/ESCALATOR TREAD No Action | With Action Improvements No Action With Action Improvements 


ELEMENT LOCATION WIDTH PROJECT IMPROVEMENT vic (LOS) vic (LOS) vic (LOS) vic (LOS) vic (LOS) vic (LOS) 
14th Street Union Square Station (Nos. 4, 5, 6, and N, Q, R, W, L lines) 


E219 Connecting escalator between R221A paid zone and Canarsie line platform Raise escalator speed to 120 fom 1.26 (D) 1.27 (D) 1.15 (D) No Adverse Effects 


42nd Street Times Square Station (Nos. 1, 2, 3, 7, and A, C, E, N, Q, R, W, S lines) 


IRT ML6 | Connecting stair between lower mezzanine and uptown Nos. 1/2/3 platform 6.75 feet Remove intermediate handrail No Adverse Effects 1.64 (E 


Court Square-23rd Street Station (E, M, G, and No. 7 lines) 


Connecting stair between R508 paid zone and Manhattan-bound No. 7 line platform 6.25 feet Add new 5-foot-wide platform stair on 1.84 (F) 1.90 (F) 1.56 (E) 
north end of Manhattan-bound No. 7 line 
platform 
NEW FLU | New connecting stair between new FCA and Manhattan-bound No. 7 line platform 4 feet New platform stair on north end of N/A N/A 0.53 (B) N/A N/A 
plat stair Manhattan-bound No. 7 line platform 


Main Street Flushing Station (No. 7 line) 


E456 Street escalator at north side of Roosevelt Avenue between Main Street and Union Raise escalator speed to 120 fom 1.18 (D) 1.21 (D) 1.08 (D) No Adverse Effects 
Street 


No Adverse Effects 
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4C.8 LEVEL OF SERVICE TABLES — NJ TRANSIT AND PATH STATIONS 


Level of service at stations where CEQR threshold would be exceeded and analysis of specific circulation elements 


Table 4C-219. Existing Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour, 2019) 


F acTUALWIOTH(ET) | EFFECTIVE WIDTH (FT) | oR TE VOTES | actionractor [ee vic 

LOCATION/ELEMENT ACTUAL WIDTH (FT) EFFECTIVE WIDTH(FT) | Down | Up [Down | Up |. FRICTIONFACTOR RATIO | LOS 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine | 13.00] tt |e Tt | 0 80% | 80% 0.19 A 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02, NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms | 1250s] sits—s—“‘<tsesédT:«C(iz TN =| tet? S| 2s t00% )~—s| S 80% |S 80% 1.28 D 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Coridor Track A/B 5 OC  O O Oe 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track 3 | OT | tT Tt | mH 80% | te | A 
Newark Penn Station, Ramp Platform H to Tracks 3/4 | to 80% NANA NANA 


Table 4C-220. Existing Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour, 2019) 


SURGE haa a a as PEAK 15- a aa PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
LOCATION/ELEMENT QUANTITY TREAD WIDTH (IN FACTOR Down WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO 
64 20 


Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator closest to wall ee a 2 a Se 7s 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator center 75% hae ae A 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator furthest from wall a ee en G's DI, Po, 469 PF 945 B 
Secaucus Junction, Center Cordor Track 3 escalator 7 SC~sYSC(‘iC*dSC(i‘t CS A 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track A/B escalator a es en GE's 945 A 
Table 4C-221. Existing Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour, 2019) 
sermon) | eecweworen [teen [yt om [up| swenourseron_ [pom [op vic 
LOCATION/ELEMENT ACTUAL WIDTH (FT) EFFECTIVE WIDTH(FT) | Down | Up | FRICTION FACTOR SL Caen RATIO | LOS 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine | 13.00 | tt TT | 8isT 802s] 0ST 80% | 80%] 08 A 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02, NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms | 1250—s—i‘<ié‘;;”;*‘altOO!}€©€©€6U lt Ll 58 6] lt800COT 1843] 90% )~—Ssis| CS 80% )~— TS 80%) t.07 D 
Secaucus Junction, Sta Center Corridor Track AVB no —«dSt—tSSC*dS=“(cOYCtSCYSCi‘SSTSC*dLSC(‘éOOMSO#*SC«OHSC«SYSC«éOSC*d;SC CA 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track 2 A 
Newark Penn Station, Ramp Platform H to Tracks 3/4 | t00 0 tcc tT t00%@ 0% Tt0% 03 | A 
Table 4C-222. Existing Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour, 2019) 
[cummy | reeaoworwny | ractoR [bom PU Dom [up| gMoUT SURGING eAcTOR) | RAM 
LOCATION/ELEMENT QUANTITY TREAD WIDTH (IN FACTOR Down WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR RATIO | LOS 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator closest to wall ae ee ee = A 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track AB escalator center + | © | mm | | 3 | A 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator furthest from wall fr o4 06d t—<“‘;*‘é ‘CUT CTC 65 Ps A 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track 2 escalator ee a 
Secaucus Junction, Center Cordor Track AI escalator Oy A 
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Table 4C-223. No-Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour, 2023) 


ape Sa a VOLUMES ST 15- Sa ue VOLUMES Sia a a vic 
ACTUAL WIDTH a EFFECTIVE WIDTH (FT) 


LOCATION/ELEMENT FRICTION FACTOR RATIO 


Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine | 13.00 11.75 ee eee ea 0.19 rs 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02, NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms | 1250 | ttn ss] te 80s] totz =| 2] 00% =| 80% | 80% 1.28 D 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track A/B | too | tft t00% | 8% | 80% | 0.06 || A 
Secaucus Junction, Star Center Cordor Track 3 a OC 
Newark Penn Station, Ramp Platform H to Tracks 3/4 | tooo NANA NANA 


Table 4C-224. No-Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Escalator Analysis (AM Peak Hour, 2023) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE YOu PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vIC 
LOCATION/ELEMENT a TREAD WIDTH ae SURGEFACTOR | Down | Up | ~~ Down = | ~~ Up i (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator closest to wall 75% ee rs 
Secaucus Junction Main Cortdor Track AB escalator center ee) ee 
Secaucus Junction Main Cordor Track AIB escalator furthest fom wal a as (SE SS (N(R (C(O 7S 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track 3 escalator Pom ts tt 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track A/B escalator Poa [| CUTTCdYSC“<CitSSC~‘dYYSC‘;*dYéC COS] CSCSCTCTC~dYSC(“(CtéitSTSC*dSS~Ct~s/SSCSC*~*~‘“‘;SC*YL *c2~*|:CA 
Table 4C-225. No-Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour, 2023) 
 caavanamnan et vic 
LOCATION/ELEMENT ACTUAL WIDTH (FT EFFECTIVE WIDTH (FT fh, Dewi. le. own a. es oI FRICTION FACTOR RATIO | LOS 

Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine ee ee eee ee A 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms | 1250si(atesttiOOCti‘é(LSSCéC‘C I OC} 858 Tl lU80COTS 1143 | 90% ~—SsisT 80% 80% )~—|t.07 D 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track A/B Po ttoo ||| tt Tt | 80% | 02 | A 
Secaucus Junction, Sar Centr Cordor Track 2 A 

A 


Newark Penn Staton, Ramp Platform Hto Tracks 3 oof 900 =~) Ye|s«YC 


Table 4C-226. No-Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Escalator Analysis (PM Peak Hour, 2023) 


PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE YOUNES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
LOCATION QUANTITY TREAD WIDTH (IN) SURGEFACTOR | Down | Up =| ~~ Down | ~~ Up i (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator closest to wall a Sa CN) 
Seve sulon Man Coir Tack AB esr cone OT 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator furthest from wall aaa 009 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track 2 escalator ae ee ee ee ee; ee 192 ee ee ee 945 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track A/B escalator es ee | Af ae i i i — ee] 


a 
aS 
th 
fos) 
S 
x 
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{nlf 
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Table 4C-227. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour, 2023) 


ACTUAL WIDTH EFFECTIVE WIDTH Dea SiGe a VOLUMES a es FRICTION nem a vic 
LOCATION (FT) (FT) REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING SCENARIO | Down | FACTOR | Up __| RATIO | Los 


Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine 13.00 11.75 an a OS 90% A 


Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02, NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms E 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track A/B Poof || tT mT t00% | 80% | 80% | 0.08 | A 
Secaucus Junction, Slar Center Condor Track 3 PsP aCdPSC“‘“SCSOC*C“‘“#S’SCNSCOCSN:SCSsTsiws—Ss] SYS S*dYSCi SYST | A 
Newark Penn Station, Ramp Platform H to Tracks 3/4 | tooo | 8 _ 100% A 
Table 4C-228. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Locations — Escalator Analysis Tolling Scenario E (AM Peak Hour, 2023) 
[quay | reeaoworamy | sunce actor [Domne [Up [tom Up] gmour surenGracTom | Ramo 
LOCATION QUANTITY TREAD WIDTH (IN) SURGE FACTOR (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator closest to wall aS A RC OS (A NT (RR zs 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track AB escalator center a Std OC“‘d(L So?” | TCUCUCdYSC“‘CSSC'CCCSS~*dSC SA 
Secaucus Junction Main Corridor Track A/B escalator furthest from wall Rs es GX DO 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track 3 escalator QC 
Secaucus Junction, Center Corridor Track A/B escalator po a or? 


Table 4C-229. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour, 2023) 


ACTUAL WIDTH EFFECTIVE WIDTH per al aT | VOLUMES |__—_vouwwes—_| FRICTION acre _ vic 
LOCATION FT FT REPRESENTATIVE TOLLING SCENARIO |__Down _| FACTOR | Up __| RATIO | Los 


Hoboken Terminal, Stair 05, inside terminal platform 1/2 to PATH mezzanine a 90% A 
Hoboken Terminal, Stair 01/02, NE corner of terminal to east end of PATH platforms D 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track AB | too | os | CC CC eT wT Ct mm | w0% | 80% __| 002 | A 
Secaucus Junction, Stair Center Corridor Track 2 A 
Newark Penn Station, Ramp Platform H to Tracks 3/4 | 000 | oP 990] 8] ee 100% A 


Table 4C-230. CBD Tolling Alternative Level of Service Summary: Various New Jersey Station Locations — Escalator Analysis Tolling Scenario E (PM Peak Hour, 2023) 


ot] oe VOLUMES a 15- Se VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE CAPACITY vic 
LOCATION/ELEMENT QUANTITY TREAD WIDTH (IN) SURGE FACTOR (WITHOUT SURGING FACTOR) RATIO 


Secaucus Junoon Nain Corior Track AB escalator closest to wal SSS SAE” SSS ES! SE SS OSES U6 
Secaucus Junction Main Cridor Track AB escalator center a OO 
Seoauus Junction Main Cridor Track AB escalator furthest For wal a A SO 
Seoauous Junction, Center Cord Track 2 escalator a OC 
Seoauous Junction, Center Cord Track AB escalator A 


| >| S| >|> 
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4C.9 SUPPLEMENTAL ANALYSIS OF CANAL STREET (A/C/E) STATION 


Per discussion with the Metropolitan Transportation Authority and New York City Transit, a comparative assessment 
was conducted to evaluate the potential differences in environmental review findings for analyzed New York City 
subway stations associated with a future 2023 baseline that assumes the completion and operations of East Side Access. 
This assessment also included a new quantitative analysis of the Canal Street Station (A, C, and E lines), which was not 
one of the stations included for analysis in Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” of the EA because the projected 
incremental trips at this station were below the CEQR Technical Manual threshold warranting a quantitative analysis. 
With the completion and operations of East Side Access considered, the projected incremental trips at this station 
would be greater than the CEQR analysis threshold of 200 or more subway riders during commuter peak hours. Hence, 
a quantitative analysis, involving the use of newly collected data and previously approved volumes, assignment of 
projected incremental trips, and analyses of station element for existing and future conditions was prepared. This 
undertaking concluded that the Project would not result in adverse effects at this station. 


In coordination with New York City Transit and following the analysis procedures and methodologies detailed in 
Subchapter 4C, “Transportation: Transit,” and Section 4C.2.3, additional data were collected at the Canal Street Station 
(A, C, and E lines) and calibrated against other volume data provided by New York City Transit and projected volumes 
presented in the October 2021 So-Ho/No-Ho Neighborhood Plan Final Environmental Impact Statement (21DCP059M) 


Table 4C-231. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


to establish a representative baseline for analysis. As shown in Table 4C-231 through Table 4C-234, most station 
elements would operate at favorable levels (LOS A to LOS C) under existing conditions, with all fare arrays operating at 
LOS A and only 1 of the 19 stairs (S6) in the station operating at LOS D during both the AM and PM peak hours. Under 
the No Action Alternative (Table 4C-235 through Table 4C-238), the station’s fare arrays would continue to operate at 
LOS Awith only 1 of the 19 stairs (S6) operating at LOS D. Based on the station travel patterns exhibited from the existing 
conditions volume data, the projected incremental trips (with East Side Access) were assigned to the station’s various 
FCAs and circulation elements. Table 4C-239 through Table 4C-242 summarize the CBD Tolling Alternative analysis 
results. Like the existing and No Action Alternative conditions, all of the station’s fare arrays would operate at LOS A 
with the implementation of the Project. During the AM peak hour, 2 of the station’s 19 stairs (S1 and S6) would operate 
at LOS D, while S6 would continue to be the only station stair operating at LOS D during the PM peak hour. 


For S1 and S6, width incremental threshold values were calculated and compared to the guidance presented in the 
CEQR Technical Manual. This assessment concluded that the changes in projected service conditions at neither of these 
stairs would constitute an adverse effect under CEQR. Therefore, the Proposed Project with East Side Access would not 
have the potential to result in adverse effects in the operations of the Canal Street Station (A, C, and E lines). 


ACTUAL | EFFECTIVE PEAK-HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES FRICTION SURGE FACTOR VIC 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | OutfromStation | Into Station | OutfromStation | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 


ATaT "Connecting Str between ConvolAea NGOfteezoneandATATbuidnghbby | 460 | 350 [6 
s1 Steet Steir at northeast oomer of Walker Steet and Sith Avenue —__—_—==S*idSCi Ya | Cei|CCzs CSCC‘ | ttm «CCC 
u Connecting Sta between Contol Area NGOffee zone and eet LevelStar | 625 | 700 | 26 | 20] 0 ~~—~+| ——aoa_—~«| ow | room ~—~+| am —~«|—o? 
s3 
MA Connecting Stair between fre zone and SteetLevelStstar ===? ts | siamo 
S46 
MERE 
$5 
i 
Me 
$6 
Pt 
P2 
P3 
PA 
FS 
P6 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-232. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles te | 090 | 075 | 016 | A 
HEET Pt Ea tw km || ote 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 

TwoWay Tumsties a7 A 
HEET 116 A 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 

Two-Way Tumsties s | 090 | 080 | 006] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles a 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 

Two-Way Tumsties a3 [090 | 080 | 023] A 
HEET 148 | 090] 080 | 0.23] A 
Table 4C-233. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 

een | [nto] [mn S| 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Out from Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
AT&T A 
st C 
M1 B 
$3 | Street Stair at southeast corner of West Broadway and Sixth Avenue/Lispenard Street | 5.50 | 450 | 288 | 72 | | TH | 100% | 80% | 0.20 | A 
M4 | Connecting Stairbetween free zone andStreetLevelStstair | 12.50 | 1125 | 88 || TT HH | t00%@ ~~ | 80% | 0.08 :'| A 
SiM6 B 
M6AIM6B A 
$5 A 
MZ A 
MB C 
$6 D 
Pi A 
P2 A 
P3 A 
P4 A 
P5 | Connecting Stair between Control Area N89 paid zone andnorthbound platform | 6.50 | 5.50 | 174 | | HT | HO t00%@ | 75% | 0.09 '|| A 
P6 A 
P7 B 
P8 [ Connecting Stair between Control Area N88A paid zone and southbound platform | 583 | 483] 483] 98TH 100% 75% | 0.9 A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-234. Existing Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a | 09 | 075 | 0s A 
HEET a | 090 | 075 | 034] A 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 
TwoWay Tumsties e& [09 | o7 | oa| A 
HEET a 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 
Two-Way Tumsties 9 [| 09 | 08 | om] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 1 {| 09 {| o80 | oof A 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 
Two-Way Tumsties | 090 | 080 | o2| A 
HEET a4 | 0.90 | 080 | 0.28 | A 
Table 4C-235. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
een | [SS [etter] [mT S| 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | RATIO Los 
AT&T | Connecting Stair between Control Area N90 free zone and AT&T buildinglobby | 450_ | 350, | | te | TS t00% | 100% | 8% | 0d A 
Si | Street Stair atrnortheast comer of Walker Street and SixthAvenue | 5.50 | 450 | 256 | eo | 8 || 0% | 100% | 80% | 0968 | CC 
M1 | Connecting Stair between Control Area N90 free zone and Street Level Ststair_ | 8.25 | 7.00 | 56 | tag | 8] aS] | 100% | 8% | 2 |B 
$3 A 
M4 | Connecting Stair between free zone and Street LevelStstair | 1250 | 10.25 | |e | tT tot | | t00% | 80% | 0.09 ‘| A 
SiM6 B 
M6AIM6B A 
$5 B 
M7 A 
MB C 
$6 D 
Pt A 
P2 A 
P3 A 
P4 B 
P5 A 
P6 B 
P7 A 
P8 A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-236. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles te | 090 | 075 | 016 | A 
HEET Pot Tt Pts kT gs | ote] 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 

TwoWay Tumsties a7 A 
HEET 116 A 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 

Two-Way Tumsties [| 09% | 0a | 00s] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles aoa | 090 | 080 | 012] A 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 

Two-Way Tumsties a3 [090 | 080 | 023] A 
HEET a 
Table 4C-237. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 

ewes | [SS [a este] [em S| 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
AT&T A 
st C 
M1 B 
$3 | Street Stair at southeast corner of West Broadway and Sixth AvenuelLispenard Street | 5.60 | 450 | 288, | 72 | | | mH | 100% | 8% | 0.20 | A 
M4 | Connecting Stair between free zone and Street LevelStstair | 1250 | 19.25 | 88 | | TH | 100% | 80% | 0.08 ‘| A 
SiM6 B 
M6AIM6B A 
$5 A 
Mr A 
MB C 
$6 D 
Pt A 
P2 A 
P3 A 
P4 A 
P5 | Connecting Stair between Control Area N89 paid zone and northbound platform | 6.50 | 5.50 | 174 | | TH 100% | 75% | 0.09 * | A 
P6 A 
P7 B 
P8 | Connecting Stair between Control Area N88A paid zone and southbound platform | 5.83 | 483 | 483 | 98 Tt Tt Tm 100% 75% 0.29 TA 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 
Table 4C-238. No Action Alternative Level of Service Summary: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles a YS 
HEET a 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 
TwoWay Tumsties e& [09 | o7 | oa| A 
HEET a 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 
Two-Way Tumsties 9 | 09 | oa | om] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 
Two-Way Turnstiles 1 | 090 | 080 | oot] A 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 
Two-Way Tumsties s | 090 | 080 | om] A 
HEET a 
Table 4C-239. CBD Tolling Alternative: Main Street: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 
een [Sat nee] [em S| 
SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
AT&T | Connecting Stair between Control Area N9O free zone and AT&T buildinglobby _—|_— 450 | 350 | |r | Tt] 100% | t00% ~~ | 80% | 0.5 | A 
st D 
Mi B 
$3 A 
M4 A 
SiM6 B 
M6AIM6B A 
$5 | Street Stair at southwest comer of Laight Street and Sixth Avenue | 4.50 | 350 | 8 | 9 | Hts] 0% | 100% | 80% | 050 |B 
MZ Connecting Star between fee zone and SteetLevelS5Star_—=~*~“~*é‘dtCSC*tSSC*S*C«‘ikS;SSCSC;SC*«i‘SC*S=SC‘“‘éqOH;#O#*#«O#«*SMGB*SC*«dS~SC«étSYSCSC*OMSC*YS*C*«‘éi SCY Ct | CA 
M8 | Connecting Stair between free zone andStreetLevel S6Stair | 567] 7] | ter | 1858 || at | 0%" | 100% ~~ | 75% | 0.96 | CC 
$6 D 
Pi A 
P2 A 
P3 A 
P4 B 
PS A 
P6 Connecting Star between Control Area N8BA paid zone and southbound platform | 583 | 483_| 30 —+| foo —+| ——=2~—=«w;«=C*é‘(CS«C*OO CY «SCtOM S«d=SC*«éSH SCS ~C8O | CB 
P7 A 
P8 [ Connecting Stair between Control Area N88A paid zone and southbound platform | 583 | 483 | a4 | 59 | Te] | 100% | 100%] 75% tds | A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-240. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) -— Fare Array Area Analysis (AM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles 166 | 090 | 075 | ot | A 
HEET a D:D 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 

TwoWay Tumsties 432 A 
HEET 124 A 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 

Two-Way Tumstiles | 090 | 080 | 006] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles a2 | 090 | 080 | on] A 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 

Two-Way Tumsties [4 [eos CdT~CSC«dTSCi@~SS=*‘“w;S*<‘éi SCSdSSC*‘éOS;C#*d;«CO@O~S=C««tO SY «| =OA 
HEET 153 | 090] 080 | 024] A 
Table 4C-241. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Stair Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 

ewes || [ea ete] [em S| 

SUBWAY STAIR LOCATION WIDTH (FT) | WIDTH(FT) |  IntoStation | Outfrom Station | IntoStation | Outfrom Station | FACTOR | IntoStation | OutfromStation | RATIO Los 
AT&T A 
51 Steet Star atrortheast comer ofWaker Steet and Sith Avenue SS ~S=iSO*~SCSO*|~SCwASSC*;SC*iSC*d;C(i‘éz@D*OO#*S*CO*~«saSC*«S=C«éSYSCSCOMSC*dYSC*«‘“‘éi OO CMTC 
Mi | Connecting Stair between Control Area N9O free zone and Street Level Ststair | 8.25 | 7.00 | tata | 86 | az || 0% | 100% | 80% | 059 |B 
$3 A 
M4 A 
SiM6 B 
M6AIM6B A 
$5 A 
M7 A 
MB C 
$6 D 
Pi A 
P2 A 
P3 A 
P4 A 
PS | Connecting Stair between Control Area N89 paid zone andnorthbound platform | 6.50 | 5.50 | 82 | | |THE t00%@ | 75% | 0.09: | A 
P6 A 
P7 B 
P8 A 
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Appendix 4C, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Transit Analyses 


Table 4C-242. CBD Tolling Alternative: Canal Street (A, C, E lines) — Fare Array Area Analysis (PM Peak Hour) 


CAPACITY PEAK HOUR VOLUMES PEAK 15-MINUTE VOLUMES SURGE 
FRICTION FACTOR vic 
FARE ARRAY ELEMENT QUANTITY Out from Station Out from Station Out from Station FACTOR OUT RATIO LOS 


Sixth Avenue and Canal Street —- southeast corner (N88) 


Two-Way Turnstiles Pst 260 | 1985 Tze Tt | ose | 
HEET 9 | 09 | 075 | 036] A 
Sixth Avenue and Canal Street — southwest corner (N88A) 

TwoWay Tumsties a | os | 07 | om] A 
HEET DD: OOO 
Sixth Avenue and West Broadway — northeast corner (N89) 

Two-Way Tumsties @ | 09 | 0a | om] A 
Sixth Avenue and York Street — northeast corner (N89A) 

Two-Way Turnstiles ! 1.00 080 | oot] A 
Sixth Avenue and Walker Street — east side (N90) 

Two-Way Tumsties | 090 | 0a | om] A 
HEET Pt topos ttm] oo] 
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Appendix 4D, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations 
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Appendix 4D.1, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area) 


Table 4D.1-1. _ Long Island Rail Road Parking Data for Stations with over 85% Utilization Rates 


AVAILABLE PARKING 
BRANCH STATION PARKING SUPPLY | PARKING SPACES UTILIZATION% 


98% 
Port Washington Branch 7% 
 GreatNeck——=«dtSsti‘“~stSC‘*;SNSSC“‘;~Cd 100% 
rLocustValey+(|—tetSidtSSCtC*” 96% 
7% 
92% 
rSeaCiif +. 14 ~~=~d|~SCt=<“‘~StSCSC~*” 100% 
ele nacre 93% 
99% 
Albertson ——SsdStCtiSSC‘iSC“‘(;W OY 700% 
86% 
94% 
Hempstead Branch Bellerose Sid tCtSCdDSC(‘(SO*d 100% 
B7% 
99% 
89% 
92% 
Cold SpringHarbor | 1058 =~|~Ss=C~SSS*S 100% 
Syosset —SC*dYSCt‘“‘(QT|OCTSOOCOC* 100% 
Port Jefferson Branch 99% 
Westby —=+4|S—t=<i HSC‘ X(’.'sé‘«g sd 99% 
CarlePiaceSSidtSt(‘aZ!SS~C*‘dYSC‘“‘(UOTC~*d 700% 
20% 


Merillon Avenue P| 63 | 100% 


95% 
West Hempstead Branch 98% 
85% 
95% 
Centralisip |. -90 ~~ ~~~” 100% 
Ronkonkoma Branch = TDeerPark —Ss«dtCSstCi‘aBTCdSSSC~“S*d 100% 
95% 
96% 
92% 
98% 
/MassapequaPark |710.~+|~99*~—S=*S 86% 
99% 
Babylon Branch 99% 
98% 
Belmore —*«d|S~wBCdSSSSCSC~—SC~* 00% 
94% 
Baldwin ——~d|S~wSOSSC*SSSSCSC~CSSC* 95% 
94% 
no Great River ——S«d|SSSCtiSSSC*dSSCC“‘SWSS™OC~*#*d’ 91% 
85% 
Long Beach Branch 98% 
85% 
96% 
95% 
karhocewayPranel: gneon-- | an AS 99% 
86% 


Note: Data reflects 2018 conditions. 
Source: Metro-North Railroad 
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Appendix 4D.1, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area) 


Table 4D.1-2. | Metro-North Railroad Parking Data for Stations with over 85% Utilization Rates 


AVAILABLE PARKING 
BRANCH STATION PARKING SUPPLY | PARKING SPACES UTILIZATION% 


a5 
a5 
a5 
a5 
a5 
a8 
a8 
a5 
a5 
a5 
a5 
Harlem Lin o6t 
ot 
o5t 
a8 
ar 
a5 
a0 
PBrewster | S08 
att 
a5 
eB 
PTenmieRver | Pi 
art 
Ptudow 
a6 
a0 
Beacon 80 
Pow Sping S08 
a0 
fOssinng 808 
Hudson tine | Seatborough 8008 
a8 
PArdsley-onHudson 8 
oT 
a5 
Phiipse Manor «8 
Hastngs-onadson [5 
[Greystone 280 0 
Glenwood 08008 
a5 
243 att 
a 
a 
New Haven ar 
Line Pbarehmont [060 
[NewRochele 58508 
fPefiem i 
a3 


Note: Data reflects 2018 conditions. 
Source: Metro-North Railroad 
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Appendix 4D.1, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area) 


Table 4D.1-3. NJ TRANSIT Station Parking Utilization by Line 
| CAPACITY, | USED | PERCENTAGE OCCUPIED 


Atlantic City Line 65% 
Bergen County Line 71% 
Gladstone Branch 75% 
Main Line 78% 
Montclair-Boonton Line 70% 
Morristown Line 79% 
North Jersey Coast Line 64% 
Northeast Corridor Line 80% 
Pascack Valley Line 75% 
Raritan Valley Line 74% 

TOTAL 76% 


Source: NJ TRANSIT 
Note: Data reflects 2019 conditions. 
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Appendix 4D.2, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area including East Side Access) 


INTRODUCTION 


As with Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” this appendix describes the potential effects of 
implementing the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the Project) on parking with the East 
Side Access (ESA) Project included, using the same methodologies. The conclusions of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative with the ESA Project for parking effects are similar to the conclusions without the ESA Project: 
all tolling scenarios would result in a reduction in parking demand within the Manhattan CBD of a similar 
magnitude to the reduction in auto trips into the Manhattan CBD; and, with a shift from driving to transit, 
there would be an increased parking demand at subway and commuter rail stations and park-and-ride 
facilities outside the Manhattan CBD. The increase at any individual location would not be large enough to 
result in adverse effects related to parking demand and supply. 


METHODOLOGY 


The analysis of the potential effects of the Project with the ESA Project on parking conditions considered 
locations where transportation modeling predicts an increase in vehicle trips that would result from the 
Project. An abbreviated summary of the analysis steps from Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking” is 
presented. 


The methodology in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking” used a tiered approach to evaluate the 
Project’s effects on parking demand and supply based on the vehicular trips generated by the Project in 
total, and then at individual intersections if warranted. The first step in the tiered analysis is to determine 
whether a project could result in 50 or more additional vehicle trips during the peak hour in total. If 
surpassed, the second step in the tiered analysis is to determine whether a project could result in 50 or 
more additional vehicle trips during the peak hour at any individual intersection. According to the 
Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking” methodology, that level of new vehicle trips may be large enough 
to result in a corresponding increase in demand for parking spaces at facilities within a quarter-mile of a 
project, and detailed analysis of the projected increase in demand for parking relative to existing parking 
capacity and utilization at individual parking facilities is appropriate at such locations. 


The analysis of the Project’s potential effects on parking with the ESA Project began with a review of New 
York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practice Manual (BPM) results for the Project to 
identify commuter rail stations and park-and-ride facilities where there would be 50 or more new vehicle 


trips in the peak hours resulting from the Project and, if warranted, additional analysis would be conducted. 


AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


Under the CBD Tolling Alternative with ESA, relevant parking assets within the regional study area (28 
counties in the New York metropolitan area), New York City outside the Manhattan CBD, and the 
Manhattan CBD were considered. Further details on those affected environments can be found in 
Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking.” 
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Appendix 4D.2, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area including East Side Access) 


ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative with the ESA Project would not implement a vehicular tolling program. The No 
Action Alternative would not substantially change demand for on-street and off-street parking in the 
regional study area, or within or outside the Manhattan CBD compared to existing conditions, but there 
could be a slight increase in demand coincident with increased traffic volumes from background growth by 
2023. In the No Action Alternative, the demand for parking facilities and curbside spaces within and outside 
the Manhattan CBD would likely be comparable to current conditions, with limited available capacity, 
especially near heavily used transit stations. The ESA Project itself would not immediately change demand 
for commuter parking at Long Island Rail Road stations in the 2023 No Action Alternative conditions 
because it would initially divert a portion of existing ridership closer to employment destinations near 
Grand Central Terminal. 


CBD Tolling Alternative 


Regional Study Area 

Results of the transportation modeling conducted for the Project with the ESA Project using the BPM show 
that all tolling scenarios evaluated would result in a decrease in the number of vehicle trips entering and 
leaving the Manhattan CBD and a corresponding increase in the number of trips made to the Manhattan 
CBD using public transit. Consequently, there would be a decrease in demand for parking within the 
Manhattan CBD and an increase in demand for parking at the region’s transit stations and commuter park- 
and-ride locations. As discussed above, the ESA Project itself would not immediately change demand for 
parking at Long Island Rail Road stations in the 2023 No Action Alternative conditions since it would initially 
divert a portion of existing ridership closer to employment destinations near Grand Central Terminal. 


Based on the BPM results with the ESA Project, the increase in commuters at individual stations or park- 
and-ride facilities outside the Manhattan CBD would be distributed throughout the region, and no locations 
would have increases in vehicle trips of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour for any tolling scenario. 
Moreover, the new vehicle trips at stations would include some customers who would be dropped off 
without parking and therefore would not add to the demand for parking. Because other modes of public 
transit in the regional study area (e.g., subways, light rail) would incur even fewer additional vehicle trips 
as aresult of the Project with ESA, those locations would also not exceed 50 more vehicles in the peak hour 
for any tolling scenario. Consequently, using the tiered methodology summarized above and described in 
greater detail in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” no adverse effect would occur to parking 
conditions at locations in the regional study area. 
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Appendix 4D.2, Transportation: Parking Data for Commuter Rail Stations (Parking Utilization at Commuter Rail Stations in the 
Regional Study Area including East Side Access) 


New York City Outside the Manhattan CBD 

Based on the BPM results with the ESA Project, with the CBD Tolling Alternative, the number of commuters 
and visitors to the Manhattan CBD who would use transit for their journey would increase in all tolling 
scenarios. Although the BPM predicts it would be at far lower numbers than commuter rail and park-and- 
ride facilities described in the regional study area, some of these new transit users would drive to transit 
stations in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD to access transit to complete their journey. 
Consequently, the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would increase the number of drivers who 
would seek parking near transit facilities in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD. 


Based on the BPM results with the ESA Project, the increase in the number of travelers at individual transit 
facilities in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD would be distributed across the city, and no transit 
destinations would have increases of 50 or more vehicles in the peak hour. Moreover, the new vehicle trips 
at transit facilities would include some customers who would be dropped off without parking and therefore 
would not add to the demand for parking. Consequently, using the tiered methodology summarized above 
and described in more detail in Subchapter 4D, “Transportation: Parking,” no adverse effect would occur 
to parking conditions at locations in New York City outside the Manhattan CBD. 


Manhattan CBD 

Based on the BPM results with the ESA Project, the CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce the number of 
daily vehicle trips to the Manhattan CBD in all tolling scenarios. This decrease in vehicle trips would also 
result in a decrease in parking demand in the Manhattan CBD. While the demand for parking spaces in the 
Manhattan CBD from residents within the Manhattan CBD would likely generally remain unchanged, the 
demand from those driving into the Manhattan CBD each day from other locations would decrease in 
comparison to the No Action Alternative. This reduction would be spread across the approximately 600 off- 
street parking facilities with nearly 90,000 parking spaces in the Manhattan CBD as well as the numerous 
on-street parking spaces in the Manhattan CBD. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project 
would not create or exacerbate a parking shortfall in the Manhattan CBD. 
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SCREENING CRITERIA 


The City Environmental Quality Review (CEQR) Technical Manual recommends a screening procedure to 
determine if quantified analyses of pedestrian facilities (corners, crosswalks, and sidewalks) are warranted. 
If a project would result in 200 or more peak-hour pedestrian trips, detailed trip assignments (a Level 2 
screening assessment) should be conducted before undertaking a quantified pedestrian analysis. If the 
Level 2 assessment shows that 200 or more peak-hour pedestrian trips would traverse a specific pedestrian 
element, then quantified analysis of that element is warranted. 


DETAILED ANALYSIS OF PEDESTRIAN OPERATIONS 


For locations where the screening assessment indicates that detailed analysis is warranted, the CEQR 
Technical Manual calls for evaluation of the adequacy of the study area’s sidewalk, crosswalk, and corner 
capacities in relation to the demand imposed on them using the methodologies presented in the 2010 
Highway Capacity Manual (HCM). 


Using this methodology, the primary performance measure for sidewalks and walkways is pedestrian space, 
expressed as square feet per pedestrian (SFP), which is an indicator of the quality of pedestrian movement 
and comfort. The calculation of the sidewalk SFP is based on the pedestrian volumes by direction, the 
effective sidewalk or walkway width, and pedestrians’ average walking speed. The SFP forms the basis for 
a sidewalk Level of Service (LOS) analysis. The determination of sidewalk LOS also reflects whether the 
pedestrian flow being analyzed is best described as “non-platoon” or “platoon.” Non-platoon flow occurs 
when pedestrian volume within the peak 15-minute period is relatively uniform, whereas platoon flow 
occurs when pedestrian volumes vary substantially with the peak 15-minute period. Such variation typically 
occurs near bus stops, subway stations, and/or where adjacent crosswalks account for much of the 
walkway’s pedestrian volume. 


Crosswalks and street corners are not easily measured in terms of free pedestrian flow, because they are 
influenced by the effects of traffic signals. Street corners must be able to provide sufficient space for a mix 
of standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians (crossing the street or moving 
around the corner). The HCM methodologies apply a measure of time and space availability based on the 
area of the corner, the timing of the intersection signal, and the estimated space used by circulating 


|“ 


pedestrians. The total “time-space” available for these activities, expressed in square feet per second, is 


calculated by multiplying the net area of the corner (in square feet) by the traffic signal’s cycle length. The 
analysis then determines the total circulation time for all pedestrian movements at the corner per signal 
cycle (expressed as pedestrians per second). The ratio of net time per space divided by the total pedestrian 
circulation volume per signal cycle provides the LOS measurement of available SFP. 


Crosswalk LOS is also a function of time and space. Similar to the street corner analysis, crosswalk conditions 
are first expressed as a measurement of the available area (the crosswalk width multiplied by the width of 
the street) and the permitted crossing time. This measure is expressed in square feet per second. The 
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average time required for a pedestrian to cross the street is calculated based on the width of the street 
and an assumed walking speed. The ratio of time per space available in the crosswalk to the total crosswalk 
pedestrian occupancy time is the LOS measurement of available SFP. The LOS analysis also accounts for 
vehicular turning movements that traverse the crosswalk. 


Table 4E.1-1 summarizes the LOS standards for sidewalks, crosswalks, and corner reservoirs. The CEQR 
Technical Manual states that pedestrian facilities should operate at mid-LOS D or better (minimum of 31.5 
SFP platoon flows for sidewalks; minimum of 19.5 SFP for crosswalks and corners) in CBD settings, which 
applies to all of the analysis locations for this assessment. 


Table 4E.1-1. CEQR Technical Manua!/Level of Service Criteria for Pedestrian Elements 


SIDEWALKS CORNER RESERVOIRS AND 
LOS Non-Platoon Flow Platoon Flow CROSSWALKS 


A > 60 SFP 
B > 40 and < 60 SEP 
C > 24 and < 40 SFP 
D > 16 and < 24 SFP 
F > 8 and < 15 SFP 
F <8 SFP 


Source: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. 
SFP = square feet per pedestrian. 


ADVERSE EFFECT CRITERIA 


Using the CEQR Technical Manual methodology, the determination of pedestrian effects considers the level 
of predicted change in pedestrian space between the No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative. 
For different pedestrian elements, flow conditions, and area types, the CEQR Technical Manual guidelines 
for effect determination correspond with various sliding-scale formulas: 


e Sidewalks. Two sliding-scale formulas determine sidewalk effects—one for non-platoon flow and one 
for platoon flow. Since a decrease in pedestrian space within acceptable levels would not constitute an 
adverse effect, these criteria apply only if pedestrian space falls short of LOS C in non-CBD areas or mid- 
LOS Din CBD areas. Table 4E.1-2 summarizes the sliding-scale guidance provided by the CEQR Technical 
Manual! for determining potential sidewalk effects. 


e Corner Reservoirs and Crosswalks. The determination of corner and crosswalk effects is also based on 
a sliding-scale, summarized in Table 4E.1-3. Since a decrease in pedestrian space within acceptable 
levels would not constitute an adverse effect, this scale applies only if pedestrian space falls short of 
LOS Cin non-CBD areas or mid-LOS D in CBD areas. 


Appendix 4E.1-2 August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Methodologies and Adverse Effect Criteria) 
VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY EVALUATION 


An evaluation of vehicular and pedestrian safety was prepared for locations in the pedestrian study areas 
that were identified as high-crash locations, where 48 or more total reportable and non-reportable crashes 
or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury crashes occurred in any consecutive 12 months of the most 
recent three-year period for which data are available. For these locations, accident trends were identified 
to determine whether projected vehicular and pedestrian traffic would further deteriorate safety. The 
determination of potential safety effects depends on the type of area, traffic volumes, accident types and 
severity, and other contributing factors. 
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Table 4E.1-2. CEQR Technical Manua/Effect Guidance for Sidewalks 


NON-PLATOON FLOW PLATOON FLOW 
Sliding-Scale Formula: Y >X/9.0 - 0.31 Sliding-Scale Formula: Y >X/(9.5 - 0.321) 
NON-MANHATTAN CBD AREAS MANHATTAN CBD AREAS 
With Action Ped. Space With Action Ped. With Action Ped. With Action Ped. 
No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. 
(X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) 

: : 

: a (72s ed De : 

z ps oa : 

: po ee eo — he : 

- - - - 39.7 to 40.5 > 3.9 = - 
: a a (ee em (esd ee) 
: Po 878 to 386 | 8787810386 | E37 
: Po 868 O77 | 8K 86.8 to377 | E36 
= Po 885.906.7285 | 95.9t0367 | E85 
: Po 84910358 | 8484910958 | 84 
- - - - 34.0 to 34.8 > 3.3 34.0 to 34.8 > 3.3 
: Po = 880t039 | 82 93.0039 | > 3.2 
: Po 8 to 32.9 tT 8 tto329 | S34 
: Po = 8etto 32.0.0 1to320_ | > 3.0 
: Po 802 toStO 29 80.2to310_ | > 29 
- - - - 29.2 to 30.1 > 28 29.2 to 30.1 >28 
258to266 | 26 | 8B to]. | 27 |B 3to241 | E27 
24gto27 | 225 | 73 t0.28.2 | 28 | 7.310282 | 26 
240to248 | 224 | 64 to72 | E25 | 26.4to27.2_ | 25 
23.1to239 | 223) | 5410263 | 24 | 5.410263 | 24 
22210230 | >22) | 45 t0.25.3 | 23 | 24510253 | 2.3 
21.3 to 22.1 > 22 
20.4 to 21.2 > 2.1 
19.5 to 20.3 > 2.0 
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Table 4E.1-2._ CEQR Technical Manua/ Effect Guidance for Sidewalks (continued) 


NON-PLATOON FLOW PLATOON FLOW 
Sliding-Scale Formula: Y >X/9.0 - 0.31 Sliding-Scale Formula: Y >X/(9.5 - 0.321) 
NON-MANHATTAN CBD AREAS MANHATTAN CBD AREAS 
With Action Ped. Space With Action Ped. With Action Ped. With Action Ped. 
No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. No Action Ped. Space Reduc. 
(X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) Space (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) 


18.6 to 19.4 219 
17.7 t0 18.5 218 
16.8 to 17.6 217 
16910167 | 215 | 15.9to167 | 15 | 1780187 | ete | 17.8087 | 16 
15.0 to 15.8 214 15.0 to 15.8 214 16.9 to 17.7 21.5 16.9 to 17.7 21.5 
14.4 to 14.9 214 
13.2 to 14.0 213 
12.3 to 13.1 212 
11.4 to 12.2 > 14 
fo5to13 | 209 | 10.5to113 | S09 | 1240130 | eto 12 10130 | 1.0 
9.6 to 10.4 20.8 9.6 to 10.4 = 0.8 11.2 to 12.0 = 0.9 11.2 to 12.0 = 0.9 
87 to 9.5 
7.8 to 8.6 
6.9 to 7.7 > 06 
6.0 to 6.8 > 05 


5.1 to 5.9 5.1 to 5.9 6.4 to 7.3 6.4 to 7.3 


Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. 
SFP = square feet per pedestrian; Y = decrease in pedestrian space in SFP; X = No Action pedestrian space in SFP; - = not applicable. 
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Table 4E.1-3. Effect Guidance for Corners and Crosswalks 


Sliding-Scale Formula: Y >X/9.0 - 0.31 
NON-MANHATTAN CBD AREAS MANHATTAN CBD AREAS 
No Action Pedestrian Space With Action Pedestrian Space Reduction 
(X, SFP) (Y, SFP) (X, SFP) (Y, SFP) 

25.8 to 26.6 2: - 

24.9 to 25.7 2 : 

24.0 to 24.8 ee | | = : 

23.1 to 23.9 a - 

22.2 to 23.0 a > | - 
21.3 to 22.1 ey 2 ee (ey) | B24 
20.4 to 21.2 > 2.0 
19.5 to 20.3 aug 
18.6 to 19.4 >18 
17.7 to 18.5 4d 
16.8 to 17.6 > 16 
15.9 to 16.7 po S15. 90167 >15 
15.0 to 15.8 >14 
14.1 to 14.9 >13 
13.2 to 14.0 212 
12.3 to 13.1 > 14 
11.4 to 12.2 > 1.0 
10.5 to 11.3 >09 
9.6 to 10.4 > 08 
8.7 to 9.5 >07 
7.8 to 8.6 > 06 
6.9 to 7.7 > 0.5 
6.0 to 6.8 >04 
5.1 to 5.9 > 0.3 
<5.1 >0.2 


Sources: New York City Mayor’s Office of Environmental Coordination, 2020 CEQR Technical Manual. 
SFP = square feet per pedestrian; Y = decrease in pedestrian space in SFP; X = No Action pedestrian space in SF, - = not applicable. 
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Table 4E.2-1._ Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — Existing Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 
EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
INTERSECTION LOCATION SIDEWALK (feet) VOLUME LOS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

34th Street between Eighth % 
Eighth Avenue and Avenue and Seventh Avenue : 
34th Street Eighth Avenue between 35th 
Seventh Avenue and | 34th Street between Seventh 
34th Street Avenue and Broadwa oie c 
Broadway and 34th 34th Street between Broadway North 41.0 2186 0.75 | 58.9 C 
Street and Seventh Avenue 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street between Sixth ‘ 
34th Street Avenue and Fifth Avenue 1 y 
Seventh Avenue and | 32nd Street between Seventh 
32nd Street Avenue and Sixth Avenue aes Y 


Weekday PM Peak Hour 

34th Street between Eighth % 
Eighth Avenue and Avenue and Seventh Avenue Wot ¢ 
34th Street Eighth Avenue between 35th 
Seventh Avenue and | 34th Street between Seventh 
34th Street Avenue and Broadway gree 7 
Broadway and 34th 34th Street between Broadway North 41.0 1508 0.82 | 94.2 B 
Street and Seventh Avenue 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street between Sixth 3 
34th Street Avenue and Fifth Avenue 129 
Seventh Avenue and | 32nd Street between Seventh 
32nd Street Avenue and Sixth Avenue fone e 
Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 


PHF = peak hour factor 
* Denotes that the width is constrained by scaffolding 


Table 4E.2-2. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area —Existing Conditions: Corner Analysis 


WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 
eee [CORNER | LOS S08 
Northwest B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street Northeast | 598 | B | 604 | A 
Southwest 40.6 44.9 B 
| Southwest_| 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street Northeast GC 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street Northeast C 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 
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Table 4E.2-3._ Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — Existing Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 


CROSSWALK CROSSWALK 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 
LOCATION CROSSWALK (feet) (feet) HOUR VOLUME 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 

Sixth Avenue and 34th Street_ | North [| 56.5 | 2000 | HH BC 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 


Table 4E.2-4. | World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area— Existing Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


— EFFECTIVE | 1-HR aed 

WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK feet VOLUME LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street | West | 14.0 | 1149 [088[1703|] 8B 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street | West | 14.0 | 1312 [0.92] 1554] B 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.2-5. | World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area — Existing Conditions: Corner Analysis 


WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR | WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 
CORNER_| _SFP__ | LOS | SFP__ 


LOCATION 
Broadway and Liberty Street 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 
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Table 4E.2-6. | Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK (feet) VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 


totes! between Eighth Avenue and Seventh B 
Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street D 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue C 
34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue B 
32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth C 
Avenue ; 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

ae Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh REC B 
venue 

Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street | West | 50 | 2113 [0.81 | 286 D 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway North | 9.5 _|2467_[ 0.87 | 51.6 C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue B 
34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue 0.86 | 143.9 B 
mid Sia between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 52.4 C 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.2-7._ Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 
P AM PEAK HOUR ae PM PEAK HOUR 
CORNER 


LOS 
BC et eee B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street | Northeast | 591 | B | 597 | B 
| Southwest | 401 [| B | 443 | B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street C 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street C 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


LOCATION 


Table 4E.2-8. _ Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 


CROSSWALK CROSSWALK 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 
LOCATION CROSSWALK feet feet HOUR VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 


Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
| Noth =| =565 ~~ | —S 20.0——(§$s «=|; S692 | 8 


Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 
Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 


Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 
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Table 4E.2-9. World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area — No Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK (feet) Volume LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street | West | 14.0 | 1161 [088] 1685] 8B 


Weekday PM Peak Hour 


Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street 1325 153.8 B 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.2-10. World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area — No Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 


WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR 
CORNER | __SFP__—|__—CLOSS 


[SFP 
Northwest 


WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 


LOCATION 


Broadway and Liberty Street 
Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


Table 4E.2-11. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results — WTC/Fulton Street Study Area 


INCREMENTAL 
PEDESTRIAN TRIPS | SELECTED ANALYSIS 
PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS Midday | PM | LOCATION 
Church Street and Fulton Street 


East Sidewalk along Church Street between Fulton Street and Vesey Street 121 | 26 | 90 | 
North Sidewalk along Fulton Street between Broadway and Church Street 
Broadway and Fulton Street 


Northwest Corner 


Church Street and Liberty Street 

Southeast Corner 

Northwest Corner 

South Sidewalk along Liberty Street between Broadway and Church Street 
Broadway and Liberty Street 


West Crosswalk 
Northeast Corner 
Southwest Corner 
Northwest Corner v 
East Sidewalk along Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortland Street 
West Sidewalk along Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street v 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 


Appendix 4E.2-4 August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis LOS Tables) 


Table 4E.2-12. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results — Union Square Study Area 


INCREMENTAL 
PEDESTRIAN TRIPS 


SELECTED ANALYSIS 


PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS LOCATION 
Broadway and 14th Street 


South sidewalk along 14th Street between University Place and 40 


|_ Midday | PM_| 
Broadwa : 


Notes: v denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 


Table 4E.2-13. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results — Times Square/PABT Study Area 


INCREMENTAL PEDESTRIAN TRIPS SELECTED ANALYSIS 
PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS MIDDAY | PM | LOCATION 


Broadway and West 42nd Street 
East Crosswalk 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Table 4E.2-14. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area 


INCREMENTAL SELECTED 
PEDESTRIAN TRIPS ANALYSIS 


PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS | AM | Midday | PM | LOCATION 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh Avenue v 


South sidewalk along 34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh Avenue 


West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street v 
Northeast corner v 
Southeast corner 
Southwest corner v 
Northwest corner 4 
North crosswalk 4 
South crosswalk 

Eighth Avenue and 31st Street 

West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between 32nd Street and 31st Street 
Southwest corner 

Northwest corner 

West crosswalk 

Seventh Avenue and 34th Street 

East sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 

North sidewalk along 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa v 
Northeast corner 

Northwest corner 

Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 

North sidewalk along 32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue v 
West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between 32nd Street and 31st Street 

Northeast corner 4 
North crosswalk | 221 | 36 | 69 | v 


Broadway and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway [460 | 121 | 518 | v 


Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 


East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue v 
South sidewalk along 34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue 
Northeast corner 4 
North crosswalk v 


Notes: v denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Table 4E.2-15. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results — Grand Central Terminal Study Area 


INCREMENTAL SELECTED 
PEDESTRIAN TRIPS | ANALYSIS 
PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS | AM | Midday | PM | LOCATION 
Madison Avenue and East 44th Street 


Southwest Corner | 50 | 22 | 129] 
Vanderbilt Avenue and East 42nd Street 

East Crosswalk 
Northeast Corner* 


East sidewalk along Vanderbilt Avenue between East 42nd Street and East 43rd Street* 
South sidewalk along East 42nd Street between Madison Avenue and Park Avenue 
Park Avenue and East 42nd Street 

East Crosswalk 
Lexington Avenue and East 43rd Street 

West sidewalk along Lexington Avenue between East 43rd Street and East 42nd Street 
Madison Avenue and East 42nd Street 


Northwest Corner 
Southeast Corner 


Lexington Avenue and East 44th Street 
West sidewalk along Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East 45th Street | 173 | 40 | 147 | 
Lexington Avenue and East 42nd Street 
Northeast Corner 
Northwest Corner 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
* denotes the area will be converted to a pedestrian plaza under With Action conditions. 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 


Table 4E.2-16. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK feet VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 


34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 1206 B 
Avenue ; ; : 

Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 2397 D 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 3108 C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 2668 47.9 C 
34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue 1860 109.4 B 
32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 

Avenue alk 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh North 1258 1120 B 
Avenue : ; : 

Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 2317 D 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 3019 C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 2041 C 
34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue 1589 123.9 B 
32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 

Avenue ti cuss 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 
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Table 4E.2-17. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 


{Weep Ps PM PEAK HOUR 
LOCATION CORNER SF __|_10s LOS 
ee ee B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street | Northeast | 524 | BT 5G B 
B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street C 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street | Northeast | 587 [| B | 332 | G 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


Table 4E.2-18. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 


=e CROSSWALK CROSSWALK jwoway ea | 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 

LOCATION CROSSWALK (feet) (feet) HOUR VOLUME LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street_ [North | 56.5 | 2000S |S 2051 S| | SF 
Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street E 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 


Table 4E.2-19. World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area — With Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


= EFFECTIVE 1-HR falas 

WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK (feet) Volume | PHF LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

STDEiay Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street [ West | 140 | 1365 [088[ 1432] B 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Bibatay Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street_| West | 140 | 1545 [0.92] 1318] B 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = Peak Hour Factor 


Table 20. World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area — With Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 


WEEKDAY AM PEAK HOUR 
CORNER | __SFP__|___—CLOSS 


Northwest_ [230 | DT 406 


WEEKDAY PM PEAK HOUR 


LOCATION 
Broadway and Liberty Street 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 
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Figure 4E.3-1. 2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes - Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-2. 2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes - Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes - World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-4. 2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes - World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.3-5. No Action Pedestrian Volumes - Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.3-6. No Action Pedestrian Volumes - Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


No Action Pedestrian Volumes — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: Weekday 


Figure 4E.3-7. 
AM Peak Hour 
a ] | | i| y uw A g J / / rm 
— i aS 7 / | \ Ve Fe y y i vs } f 
ite VES sp \ Se / Y 
; oo Se, j Des / 
| —. y // 
—p a J / 
—__ / 
| | r,s i J f 
| | | han / f 
aes | | ite, 
pe a / ; | | — 
Te HOw steer | / | 
, a, | | 
| 8 ed 
g | | | _— 
ce a ee 
Ty ew a | / a) 
Se | | } 
E | 0 a / 
5 a | | /| 
| | & / / fh 
i, / | [| 
| | |} il 
| i | ee f | [| 
| / | a / / i | 
ee CORT Pe Ry, 
| f —SRILANOT STREET —— d 2 a E 
 } as a ae ~S ten 
a j a 
3] Of a 
2, /8 
Sf | » ~~ / 
| ! fo} [Pa { 
\ S/ | ii > 
Me | | eS 
i Seat ae 13 | ~~ 
| a] a 623 ‘| / ~~ 
= opt tf ~ 
as a / » «i 
| he ——_LiBerry STREE = h / j ~ = 
t | _ mt | ~~» 
ey a / a _ 
K na bap j ; = » > 
2 g Soe Ta J i / | ~~ ~, 
BL a = | | ~~ | 
ee <7 —— lj —/ 
Gite, PSs tt ) | eS | 
a) si . Fa] = “ae | Sa / | ‘sy 
= Ra 
my = / aa | 
| [E| | | | | | | 
= ( i | | 
—_ | —— | | /& 
a fg 
| a i | /&]/ 
— DEC— ET | AS 
) | a > — [7 [> 
? _ “= 
| i | | Pe a 
| | | | ~ ENE STpge / | 
/ _ 
| I ee 
| Bon, ff > 
| | sre, EP [| if ee 
| z= 2. / LI 
0 500 FEET 


Appendix 4E.3-7 


August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


No Action Pedestrian Volumes — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: Weekday 
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Figure 4E.3-9. Project Generated Pedestrian Trips — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-10. Project Generated Pedestrian Trips — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 


11.12.21 
i B\ 
AUN \ 
WEST 35 STREET wv 
— a, ——| 
J 5 ot 
3 st st et pay at 
ia ites 4 oa y + 
a 22 Ni. \te tos ices Digs ai in? aes Bris 
da eh WEST 34 STREET ro of of} oh ob 
a pt.! . wy 1 , 
ah My cr wh Bh a) (Ww cred $2 aaa cs 44 
of of 
as 4 ot 
fi 4 oi) Gt ak ra 
r j S 
as Jog. & th ago, ssh P 
tS. os WEST 33 STREET ot 7 ( 
32 = oa ay he ( 
as a [> ie io. 4 | us ‘ ‘ 
= ge = \ A 
Ey VY 2 \ 
st)” Lt \ | & \ \ 
The ye off lot q \ 
{>| o \ 
y 
| . 
<a \V ed » \ 
ial 7 WEST 32 STREET 
Pa 7 \ 
7 * (e “aes \ 
\ ‘ 
© % 
2 oF | a |e \a\ 
"| | = = \% 
J | \ | 
. , 
rh lao, ale — \a\ 
ett : iesT STREET. +” 
ie ‘" WEST 31 STREET a 
acl | ish. | we a0 q 
To a is q 
q 
\ 
af ay 4 
re 2 
ie) 400 FEET 


Appendix 4E.3-10 


August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-11. Project Generated Pedestrian Trips — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
ie Se | | ] | / f g Y ff jf J f a 
OS Se ere, | ] / | \ A y j // : wv / f 
_———— 4 S. <@ y 
oo VESEY StREEp | i > we y /f if 
ge | Wwe / 
| e nan Se y jf 
Mitac y y 
nN f / 
| | t BR __ = jf y / 
| [ve Ce fC 
L., YL /, 
0 to ae / Noe — Ait 5! d 
| 2 fies 45 fle >| ; a 
= 9 (PRM FULTON RS”? ite | [a 
0 ae EET ae ‘Sten SO j / 
— x pa ae / | 
t YT I i | 
e 2 ee eed 
5 = ia Et | [et 
5 oa oO = | He i = 
C= a | if 
& Rie | f | [| 
yp 4 f | i | 
| = /| / | 
| | ff [| 
| | j=. if [| 
| a / | /| 
| | i | OS / Lf 
CORTLANDT way a. | | ae 
CC —— | Fan 
| ers eC if ee 
\ a Sey <a 
| fl i _, 
3 _ _ 
\ leo | a t H a _ 8 ~ 
| ° g a > S 
| See I | we i. |] Saas. 
\ a | i ) ae 
Gee th ~ - a | / / ~ 
| 3 a T tT = oS} fe 34 Be / | eh 
set 31 glia Spe el g / | ~ “Se 
6 i a pd = / / ~~ 
: eS ~co_ LIBERTY stppe / | ~ 
Ween afl | rs 0/ eC > 
eee =| | bel | “e 4 as = 
| ea Sette, =f | 31 / Pw Sy, ~~ Ny 
er ! P>~~ > 
tB Mis, jf ~~ 
2% = ie | Ree.) / ee i | ay } 
2 (ieee | Be ES tre > ~~ | 
Jef Ds! i | | | | 
a 4 | — [ a) re 
i = ff | | f 
13 | | / | i | 
z | & f G 
Le | >=, j / el 
Py | a ed re 
| | } ee 5 / =| 
| i | / / ™ tise — | | 
| | I | | | es | 
I {| Se | 
| Was // ~ = 
| pt STR | | | 
| | | | » = | / | 
io} 500 FEET 


Appendix 4E.3-11 


August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-12. Project Generated Pedestrian Trips — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Study Area: 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis Figures) 


Figure 4E.3-13. With Action Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.3-14. With Action Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.3-15. With Action Pedestrian Volumes — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Station Study Area: 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.3-16. With Action Pedestrian Volumes — World Trade Center/Fulton Street Station Study Area: 
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4E.4, Vehicular and Pedestrian Safety 
Evaluation 


August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Vehicular and Pedestrian Safety Evaluation) 


METHODOLOGY 


An evaluation of vehicular and pedestrian safety is necessary for locations within the pedestrian study areas 
that have been identified as high crash locations, where 48 or more total reportable and non-reportable 
crashes or five or more pedestrian/bicyclist injury crashes occurred in any consecutive 12 months of the 
most recent 3-year period for which data are available. NYCDOT crash data do not contain non-reportable 
crashes, which make up a negligible portion of intersection crashes, since nearly all involve property 
damage exceeding $1,000 or an injury or fatality. Therefore, only reportable crashes have been used to 
identify high-crash locations. For these locations, crash trends are identified to determine whether 
projected vehicular and pedestrian traffic would further adversely affect safety at these locations. The 
determination of potential effects depends on the type of area where the project site is located, traffic 
volumes, crash types and severity, and other contributing factors. Where appropriate, measures to improve 
traffic and pedestrian safety are identified and coordinated with NYCDOT. 


Additionally, the curb pedestrian ramps at the corners selected for detailed analysis were assessed based 
on the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) regulations. The direction, location, and type of the corner 
pedestrian ramps were evaluated to identify if the ramps meet minimum ADA compliance. 


CRASH DATA 


Crash data for the study area intersections were obtained from NYCDOT for the time period between 
January 1, 2015 and December 31, 2017. The data obtained quantify the total number of reportable crashes 
(involving fatality, injury, or more than $1,000 in property damage), fatalities, and injuries during the study 
period, as well as a yearly breakdown of vehicular crashes with pedestrians and bicycles at each location. 


During the January 1, 2015 and December 31, 2017 three-year period, a total of 167 reportable crashes, 
consisting of one fatality, 116 injuries, and 63 pedestrian/bicyclist-related crashes occurred at the study 
area intersections. A rolling total of crash data identifies three high crash locations in the 2015 to 2017 
period: 34th Street at Eighth Avenue, Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue/Broadway. Table 4E.4-1 depicts 
total crash characteristics by intersection during the study period, as well as a breakdown of pedestrian 
and bicycle crashes by year and location. 


Table 4E.4-2 shows a detailed description of each pedestrian/bicyclist-related crash at the high crash 
locations listed above during the three year period. As detailed below for each high crash location, most 
incidents were attributed to inattentiveness and failure to yield by motorists, as well as pedestrians and 
bicyclists. In recent years, the City’s Vision Zero initiatives have led to the implementation of many safety 
interventions across the five boroughs and within the Manhattan CBD. These include separated bike lanes, 
high-visibility crosswalks, narrowed travel lanes, changes in signal timing to curb speeding, and addition of 
pedestrian signal countdown timers. Based on the review performed for each of the high-crash locations, 
additional safety measures were recommended where available to further enhance safety at these 
locations. 
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Table 4E.4-1. © Crash Summary 


INTERSECTION STUDY PERIOD CRASHES BY YEAR 


All Crashes by 
Year 


All Crashes 
Highest 12- 
Fatalities 


North-South East-West ae 2017 fn 2017 sn 

Roadwa' Roadwa 
Church Street SRE ERR 
Church Street___|LibertyStreet__ | 0 | o | 4 | 4 | o | 4 {ojlo|1|olo| 
Broadwa Fulton Street [2 [0 [4] 4 |o [7 {ofo[2[1]/0/ 
Broadwa Liberty Street | 2 [0/3 {3 [o [| {1}o]2{1/0/ 
Whitehall Street___|StateWater Street] 1 | 3 | 5 [ 6 | 1 [| 5 [1] 2] 3] 0] 0 | 
Eighth Avenue __—*|3tstStreet_ | 3: | 5 | 11 | 11 | o | 7 |o}|2folfo]1 | 
Eighth Avenue __—*[33rdStreet_ | 4 | 13 | 4 | 13 | 0 | 1011 [ 1/0 | 0/0 | 
Seventh Avenue [32nd Street_ | 6 | 5 | 10| 10 | o | 13/4] 4{1] 041 | 
Eighth Avenue [34th Street —|_'5 | 15 | 6 | 15 | 0 | 21 | 3 | 8 | 2 | 0 | 1 | 
Seventh Avenue _|34th Street | 7 | 7 | 11{ 14 | 0 | 20 | 2] 4] 3 | 2] 0 | 
Seventh Avenue |33rdStreet_ | 2 | 3 [| 1 | 3 | o | 3 [olitol}i fo | 
Broadway/Sixth Ave|34th Street _ | 5 | 5 | 9 | 9 |olaw[iii{3j1ij2 | 
Source: NYCDOT January 1, 2015, and December 31, 201,7 crash data. 
Note: Bold intersections are high crash locations 
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Table 4E.4-2. Vehicle and Pedestrian Crash Details 


al as CAUSE OF CRASH 
ACTION OF Left/Right | Pedestrian Error/ Driver 
INTERSECTION | YEAR | DATE TIME Laisa eran OF VEHICLE PEDESTRIAN Turns Confusion Inattention Other 


Turning improper, Traffic 
Making left tum - control devices 
5015 3/114 18: a northwest Crossing with signal disregarded 


Pe a eee ee | | Failure to yield R.O.W. 
po | x | fimsige.m| ‘momen | | x | 
eae! 3: oe Going straight — north marked crosswalk 
| 112 | 1200 | X | | Goingstraight-west | Notinroadway | = | Sid Unknown 
| 113 | 1245 | X | | Goingstraight—north | Crossingwithsignal | | Unknown 
= Pa tag te | [eet [omer | [| 
and 34th Street 4/20 7:03 northwest Crossing with signal Unknown 
aah 819 _| 1335 | Xx _| __1_Gorngstaight—east | Crossingwih signal} _{ __| — Cell phone (handheld 


8i29_ | 20:05 ef Making lttun-west csr agate! |X [Xx [— 
oi6_| 17:05 nea 9 


11/18 0—[ x | aking itu ers wth spel [XK —[—[ 
9017 1204 [Xx [ [Makingrighttum—north[ Unknown [|X| | 


Oversized vehicle 


617 | 19:54 | x | | Goingstraight-west_| Crossing againstsignal| S| =X] 
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CAUSE OF CRASH 
ll a ee oe TES 
INTERSECTION | YEAR | DATE TIME lace een OF VEHICLE PEDESTRIAN Turns Confusion Inattention Other 
ee 
2/4 23:14 X southeast Crossing with signal X 
Fg FO 
2015 3/12 21:20 south crosswalk ae rare 
Fe a 
8/25 12:03 Making U-turn — west traffic Ae seth 


| 12/4 | 17:30 | X | | Goingstraight-west_| Crossingwithsignal [| | Unsafe lane changing 
fatael sles eee | tL 
4/10 18:40 Going straight - south parked vehicle Unknown 
Seventh Avenue | 554, | 4/17 | 14:50 | X | | Goingstraight-south | Crossing with signal_| Unknown 
and 34th Street Se ee Unknown 


Crossing, no signal or 
9/20 i 45 Going straight — west crosswalk 


poo tus]: | | omoupeaes| emma | fx 


Alcohol involvement, 
Passing or lane change 
2017 | 6/25 19:28 Going straight-east_}| Going straight— west improperly 


712 _| 21:45 Pa engages |Cosmaetl Px 
g2g_| 15:20 | xX | | Unknown—south [| Unknown __— Unknown 
12/8__| 13:00 3] sevag ite in| ing aaa |] x 


Fea [aon x [| amine [eee | [a 
5/22 20:10 X Going straight - east crosswalk X 
2015 
Along highway with 
fof ne ls | fame meme [LY 
3/21 10:15 Going straight — east traffic Unknown 
Broadway/ Repealieaeel a ae eee ee ee Passenger distraction 

Sixth Avenue and| 2016 7/27 17:00 Going straight west | Crossing against signal 


34th Street Failure to yield R.O.W., 
Traffic control devices 
aa 15 Going straight- west | Going straight — north disregarded 


Emerge from behind Passing or lane usage 
5017 10/14 hear 41 mie straight - west parked vehicle improperly 


10/23 | 22:30 biel Going straight - west ese Ts Unknown 
12/14 | 18:20 | X | | Goingstraight-west | Crossing with signal ———EE 


Source: NYCDOT January 1, 2015 and December 31, 2017 crash data 
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EIGHTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 


Based on the review of the crash history at the intersection of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street, no 
prevailing trends with regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as the primary causes of recorded 
crashes. However, it is worth noting that half of the recorded pedestrian/bicycle crashes involve a left or 
right turning movement conflict. The intersection is signalized and provides four high visibility crosswalks. 
In addition, countdown timers are present on all four crosswalks. There is also a northbound protected bike 
lane on Eighth Avenue with a vehicular left turn bay and mixing zone to allow turning vehicles to cross over 
through bicyclists. North of the intersection, Eighth Avenue has a wide pedestrian island adjacent to the 
curbside bike lane to provide pedestrian refuge space. In terms of project-generated activity, this 
intersection would experience incremental peak hour volume increases of 260 or fewer pedestrian trips at 
any crosswalk during either of the two analysis peak hours. This level of increase represents a small 
percentage (five percent) of existing and future background pedestrian volumes at the intersection and 
would have imperceptible effects to the intersection’s operations and safety conditions. Therefore, the 
proposed project is not anticipated to exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related crashes. 
Nonetheless, additional safety measures, such as the implementation of a leading pedestrian interval for 
the east and west crosswalks, or restriction of some or all turning movements conflicting with pedestrians 
and bicycles, can be considered to further improve pedestrian and bicycle safety at this intersection. 


SEVENTH AVENUE AND WEST 34TH STREET 


Based on the review of the crash history at the intersection of Seventh Avenue and West 34th Street, no 
prevailing trends with regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as the primary causes of recorded 
crashes. The intersection is signalized and provides four high visibility crosswalks. In addition, countdown 
timers are present on all four crosswalks. In terms of project-generated activity, this intersection would 
experience incremental peak hour volume increases of 70 or fewer pedestrian trips at any crosswalk during 
either of the two analysis peak hours. This level of increase represents a small percentage (one percent) of 
existing and future background pedestrian volumes at the intersection and would have imperceptible 
effects to the intersection’s operations and safety conditions. Therefore, the proposed project is not 
anticipated to exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related crashes. Nonetheless, additional 
safety measures, such as the restriping of the south and west crosswalks, can be considered to further 
improve pedestrian and bicycle safety at this intersection. 


SIXTH AVENUE/BROADWAY AND WEST 34TH STREET 


Based on the review of the crash history at the intersection of Sixth Avenue/Broadway and West 34th 
Street, no prevailing trends with regard to geometric deficiencies were identified as the primary causes of 
recorded crashes. The intersection is signalized and provides four high visibility crosswalks. In addition, 
countdown timers are present on the north, east, and south crosswalks. A regular pedestrian timer serves 
the west crosswalk. There is also a northbound protected bike lane on Sixth Avenue and a southbound 
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protected bike lane within the Broadway pedestrian plaza. In terms of project-generated activity, this 
intersection would experience incremental peak hour volume increases of 265 or fewer pedestrian trips at 
any crosswalk during either of the two analysis peak hours. This level of increase represents a small 
percentage (three percent) of existing and future background pedestrian volumes at the intersection. The 
CBD Tolling Alternative would result in an adverse pedestrian effect at the north crosswalk of this 
intersection, which will be fully mitigated using standard measures. Therefore the proposed project would 
not exacerbate any of the current causes of pedestrian-related crashes at this location. Nonetheless, 
additional safety measures, such as the installation of countdown timers on the west crosswalk, and bicycle 
signal heads on the north and south crosswalk, can be considered to further improve pedestrian and bicycle 
safety at this intersection. 


ADA COMPLIANCE ASSESSMENT 


An assessment of corner ramps was conducted in December 2021 for locations selected for detailed 
pedestrian analysis using street view images captured in July and August 2021. As summarized in Table 
4E.4-3, all the corners in the study area are equipped with one or more pedestrian ramps. Tactile warning 
strips are available where individual curb ramps for each crosswalk are installed; however, they are not 
provided in contrasting colors. Therefore, these corner ramps do not meet the minimum ADA compliance. 


Table 4E.4-3. CBD Tolling Program Corner Pedestrian Ramp Analysis Locations: Minimum ADA 
Compliance Assessment 


TACTILE WARNING STRIP WITHIN 
INDIVIDUAL CURB RAMPS FOR CURB RAMP THAT IS OF A MINIMUM ADA 
INTERSECTION CORNER EACH CROSSWALK ee COLOR COMPLIANCE? 
Northwest | Yes TN No 
No; only one Ramp facing the 
Eighth Avenue and Northeast No 
intersection center 
West 34th Street N Rank th 
Southwest a dace ALL ping ie Yes No 
intersection center 
Sixth Avenue and No; only one Ramp facing the 
Seventh Avenue and No; only one Ramp facing the 
Broadway and 
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INTRODUCTION 


This appendix follows the format and methodologies of Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and 
Bicycles” to describe the potential effects of the CBD Tolling Program (the Project) on pedestrian 
circulation; bicycle routes and bicycle infrastructure; and vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety, 
assuming the completion and operation of the East Side Access (ESA) Project under 2023 No Action and 
With Action conditions. This appendix provides revised analysis results where they differ from those 
without the ESA Project to evaluate lesser or greater effects of the Project with the ESA Project. 
Additionally, this appendix includes comparisons of the potential effects of the Project with the ESA Project 
to those without the ESA Project. In general, the analysis results presented in Subchapter 4E, 
“Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” without the ESA Project for pedestrian circulation are more 
conservative, since three pedestrian elements with the potential for adverse effects with the Project are 
identified, as compared to one pedestrian element with the potential for adverse effects with the Project 
with the ESA Project, as identified in this appendix. According to the analysis of bicycles and street user 
safety under the alternative with the ESA Project presented herein, there would not be adverse effects, 
which were the same conclusions presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” 
without the ESA Project. 


PEDESTRIAN CIRCULATION 


Methodology 


The analysis of pedestrian circulation in this appendix was conducted using the same CEQR Technical 
Manual methodologies and effects criteria and analysis steps outlined in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles.” An abbreviated summary of the analysis steps is provided: 


e Based on the New York Metropolitan Transportation Council (NYMTC) Best Practice Manual (BPM) 
results for the Project including ESA in No Action and With Action 2023 conditions, the analysis 
identified all transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new 
pedestrian trips in the busiest hour for any tolling scenario. 


e For transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new pedestrian trips 
in the peak hour for any tolling scenario, the analysis identified any specific location—such as at a 
particular intersection—that would have an increase of 200 or more new pedestrian trips in the peak 
hour. 


e For transit stations where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 200 or more new pedestrian trips 
at a specific location in the peak hour for any tolling scenario, the analysis involved assigning those trips 
along the most direct and logical routes to workplaces, residences, and other key destinations to 
identify individual pedestrian elements that would experience an increase in pedestrian activity in the 
peak hour. Pedestrian elements are defined as the street components used by people walking, 
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including sidewalks, crosswalks, and street corners (called “corner reservoirs” *). This quantified analysis 
used the methodologies presented in the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual. Using these methodologies, 
the primary performance measure for pedestrian circulation is pedestrian space, expressed as square 
feet per pedestrian (SFP), which indicates the quality of pedestrian movement and comfort. The 
calculation of SFP was based on the pedestrian volumes by direction, the effective sidewalk or walkway 
width, and pedestrians’ average walking speeds. The SFP formed the basis for a sidewalk Level of 
Service (LOS) analysis. 


e At transit stations where the increase in pedestrians would be fewer than 200 people in the peak hour 
at any specific location, no adverse effect would occur to pedestrian conditions for any tolling scenario, 
based on the CEQR Technical Manual! guidance. 


Tolling Scenario Selected for this Pedestrian Analysis 

Similar to Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles”, the tolling scenario that would result 
in the greatest increase in new pedestrian trips at transit stations within the Manhattan CBD, Tolling 
Scenario E, was used for quantified analysis of the 2023 With Action condition including ESA. 


Locations for Pedestrian Analysis 

The CBD Tolling Alternative without the ESA Project identified 16 transit stations—both within and outside 
the Manhattan CBD—that would result in more than 200 new peak-hour pedestrian trips (refer to Figure 
4E-1 and Table 4E-1). Fifteen of those transit stations would similarly result in more than 200 new peak- 
hour pedestrian trips with the ESA Project, with only the Secaucus NJ TRANSIT station being excluded. The 
CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would not result in any additional transit stations that would 
exceed more than 200 new peak-hour pedestrian trips. Figure 4E.5-1 and Table 4E.5-1 shows the 
pedestrian analysis study area with the ESA Project. 


Following the steps described in the discussion of methodology, three areas (Table 4E.5-1 and Figure 4E.5- 
1) would have more than 200 new pedestrians in the peak hour at an individual pedestrian element (i.e., 
crosswalk, sidewalk, or corner reservoir). Those areas are as follows: 


e Herald Square/Penn Station New York 
e Grand Central Terminal 
e World Trade Center/Fulton Street 


Two of these areas, Herald Square/Penn Station New York and World Trade Center/Fulton Street similarly 
exceeded 200 new pedestrians in the peak hour at one or more individual pedestrian elements without the 
ESA Project. Grand Central Terminal would also exceed 200 new pedestrians in the peak hour at one or 


As described in Appendix 4E.1, “Transportation: Methodologies and Adverse Effect Criteria,” corner reservoirs are the corner 
areas of sidewalks, serving both standing pedestrians (queued to cross a street) and circulating pedestrians (crossing the street 
or moving around the corner). 

* As described in Appendix 4E.1, LOS is a scale used to describe the operations of traffic, transit, or pedestrian facilities based on 
quantified information. LOS ranges from A (uncongested) to F (substantially congested/poor operation). The specific 
parameters used to define LOS vary by the type of analysis. 
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more individual pedestrian elements with the ESA Project. There would be imperceptible volume 
differences (fewer than 20 pedestrians per peak hour) at World Trade Center/Fulton Street with the ESA 
Project, such that the conclusions presented without the ESA Project (in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles”) would not change and the CBD Tolling Alternative would similarly not result in 
any adverse pedestrian effects at pedestrian elements near World Trade Center/Fulton Street. Hence, 
revised analyses for the World Trade Center/Fulton Street area are not presented in this appendix. The 
pedestrian trips at Herald Square/Penn Station New York with the ESA Project would be approximately 18- 
percent lower than without the ESA Project. Since adverse effects and project improvement measures were 
previously disclosed at Herald Square/Penn Station New York, revised analyses are presented within this 
appendix. New analyses are presented for Grand Central Terminal within this appendix. 


Affected Environment 


The existing pedestrian circulation conditions are presented in this section to characterize the affected 
environment for the Project. For the two station areas where the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 
200 or more new pedestrians in the peak hour at any pedestrian element where revised quantified analyses 
were performed under the alternative with the ESA Project—Herald Square/Penn Station New York and 
Grand Central Terminal—the next step was to identify specific locations that would experience this level of 
new pedestrian trips because of the Project. Pedestrian trips generated by the Project were distributed 
among different station entrances to the street network, and pedestrian elements which would incur 200 
or more trips in the peak hour were selected for detailed analysis, as presented following the existing 
conditions summary. At these locations, the analysis used detailed information on existing pedestrian 
volumes and physical layout of the intersection (e.g., sidewalk and crosswalk widths, the presence of street 
furniture) to evaluate conditions in the affected environment. There have been no major changes in the 
geometric layouts of the locations analyzed since 2019. 
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Figure 4E.5-1. Pedestrian Analysis Study Area 
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Sources: — ArcGIS Online, https://www.arcgis.com/index.html. 
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Table 4E.5-1. Transit Station Pedestrian Trip Assessment with the ESA Project 


INDIVIDUAL PEDESTRIAN 
ELEMENT THAT WOULD HAVE 
MORE THAN 200 NEW 
TRANSIT STATIONS THAT WOULD HAVE MORE THAN 200 NEW PEDESTRIANS PER HOUR PEDESTRIANS PER HOUR 

1. 14 Street-Union Square, Manhattan CBD (Nos. 4/5/6, and L/N/R/Q/W subway lines) No 
2. Herald Square/Penn Station New York, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: Yes 

a. 34 Street-Herald Square subway station (B/D/F/ M/N/Q/R/W subway lines) 

b. 34 Street-Penn Station subway station (Nos. 1/2/3 subway lines) 

c. 34 Street-Penn Station subway station (A/C/E subway lines) 

d. 33rd Street Port Authority Trans-Hudson (PATH) Station 

e. New York Pennsylvania Station (Amtrak, Long Island Rail Road [LIRR], 

NJ TRANSIT) 

3. 42 Street-Bryant Park, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M subway lines and connection to Fifth No 

Avenue [No. 7 subway line]) 
4. 47-50 Streets-Rockefeller Center, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M subway lines) No 
5. Broadway-Lafayette Street, Manhattan CBD (B/D/F/M and No. 6 subway lines) No 
6. Canal Street, Manhattan CBD (J/N/Q/R/W/Z and No. 6 subway lines) No 
7. Canal Street, Manhattan CBD (A/C/E subway lines) No 
8. World Trade Center/Fulton Street, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: Yes 

a. Fulton Street subway stations (Nos. 2/3/4/5 and A/C/J/Z subway lines) 

b. World Trade Center Station (PATH) 

c. Cortlandt Street Station (R/W subway lines) 
9. Flushing Main Street, Queens County, New York (No. 7 subway line) No 
10. Atlantic Terminal, Kings County (Brooklyn), New York, includes the following: No 


a. Atlantic Avenue-Barclays Center subway station (Nos. 2/3/4/5 and B/D/N/Q/R/W 
subway lines) 
b. Atlantic Terminal (LIRR) 
11. Grand Central Terminal, Manhattan CBD, includes the following: Yes 
a. 42 Street-Grand Central subway station (Nos. 4/5/6/7 and S subway lines) 
b. Grand Central Terminal (Metro-North Railroad) 


12. Lexington Avenue/53 Street, Manhattan CBD (E/M subway lines and connection to 51 No 
Street [No. 6 subway line]) 

13. Second Avenue, Manhattan CBD (F/M subway lines) No 

14. Wall Street, Manhattan CBD (Nos. 2/3 subway lines) No 

15. Hoboken Terminal, Hudson County, New Jersey (PATH and NJ TRANSIT) No 


Existing pedestrian and traffic data were collected in June and October 2019 at the analysis locations 
adjacent to Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal using the methodologies 
presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” to establish the peak hours of 
activity that would be affected by the Project. Using the methodology presented for pedestrian 
circulation, this section summarizes and Table 4E.5-2 presents the LOS analysis results for the study area 
pedestrian elements near the two transit station areas that were evaluated for differences under the 
alternative with the ESA Project (as previously stated, there would be no change in the analysis results or 
conclusions at the pedestrian elements analyzed at the World Trade Center/Fulton Street station area, and 
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the analysis results for that station area are not repeated in this appendix). The locations of all pedestrian 
elements considered in the analysis of the alternative with the ESA Project (including World Trade 
Center/Fulton Street pedestrian elements) are presented in Figure 4E.5-2. Existing pedestrian LOS tables 
and peak-hour pedestrian volume figures are presented at the end of this appendix (Tables 4E.5-5 through 
4E.5-8 and Figures 4E.5-3 through 4E.5-6. 


Table 4E.5-2. _ Existing Conditions Pedestrian Analysis Results with the ESA Project (2019) 


NUMBER OF NUMBER OF LOCATIONS THAT OPERATE AT 
PEAK PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS LOS C or 
TRANSIT STATION AREA _| HOUR ELEMENT LOCATIONS Better LOS D LOSE LOS F 


ee 0 
AM 


ComerResevoirs| 4 | 4 | | 

Herald Square/Penn Station ICrosswalks | 2 #| 1 | oO [| 14 | 0 
Newton Sidewaks | 4 | 4 | 
PM |CornerReservois| 4 =| 4 | 0 | 0 | 0 

costa Crosswalks |) 2 

aes OME Site Ue 
| PM |Sidewaks [| ot | oo | oC lt 
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Figure 4E.5-2. Pedestrian Analysis Locations and Adverse Effects 
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The following two sections provide further detail on the pedestrian elements and results presented in the 
above table, and briefly describe the process by which the pedestrian elements were selected for detailed 
analysis using the previously presented methodology. 


Herald Square/Penn Station New York 

The detailed assignment of pedestrian trips near Herald Square/Penn Station New York resulted in a 
maximum of 1,695 new pedestrian trips in either peak hour with the ESA Project (2,051 without the ESA 
Project), which would result in 200 or more peak-hour pedestrian trips at the following 10 pedestrian 
elements: 


e North sidewalk of West 34th Street between Seventh and Eighth Avenues 

e North sidewalk of West 34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 
e North sidewalk of West 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway 
e North sidewalk of West 32nd Street between Sixth and Seventh Avenues 

e Northwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Southwest corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Northeast corner of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e Northeast corner of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e North crosswalk of Eighth Avenue and West 34th Street 

e North crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street 


All of these 10 pedestrian elements were previously analyzed in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles”. Most of these pedestrian elements operate at LOS D (which is considered 
marginally acceptable) operations or better. The following location operates at congested LOS E or LOS F 
conditions: 


The north crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street operates at LOS Ein the AM peak hour and LOS F 
in the PM peak hour. 


The following four pedestrian elements that were previously analyzed would no longer exceed the analysis 
threshold of 200 or more peak-hour pedestrian trips with the ESA Project: 


e West sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between West 35th and West 34th Streets 
e North sidewalk along West 34th Street between Sixth and Fifth Avenues 

e Northeast corner of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 

e North crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street 


Furthermore, at two of these pedestrian elements (the west sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between 35th and 
West 34th Streets and the north crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street), there would not be 
the potential for adverse pedestrian effects under the alternative with the ESA Project, and project 
improvements would not be necessary. 
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Grand Central Terminal 

Based on the detailed assignment of pedestrian trips near Grand Central Terminal (1,407 new pedestrian 
trips in the peak hour with the ESA Project compared to 1,205 without the ESA Project), the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would result in 200 or more peak-hour pedestrian trips at the following pedestrian element: 


e West sidewalk of Lexington Avenue between East 44th and East 45th Streets 


This pedestrian element operates at LOS E during both peak hours. 


Environmental Consequences 


No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the Project Sponsors would not implement a vehicular tolling program. 
Pedestrian volumes would be similar to pre-pandemic levels as described above. No Action Alternative 
pedestrian volumes for all analysis locations were increased by 0.5 percent to reflect potential growth from 
new development in the area. Additionally, for the Grand Central Terminal area, pedestrian trips from the 
One Vanderbilt project—which is a very large commercial office building that was completed after existing 
pedestrian counts were collected in 2019—were also included in the pedestrian volume projections for the 
No Action Alternative. According to the latest ESA Project passenger flow projections, the specific 
pedestrian element being analyzed for the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project in the Grand Central 
Terminal area (the west sidewalk of Lexington Avenue between East 45th and East 45th Streets) would not 
have additional pedestrian volumes from the ESA Project; therefore, only the background growth rate and 
any applicable One Vanderbilt project trips were added in the No Action. For the Herald Square/Penn 
Station New York station area, to be conservative, the benefits of the reduced activity from the ESA Project 
were not reflected in the No Action. In the No Action Alternative, all the analysis locations would continue 
to operate at the same LOS as existing conditions. No Action Alternative pedestrian LOS tables and peak- 
hour pedestrian volume figures are presented at the end of this appendix (Tables 4E.5-9 through 4E.5-12 
and Figures 4E.5-7 through 4E.5-10). 


CBD Tolling Alternative 

This section describes the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on future pedestrian conditions at the 
Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal station areas. As previously stated, 
future pedestrian conditions would not change with the ESA Project at the World Trade Center/Fulton 
Street station area, and the results are not repeated in this appendix. 


At the other transit stations presented in Table 4E.5-1 aside from the three identified as having one or more 
pedestrian elements with greater than 200 pedestrians per hour, the volume of pedestrian trips would be 
distributed among different station entrances and different locations around the station, and the CBD 
Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on pedestrian conditions with the ESA Project. 
Additionally, because the additional volume of pedestrian trips generated by the Project adjacent to all 
other transit facilities in the regional study area would be even lower than at commuter rail and subway 
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stations presented in Table 4E.5-1, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on 
pedestrian conditions at other transit facilities. 


For the Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal areas, the revised projected 
increments for Tolling Scenario E, based on the BPM results, were added to the No Action Alternative 
volumes to determine the CBD Tolling Alternative volumes (Table 4E.5-3). With Action pedestrian LOS 
tables and peak-hour pedestrian volume figures are presented at the end of this appendix (Tables 4E.5-13 
through 4E.5-21 and Figures 4E.5-11 through 4E.5-18). 


Table 4E.5-3. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Analysis Results with the ESA Project 


NUMBER OF NUMBER OF LOCATIONS THAT OPERATE AT 
PEAK PEDESTRIAN ANALYSIS LOS C or 
TRANSIT STATION AREA | HOUR ELEMENT LOCATIONS Better LOS D LOSE LOS F 


Sidewaks S| = 4 | CT Ct CT 
AM |ComerReservoirs| 4 | 4 | 0 | 
Crosswaks | 2 


Herald Square/Penn Station costa 


0 

0 

New York za 0 
0 

aoe ICrosswaks | 2 ~~ | 1 

| 0 0 

0 


Sidewalks _| 
Grand Central Terminal idewalks e=s iy of i 
| PM |sidewaks [| ot | ot 


Herald Square/Penn Station New York 


As under existing and No Action Alternative conditions, with implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, 
all analysis locations near Herald Square/Penn Station New York would operate at marginally acceptable 
LOS D or better except for the following: 


e The north crosswalk of Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street would operate at LOS Ein the AM peak hour 
and LOS F in the PM peak hour. 


Although there would be no change in the number of congested LOS E or LOS F pedestrian elements with 
or without the Project, there would be slight deteriorations in SFP values. Based on the CEQR Technical 
Manual adverse effects criteria presented in Appendix 4E.1, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in 
adverse pedestrian effects near Herald Square/Penn Station New York, as follows: 


e The Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street north crosswalk would operate at LOS E with a decrease of 
1.8 SFP in the AM peak hour and at LOS F with a decrease of 0.6 SFP in the PM peak hour compared to 
the No Action Alternative. 


The potential adverse effects at this location can be resolved through standard measures that will be 
implemented as part of the Project. This measure would not affect existing bicycle infrastructure in the 
street. Increased pedestrian space on the crosswalk can be achieved via physical widening. Table 4E.5-4 
shows the recommended measure and predicted conditions with the implementation. This measure will 
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be developed in coordination with NYCDOT prior to its implementation. Table 4E.5-4 also notes the relative 
ease of implementation of the recommended measure. 


Table 4E.5-4. | No Action Alternative, CBD Tolling Alternative, and CBD Tolling Alternative with 
Improvement Measures with the ESA Project—Pedestrian Level of Service Analysis— 
Herald Square/Penn Station New York 


CBD TOLLING 
NO ACTION | CBD TOLLING | (IMPROVED) 
LOCATION PROJECT IMPROVEMENT MEASURES | SFP | LOS | SFP | LOS | SFP | LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
Widen the crosswalk by 1.5 feet (easy 

Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street: /to implement). Crosswalk widening of 

north crosswalk 2.0 feet needed without the ESA 
Project. 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 


Widen the crosswalk by 1.5 feet (easy 
Sixth Avenue and West 34th Street: | to implement). Crosswalk widening of 
north crosswalk 2.0 feet needed without the ESA 
Project. 


As discussed above, the adverse effects and project improvement measures presented in Subchapter 4E, 
“Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” on the west sidewalk of Eighth Avenue between 35th and West 
34th Streets and the north crosswalk of Seventh Avenue and West 32nd Street without the ESA Project 
would not occur with the ESA Project. 


Grand Central Terminal 


With implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, the west sidewalk of Lexington Avenue between East 
44th and East 45th Streets during the AM and PM peak hours would continue to operate at LOS E, with 
decreases of 1.0 SFP in both peak hours compared to the No Action Alternative. Based on the expected LOS 
and the CEQR Technical Manual adverse effects criteria, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any 
adverse pedestrian effects at this or any other pedestrian elements near Grand Central Terminal. 


BICYCLES 


Methodology 


Similar to Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles”, the expected increase in bicycle trips 
at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal, was prepared for the alternative with 
the ESA Project. There would be imperceptible volume differences (fewer than 20 pedestrians per peak 
hour) at the World Trade Center/Fulton Street station area; therefore, an assessment of bicycles with the 
ESA Project is not repeated herein since there would be no change in conclusions as compared to the 
Project without the ESA Project. The qualitative assessment compares the inventory of existing and 
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proposed bicycle facilities surrounding station areas that would generate the highest volume of bicycle trips 
from the Project to the estimated volume of peak-hour bicycle trips generated by the Project to determine 
the potential for adverse effects. Conditions with the ESA Project, and in comparison to results without the 
ESA Project presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” are described below. 


Affected Environment 


An abbreviated summary of the Affected Environment presented in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: 
Pedestrians and Bicycles” has been included to describe conditions with the ESA Project near the 
aforementioned station areas. In the Manhattan CBD, several north-south avenues and many cross-streets 
have bicycle lanes that provide delineated bicycle travel adjacent to or separated from vehicular traffic. The 
bicycle network also connects to dedicated bicycle paths on the bridges to Brooklyn, Queens, and the 
Bronx, via the Staten Island Ferry to Staten Island, and across the George Washington Bridge to New Jersey. 
Encircling much of Manhattan, dedicated bikeways or shared-use paths extend through the length of most 
of Hudson River Park and the West Side Highway/Route 9A from the southern tip of Manhattan to the 
sland’s northern boundary with few gaps. Dedicated bikeways or shared-use paths also extend along much 


< 


of the East Side along the East River waterfront.? North-south avenues (First, Second, Sixth, Seventh, 
Eighth, and Ninth Avenues) have bicycle lanes, and crosstown (east-west) bicycle lanes through the 
Manhattan CBD generally run in pairs on adjacent one-way streets, with small intervals between pairs. A 
summary of recently completed and future plans by NYCDOT for expansion of bicycle facilities in the 


Manhattan CBD can be found in Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles.” 


New York City has the nation’s largest bicycle-sharing program—Citi Bike. People can rent bicycles at a kiosk 
or use a mobile app to pick up and return bicycles at any Citi Bike station. Approximately 1,300 Citi Bike 
stations with 20,000 bicycles are in New York City and approximately 260 Citi Bike stations with 6,000 
bicycles are in the Manhattan CBD.* NYCDOT and Lyft (the operator of Citi Bike) plan to expand the system 
to serve additional neighborhoods by 2024. Citi Bike’s Phase 3 plan will double the size of the Citi Bike 
service area and triple the number of shared bicycles. 


Environmental Consequences 


No Action Alternative 

In the No Action Alternative with the ESA Project, there would not be a vehicular tolling program, and any 
changes in bicycling would likely result from background growth, improvements in cycling infrastructure 
and Citi Bike service, or new development in an area. 


CBD Tolling Alternative 
As described above, the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would result in increases in peak-hour 
pedestrian volumes high enough to warrant detailed pedestrian analysis near the Herald Square/Penn 


https://www1.nyc.gov/html/dot/downloads/pdf/nyc-bike-map-2021.pdf. 
Citibike, https://www.citibikenyc.com/. 
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Station New York, Grand Central Terminal, and World Trade Center/Fulton Street transit hubs. Because 
expected higher bicycle use would be concentrated at transit hubs with the highest projected increases in 
pedestrian trips, these areas have been assessed for bicycle effects. As previously stated, there would be 
imperceptible volume differences (fewer than 20 pedestrians per peak hour) at the World Trade 
Center/Fulton Street station area with the ESA Project. Therefore, the same conclusion from Subchapter 
4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” can be drawn, which was that bicycle trip increases with the 
Project would be negligible compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent to that transit 
station complex. Next, a comparison of pedestrian trips at the two other transit hubs with and without the 
ESA Project is presented. With up to 1,695 and 1,407 pedestrian trips, 34 and 28 new hourly bicycle trips 
would be generated by the Project at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal 
with the ESA Project, assuming a 2 percent bike share, respectively. This is in comparison to 2,051 and 
1,205 new pedestrian trips predicted in the peak hours, where 41 and 24 new hourly bicycle trips would be 
generated by the Project at Herald Square/Penn Station New York and Grand Central Terminal without the 
ESA Project, assuming a 2 percent bike share, respectively. With or without the ESA Project, because there 
would be an average of fewer than one new bicycle trip per minute, these increases would be negligible 
compared to the magnitude of existing bicycle use adjacent to the two transit station complexes. 


Outside the Manhattan CBD under the alternative with the ESA Project, the shift to bicycle use because of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would not be substantial, based on the predicted numbers of commuters who 
would shift from automobiles to transit for their daily trips (as well as the inefficiencies of switching from 
auto to bicycle as distances increase). Although the BPM cannot predict such activity, a small proportion of 
commuters would shift from automobiles to bicycles for their daily trips, depending on distance, available 
bicycle facilities, comfort, and other factors. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in any 


adverse effects on bicycle operations. 


VEHICULAR AND PEDESTRIAN SAFETY 


Methodology 


Conditions with the ESA Project, and in comparison to results without the ESA Project presented in 
Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” are described below. The same methodologies 
have been used to evaluate the vehicular, bicycle, and vehicular safety conditions with the ESA Project. 


Affected Environment 


Subchapter 4E, “Transportation: Pedestrians and Bicycles” identified high crash locations at pedestrian 
element analysis locations without the ESA Project. Three intersections were identified: 


e West 34th Street at Eighth Avenue 
e West 34th Street at Seventh Avenue 
e West 34th Street at Sixth Avenue/Broadway 
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With ESA, one additional pedestrian element (the west sidewalk of Lexington Avenue between East 44th 
and East 45th Streets) has been added. The nearest intersection to that sidewalk, Lexington Avenue at East 
44th Street is not a high crash location. 


Without ESA, to assess minimum ADA compliance of curb pedestrian ramps in the affected environment, 
curb pedestrian ramp observations were conducted at analysis locations that included corner reservoir 
pedestrian elements. With ESA, no new corner reservoir pedestrian elements would be added to the study 
area. 


Environmental Consequences 


No Action Alternative 

In the No Action Alternative with the ESA Project, there would not be a vehicular tolling program, and any 
changes in safety conditions at high-crash intersections or non-compliant ADA curb pedestrian ramps 
would likely result from changes in activity resulting from background growth or new development in an 
area. 


CBD Tolling Alternative 

The CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would not result in substantial increases in pedestrian 
volumes or exacerbate safety concerns at the three identified high-crash locations, which experience high 
pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would also not 
result in substantial increases in pedestrian volumes or exacerbate safety concerns at other locations in the 
Manhattan CBD that do not already experience high pedestrian volumes throughout the day. The CBD 
Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would not result in substantially modified geometric or operational 
traffic, pedestrian, or bicycle conditions, with or without recommended improvement measures, which 
would therefore not exacerbate safety concerns. Also, because of fewer vehicular trips entering and exiting 
the Manhattan CBD, the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would result in reduced traffic 
volumes at these locations. This would help to reduce vehicle-vehicle and vehicle-pedestrian conflicts, 
leading to an overall benefit to safety. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative with the ESA Project would 
not result in any adverse effects on vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle safety. 
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Figure 4E.5-3. 


2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: Weekday AM 
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Figure 4E.5-4. 


2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: Weekday PM 
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Figure 4E.5-5. 


Side Access Project 


2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-6. 2019 Existing Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-7._ No Action Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-8. No Action Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-9. No Action Alternative Pedestrian Volumes —Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-10. No Action Alternative Pedestrian Volumes —Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-11. Project-Generated Pedestrian Trips — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: Weekday 


AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-12. Project-Generated Pedestrian Trips — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: Weekday 
PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-13. Project-Generated Pedestrian Trips — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-14. Project-Generated Pedestrian Trips — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-15 


. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Figure 4E.5-16. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Grand Central Terminal Study Area: 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations in the Regional Study Area including the East 
Side Access Project) 


Figure 4E.5-17. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday AM Peak Hour 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations in the Regional Study Area including the East 


Side Access Project) 


Figure 4E.5-18. CBD Tolling Alternative Pedestrian Volumes — Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area: Weekday PM Peak Hour 


Appendix 4E.5-30 


\ 4 \\ 
\ \ 
\ \\ 1S 
, i \ 
L VAY 
B ON 
f p Va \ 
WEST 35 STREET 
r — — — 
ay f f-o49 | {591 —400 — 1669 — 1649 1798 + 234 
5 804 >» 1249 > 308 > 1084 + 
WEST 34 STREET 
~ 
BY 
g 
4 4 2 
2 2 e 
2 = % 
& 
2 
WEST 33 STREET 
i a 
y. | 
yy | | J 
< 1076 
| 640 
(| WEST 32 STREET 
_ | 
(¢) 400 FEET 


August 2022 


Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-5. | Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — Existing Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 


34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue 


C 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue C 
32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth C 
Avenue 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 
34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 
Avenue 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 
32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 
Avenue 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 
* Denotes that the width is constrained by scaffolding 


North 55 


Table 4E.5-6. | Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — Existing Conditions: Corner Analysis 


SEEOAY PM PEAK HOUR 
| comen [Tap os LOS 
se ae eT ee oe Ca B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street | Northeast | 598 =| = BU | 60-4 A 

| Southwest | 406 =| = B | 44.9 B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street C 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


LOCATION 


Table 4E.5-7._ Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — Existing Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 


Leen CROSSWALK CROSSWALK | women | 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 

LOCATION CROSSWALK FEET FEET HOUR VOLUME LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street E 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street_| North =| 56.5] 2000——s | S60 (s—Ci*d(|T CCF 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-8. | Grand Central Terminal Study Area — Existing Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 3042 0.88 | 146 E 
45th Street 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 3653 0.85 | 155 E 
45th Street 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.5-9. | Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 

34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 

Avenue 

34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 2608 C 

34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 2208 C 
C 


32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 1942 
Avenue 


Weekday PM Peak Hour 
a between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 1065 132.4 


34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 1523 93.2 


32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 
Avenue 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


B 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 2487 51.6 C 
B 
C 


Table 4E.5-10. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 


corner [ne SEY PM PEAK HOUR 
CORNER SF __/_t0s__ LOS 
a a a B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street | Northeast | 591 | BT 59.7 B 
| Southwest | 4017 | BU | 44.3 B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street C 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


LOCATION 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4£.5-11. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — No Action Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 


Leal CROSSWALK CROSSWALK / swowa ea | 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 

LOCATION CROSSWALK FEET FEET HOUR VOLUME LOS 
Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street E 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street_| North =| 56.5 | 2000——“§s«s| Ss HA?_— ‘$e:C*idCSB | 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 


Table 4E.5-12. Grand Central Terminal Study Area — No Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 
EFFECTIVE | 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 3982 0.88 | 14.4 E 
45th Street 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 3689 0.85 | 153 E 
45th Street 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.5-13. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results—WTC/Fulton Street Study Area 


PEDESTRIAN TRIPS ANALYSIS 
PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS | AM | MIDDAY | PM | LOCATION 
Church Street and Fulton Street 
East Sidewalk along Church Street between Fulton Street and Vesey Street 
North Sidewalk along Fulton Street between Broadway and Church Street 


Broadway and Fulton Street 

Northwest Corner | 123 | 32 ‘| 133 | 

Church Street and Liberty Street 

Southeast Corner 

Northwest Corner 

South Sidewalk along Liberty Street between Broadway and Church Street 
Broadway and Liberty Street 


West Crosswalk 
Northeast Corner 
Southwest Corner 
Northwest Corner v 
East Sidewalk along Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortland Street 
West Sidewalk along Broadway Between Liberty Street and Cortlandt Street v 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-14. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results—Union Square Study Area 


INCREMENTAL PEDESTRIAN 
TRIPS SELECTED ANALYSIS 


PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS | AM | MIDDAY | PM | LOCATION 
Broadway and 14th Street 
South sidewalk along 14th Street between University Place 400 25 106 
and Broadwa 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 


Table 4E.5-15. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results—Times Square/PABT Study Area 


INCREMENTAL PEDESTRIAN TRIPS 


PEDESTRIANELEMENTS | AM | MIDDAY [| PM | SELECTED ANALYSIS LOCATION 


Broadway and West 42nd Street 
East Crosswalk [4 TCC] SCs 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-16. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results—Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area 


INCREMENTAL SELECTED 
PEDESTRIAN TRIPS ANALYSIS 


PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS | AM | MIDDAY | PM | LOCATION 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh Avenue v 


South sidewalk along 34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh Avenue 
West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 


Northeast corner v 
Southeast corner 
Southwest corner v 
Northwest corner v 
North crosswalk v 
South crosswalk 

Eighth Avenue and 31st Street 

West sidewalk along Eighth Avenue between 32nd Street and 31st Street 
Southwest corner 
Northwest corner 

West crosswalk 

Seventh Avenue and 34th Street 

East sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 

North sidewalk along 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa v 
Northeast corner 
Northwest corner | 106 | 21 =| 69 | 

Seventh Avenue and 32nd Street 

North sidewalk along 32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue v 
West sidewalk along Seventh Avenue between 32nd Street and 31st Street 

Northeast corner 

North crosswalk 


Broadway and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadway [378 | 101 | 434 | v 


Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 


East sidewalk along Sixth Avenue between 35th Street and 34th Street 
North sidewalk along 34th Street between Sixth Avenue and Fifth Avenue 
Northeast corner v 
North crosswalk v 


Notes: v denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-17. Pedestrian Level 2 Screening Analysis Results—Grand Central Terminal Study Area 


INCREMENTAL 

PEDESTRIAN TRIPS SELECTED 
ANALYSIS 
PEDESTRIAN ELEMENTS LOCATION 
Madison Avenue and East 44th Street 
Northeast Corner 
Southwest Corner 
North sidewalk along East 44th Street between Madison Avenue and Vanderbilt 
Avenue* 


Vanderbilt Avenue and East 42nd Street 

East Crosswalk 
Northeast Corner 
Southeast Corner 


East sidewalk along Vanderbilt Avenue between East 42nd Street and East 43rd Street 
South sidewalk along East 42nd Street between Madison Avenue and Park Avenue 
Park Avenue and East 42nd Street 


East Crosswalk 


Lexington Avenue and East 43rd Street 

West sidewalk along Lexington Avenue between East 43rd Street and East 42nd Street [ 138 | 36 | 153 | 
Madison Avenue and East 42nd Street 

Northwest Corner 
Southeast Corner 


Lexington Avenue and East 44th Street 

West sidewalk along Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East 45th Street | 203 | 47 | 171 | v 
Lexington Avenue and East 42nd Street 

Northeast Corner 
Northwest Corner 
Southwest Corner | 108 | 25 | 99 | 


Notes: V denotes pedestrian elements selected for detailed analysis (AM/PM only). 
* denotes the area will be converted to a pedestrian plaza under With Action conditions. 
Pedestrian elements with fewer than 100 project-generated pedestrian trips in a peak hour are not presented in this table. 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-18. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 


EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 


Weekday AM Peak Hour 

34th Street between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 

Avenue : 

34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 3012 C 

34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 2586 G 
D 


32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth 3134 
Avenue 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 


ane between Eighth Avenue and Seventh 1294 115-1 


B 
34th Street between Seventh Avenue and Broadwa 2918 43.7 C 
34th Street between Broadway and Seventh Avenue 1957 72.3 C 

C 


32nd Street between Seventh Avenue and Sixth North 55 1716 


Avenue 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 


Table 4E.5-19. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Corner Analysis 


ERAN PM PEAK HOUR 
| come [Sep os LOS 
a a a er coe er B 
Eighth Avenue and 34th Street [Northeast | 537 | =B | 57.0 B 

B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street C 


Note: SFP = square foot per pedestrian 


LOCATION 


Table 4E.5-20. Herald Square/Penn Station Study Area — With Action Conditions: Crosswalk Analysis 
CROSSWALK CROSSWALK 
LENGTH WIDTH TWO-WAY PEAK 
LOCATION CROSSWALK (FEET) (FEET) HOUR VOLUME LOS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 1181 B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 1692 E 
Weekday PM Peak Hour 


Eighth Avenue and 34th Street 1264 B 
Sixth Avenue and 34th Street 2882 F 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
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Appendix 4E, Transportation: Supporting Documentation for Pedestrian Analyses (Pedestrian Analysis at Commuter Rail Stations 
in the Regional Study Area including the East Side Access Project) 


Table 4E.5-21. Grand Central Terminal Study Area — With Action Conditions: Sidewalk Analysis 
EFFECTIVE 1-HR 
WIDTH TWO-WAY PLATOON 
LOCATION SIDEWALK FEET VOLUME LOS 

Weekday AM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 4185 0.88 | 13.4 E 
45th Street 

Weekday PM Peak Hour 

Lexington Avenue between East 44th Street and East West 5.0 3860 0.85 | 143 E 
45th Street 


Note: SFP = square feet per pedestrian 
PHF = peak hour factor 
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Appendix 5A, Social Conditions: Community Impact Assessment Summary Matrix 


The following matrix provides a guide to the community impact assessment that the FHWA and the Project Sponsors conducted during preparation 


of the NEPA EA and the locations in the EA that present the components of the community impact assessment. 


This matrix outlines the components of acommunity impact assessment based on the steps presented in FHWA’s guidance document for conducting 


such assessments, Community Impact Assessment: A Quick Reference for Transportation, 2018 Update (the FHWA Guide), and describes how the 


CBD Tolling Program NEPA process and the EA document meet those steps. For each step of the community impact assessment, this matrix provides 


a brief explanation of how the step was met by the NEPA process, and where additional information on that component of the community impact 


assessment can be found in the EA. 


FHWA ASSESSMENT STEP 

(FHWA GUIDE, SECTION 1, P. 9)* 
Engage the Public: 
Public engagement is central to the 
community impact assessment process and 
is an integral element of all steps in the 
process. Engage the public to identify 
community goals, define the project 
purpose and need, and develop project 
alternatives. In addition, reach out to the 
public to help define community 
characteristics, identify and evaluate 
impacts, and identify acceptable ways to 
address impacts. Note that identifying and 
conducting outreach to disadvantaged or 
underserved communities is a priority. 


FHWA ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION 
(FHWA GUIDE, SECTIONS 2 THROUGH 11)* 
The concerns of participants involved should be considered in the 
decision-making process. 


The decision makers actively seek out and facilitate the engagement 
of those potentially affected, including low-income populations and 
minority populations and those who may have challenges providing 
input, such as persons with disabilities, those with limited English 
proficiency, and older adults. 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 


Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA 
Process. 

The CBD Tolling Program is conducting a robust public 
engagement program, including specific outreach 
targeted for environmental justice populations. All public 
outreach materials will include translations for those 
with limited English proficiency. The public engagement 
program is described in the EA in Chapter 18. 
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Appendix 5A, Social Conditions: Community Impact Assessment Summary Matrix 


FHWA ASSESSMENT STEP 
FHWA GUIDE, SECTION 1, P. 9)* 
Develop Community Vision and Goals: 
Begin in planning. Use the vision and goals 
that are defined in the long-range planning 
process as a basis for identifying and 
understanding community priorities. 


FHWA ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION 
FHWA GUIDE, SECTIONS 2 THROUGH 11)* 
While this guide discusses community impact assessment largely in 
the context of project development, it is important to recognize that 
effective assessment begins in the long-range planning process 
before project decisions are made. 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA 
Process. 

The New York Metropolitan Transportation Council’s 
long-range planning process, which includes the CBD 
Tolling Program as one of the proposed initiatives, 
includes extensive public outreach and coordination. 


In addition, the EA describes the long-history of public 
policy initiatives and alternatives studies that were 
conducted prior to the current CBD Tolling Program 
proposal in Chapter 2. It also describes relevant public 
policies in the Project area in Chapter 5, Subchapter 
5C. 


Define the Need and Action: 
Define the purpose and need for an action. 


In coordination with planners, engineers, 
and environmental specialists, develop 
various project alternatives that satisfy the 
project purpose and need, and identify 
areas of potential impact. 


Defining the Desired Transportation Action 

Building on public engagement in transportation planning, the 
community impact analyst should take a prominent role in defining 
the transportation action and alternative options in the early phases 
of project development. Although transportation planners and 
engineers traditionally have led this process, the community impact 
analyst should fully participate along with designers and other 
environmental specialists. The analyst should contribute to 
developing project alternatives, suggesting new options based on 
preliminary indications of likely community issues and special areas 
to avoid. 


Study Area 

The community impact study area typically includes communities 
within and immediately surrounding the project study area. In 
addition, the analyst should recognize that the project may have 
consequences to communities well beyond the immediate 
geographic area. 


Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA EA. 
The EA includes information about each of the three 
components of this step: 


= The EA includes a detailed discussion of the need 
for the proposed action in Chapter 1. 


= The EA describes alternatives considered to 
satisfy the Project purpose, need, and objectives 
in Chapter 2. 


« The EA identifies study areas for assessment of 
the potential impact in Chapter 3. 
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FHWA ASSESSMENT STEP 

FHWA GUIDE, SECTION 1, P. 9)* 
Identify Community Characteristics: 
Determine the characteristics of the 
affected area, such as neighborhood 
boundaries, locations of residences and 
businesses, demographic information, 
economic data, social history of 
communities, and land use plans. 


The documentation of community 
characteristics is supported by the 
information collected from a variety of data 
Sources. 


Appendix 5A, Social Conditions: Community Impact Assessment Summary Matrix 


FHWA ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION 
FHWA GUIDE, SECTIONS 2 THROUGH 11)* 
Community characteristics include an array of information reflecting 
the history, present conditions, and anticipated future of an area and 
its population. 


The analyst will develop a community characteristics summary that 
provides an overview or series of snapshots of the area and is used 
as a basis for identifying potential impacts of a proposed 
transportation action. Identifying and understanding community 
characteristics is important to describe the “affected environment’ in 
NEPA documentation. 


Typically, the presentation includes the following: 


= A visual map or maps that depict physical characteristics, such 
as neighborhood boundaries, land uses, public facilities, and 
commercial centers. 


= Narrative text that describes community characteristics, such as 
population demographics, economic and social history of the 
communities, the importance of various facilities, and plans for 
the future. It may also include information about the 
community’s past experience with the transportation agency or 
previous projects that have affected the community (such as 
indirect and cumulative impacts). 


= Tables or graphics that summarize important data or 
conclusions, such as population demographics or employment 
trends. 


The following are examples of the types of data to collect and 
incorporate into a community characteristics summary. 


= Population and demographic characteristics 
= — Economic and social history/characteristics 
» — Physical characteristics relating to community activities 


= Travel patterns 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA EA. 
The EA includes a description of the characteristics of 
the affected area (i.e., the study area), including the 
information noted in the guidance manual. Please see 
the following chapters: 


= — Chapter 4 (including Subchapters 4A, 4B, 4C, 4D, 
and 4E): Presents the travel characteristics of the 
affected population. 


= — Chapter 5 (including Subchapters 5A, 5B, and 
5C): Presents land use, neighborhood character, 
and population demographics in text, tabular form, 
and maps. 


= Chapter 6: Provides economic information, 
including employment, labor force, and commuting 
characteristics. 
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FHWA ASSESSMENT STEP 
FHWA GUIDE, SECTION 1, P. 9)* 
Analyze Impacts: 
Examine the impacts to the community of 
the proposed action versus no action. 
Identify and investigate the consequences 
of alternative options or actions. 


A number of analysis tools can be used to 
examine these relationships and estimate 
impacts. 


FHWA ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION 

FHWA GUIDE, SECTIONS 2 THROUGH 11)* 
After the transportation alternatives and a preliminary summary of 
community characteristics have been defined, the analyst examines 
the relationship between the proposed transportation action and 
community life. This task involves both the identification and 
investigation of impacts. Analysts examine the anticipated future with 
the transportation action — and various alternatives — in comparison 
to the anticipated future without the transportation action (a no-build 
alternative or baseline). 


Crosscutting all these issues is the concern for nondiscrimination. 
Analysts should identify who benefits and who is adversely affected 
by the project, noting impacts on specific subgroups. The NEPA 
process and this guide should be used to address environmental 
justice and limited English proficiency issues and prevent the 
potential for discrimination and disproportionately high and adverse 
effects on specific populations. 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA EA. 
The EA evaluates the potential impacts to the 
community of the proposed action versus the no action 
for the full range of issues identified in the FHWA 
manual that are relevant to the CBD Tolling Program. 
This includes construction impacts (Chapter 15) and 
long-term (permanent) impacts, including the following: 


= — Changes in traffic patterns (Chapter 4, 
Subchapters 4A and 4B) 


= Increase/decrease in traffic on local roadways 
(Chapter 4, Subchapter 4B) 


= Effects on transit operations, such as crowding of 
stations or transit vehicles (Chapter 4, Subchapter 
4C) 


= Effects on travel patterns and commuter modes 
(Chapter 4, Subchapters 4A, 4B, and 4C) 


= Effects on bicycle and pedestrian access (Chapter 
4, Subchapter 4E) 


= — Community cohesion (Chapter 5, including 
Subchapters 5A and 5B) 


The EA also includes an analysis of environmental 
justice, with a robust presentation of baseline conditions 
and an evaluation of the potential for discrimination and 
disproportionately high and adverse effects on specific 
populations in Chapter 17. 
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FHWA ASSESSMENT STEP 
FHWA GUIDE, SECTION 1, P. 9)* 
Identify Solutions: 
Identify and recommend potential solutions 
to address adverse impacts. Techniques 
include avoidance, minimization, mitigation, 
and enhancement. 


Appendix 5A, Social Conditions: Community Impact Assessment Summary Matrix 


FHWA ADDITIONAL EXPLANATION 

FHWA GUIDE, SECTIONS 2 THROUGH 11)* 
When potential adverse impacts are identified, analysts should 
identify methods to address them. This step in the community impact 
assessment process involves problem-solving and generating 
solutions. There are four primary methods for dealing with impacts, 
which should be considered in order: avoidance, minimization, 
mitigation, enhancement. 


Commitments should be included in Categorical Exclusion (CE), 
Finding of No Significant Impact (FONSI), or Record of Decision 
(ROD) documents, as well as a draft and final EIS, as applicable. 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM IMPLEMENTATION 
Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA EA. 
The EA describes measures to avoid, minimize, and 
mitigate adverse effects identified. The commitments 
made to address adverse effects of the Project will be 
part of FHWA’s NEPA findings. 


Document Findings: 

In addition to oral presentations, present the 
findings of the community impact 
assessment in written form for use by 
decision makers, to record findings, to 
disseminate to interested parties, and to 
support subsequent decisions. 


Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA EA. 
The EA presents the findings of the community impact 
assessment in written form — taken as a whole, the EA 
document is the community impact assessment. 


Implement and Monitor: 

Ensure that commitments are carried 
through to implementation. Monitor 
conditions to assess outcomes. 


* FHWA, Community Impact Assessment: A Qu 
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ick Reference for Transportation, 2018 Update. 


Included in the CBD Tolling Program NEPA 
Process. 

The commitments made to address adverse effects of 
the Project will be part of FHWA’s NEPA findings, TBTA 
contract specifications, and other program requirements 
(e.g., recommendations of the Traffic Mobility Review 
Board). 
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Appendix 5B, Social Conditions: Supplemental Demographic Information for the Regional Study Area and Manhattan CBD 


This appendix provides supplemental demographic information for the regional study area and Manhattan 
CBD in support of the analyses provided in Subchapter 5A, “Population Characteristics and Community 
Cohesion,” and Subchapter 5B, “Population: Neighborhood Character.” 


Supplemental Demographic Information for the Regional Study Area 


This section provides information on the minority status and income characteristics of residents of the 
regional study area as reported in the 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS). 


Minority Status 


Approximately 52 percent of the population in the regional study area identifies as minority, compared to 
68 percent in New York City. As shown in Figure 5B-1, the minority population is concentrated in New York 
City, particularly the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn, and in the New Jersey counties that are close to the 
Manhattan CBD. Bronx County has the highest minority rate of any county in the regional study area, with 
an approximately 91 percent minority rate. The counties farthest from the Manhattan CBD generally have 
the lowest minority rates. Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” includes more details about the minority 
populations of the regional study area. 


Income Characteristics 


The median household income for the 28-county regional study area in 2015-2019 ACS was approximately 
$78,645, which represents a 2 percent increase since the year 2000 when adjusted for inflation. As shown 
in Figure 5B-2, several counties in the urban core—Brooklyn, Queens, and the Bronx in New York City, and 
Hudson, Essex, and Passaic Counties in New Jersey—had some of the lowest median incomes, ranging from 
approximately $40,100 to $71,200. Median household income in 13 of the suburban counties approached 
or surpassed $90,000: 


e New Jersey: Bergen, Hunterdon, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Somerset, and Sussex Counties 
e New York: Nassau, Rockland, Putnam, Suffolk, and Westchester Counties 
e Connecticut: Fairfield County 


Median household incomes in Manhattan and Staten Island, and in Union County, New Jersey, were 
comparable to some suburban and exurban counties farthest from New York City, ranging from 
approximately $80,200 to $86,600. 


1 Minority population is defined by the U.S. Census Bureau as African Americans or Black persons, Latino persons, American 


Indians or Alaskan Natives, Asian and Pacific Islanders, and those of some other race or two or more races. 
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Figure 5B-1._ Minority Rate by County 


New Haven 
37% 


Fairfield 


Westchester 
4T% ‘Oo 


a Rockland 
37% 


Middlesex ! 
57% = / 


Counties with Minority Rates Lower Counties with Minority Rates Higher 
than Regionwide Average of 52% than Regionwide Average of 52% 


[More than 30% Lower 0% to 15% Higher 
L] 16% to 30% Lower 16% to 30% Higher 


Mercer 


0% to 15% Lower 31% to 40% Higher 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 5-Year Estimates, 2015-2019 


0 10 25 MILES 


Appendix 5B-2 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
Appendix 5B, Social Conditions: Supplemental Demographic Information for the Regional Study Area and Manhattan CBD 


Figure 5B-2. Median Household Income by County 
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Median household income data provides a general illustration of income across the region and in each 
county. However, because income is distributed unevenly, median household income data can mask 
pockets of concentrated wealth or poverty. This is especially true in counties where both low-income and 
high-income people reside. Per capita personal income provides another measure of wealth. In Manhattan, 
as calculated by the U.S. Bureau of Economic Analysis, per capita personal income was more than $191,000 
in 2020.* Manhattan, Westchester County, and Fairfield County were three of only 14 counties? in the 
United States with per capita personal income higher than $115,000. By contrast, per capita personal 
income in 2020 in the Bronx, Queens, and Brooklyn was approximately $43,900, $57,100, and $59,500, 
respectively. Approximately 41 percent of New York City households were estimated to have been living 
below the “near poverty” rate for New York City of $52,566 (for two adults and two children) in 2018, 
according to the New York City government’s poverty measure.* Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” 
includes more details about the distribution and location of low-income populations in the regional study 


area. 


From 2000 to 2019 median household income increased slightly in the regional study area when adjusted 
for inflation; notable increases to household income occurred in both Brooklyn and Manhattan (25 and 21 
percent, respectively).The poverty rate, defined by the New York City Mayor’s Office to capture the high 
cost of living in New York City, fell to 19 percent in 2018 from 20.2 percent in 2014, and the share of the 
population living at the “near poverty” rate fell to 41.3 percent from 46.2 percent.° 


Supplemental Demographic Information for the Manhattan CBD 

This section describes the population and housing characteristics of Manhattan Central Business District 
(CBD) residents reported in the 2010 one-year ACS and 2015-2019 ACS by Public Use Microdata Area 
(PUMA), a census geography that approximates Manhattan’s community district boundaries.° The census 
divides the Manhattan CBD into four PUMAs (Figure 5B-3). 


2 Per capita personal income is personal income from all sources (work, owning a home or business, financial assets, and 
transfer receipts) divided by population. www.bea.gov. 

3 Per-capita income by county ranged from a low of $21,087 in Wheeler County, Georgia, to a high of $220,645 in Teton, 
Wyoming. 

4 New York City Government Poverty Measure: An Annual Report from the Office of the Mayor. 2020. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/opportunity/pdf/20_ poverty measure report. Near poverty is defined as 150 percent of the 
New York City poverty rate of $35,044, which accounts for the high cost of living, especially housing, in New York City. 

5 New York City Government Poverty Measure: An Annual Report from the Office of the Mayor. 2020. 
https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/opportunity/pdf/20_ poverty measure report. 

& New York City is divided into 59 community districts, a division of local governance. Each district is represented by a 
community board, a group of up to 50 unsalaried members selected by the area’s elected officials. Community boards serve 
an advisory role to address land use and community concerns within their districts and as a liaison between the public and 
the local government. 
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Figure 5B-3. Manhattan CBD Study Area and Census Public Use Microdata Areas (PUMA) Geography 
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Population and Households Trends 


As shown in Table 5B-1, the 2015-2019 ACS estimates a total population of 617,239 for the Manhattan 
CBD, a 6 percent increase since 2010. This population is evenly distributed among the four PUMAs that 
make up the Manhattan CBD, which represents a change from 2010, when the PUMA representing 
Community District 3 was substantially more populous and the PUMA representing Community Districts 4 
and 5 was substantially less populous than the others. The two west side PUMAs (representing Community 
Districts 1, 2, 4, and 5) grew substantially between 2010 and 2019, while the two east side PUMAs 
(representing Community Districts 3 and 6), taken together, experienced a slight loss of population. 


Table 5B-1. Manhattan CBD: General Population and Household Characteristics 
TOTAL POPULATION TOTAL HOUSEHOLDS MEDIAN HOUSEHOLD INCOME 


PUMA 2010 2015- % 2010 2015- % 2010 2015-2019 % 
(Community District) ACS 2019ACS | Change ACS 2019ACS | Change ACS ACS Change 


CDs 4&5: 
Chelsea, Clinton & 134,471 | 158,185 75,975 90,578 $89,894 | $110,357 23% 
Midtown 


CD 6: Murray Hill 


Gramercy& | 145,044 | 148,808 | 3% | 77,488 | 79,855 | 3% | $105,223 | $127,877 | 22% 
Stuyvesant Town 

CD 3: Chinatown & | 459 999 | 154,554 | -3% | 70,305 | 72,024 | 2% | $48,864 | $45,119 | -8% 
Lower East Side 


CD 1 & 2: Battery 

Park City, 0 0 9 
so 144,944 | 155,694 7% 75,883 | 77,759 2% $117,925 | $148,377 | 26% 

Greenwich Village & 

SoHo 


TOTAL 
MANHATTAN CBD 583,468 | 617,239 299,741 | 320,216 $89,272 | $105,717 | 18% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2010 one-year American Community Survey (ACS) and 2015-2019 ACS. 
Note: Income is presented in 2019 dollars. Total Manhattan CBD median household income interpolated by AKRF. 


As shown in Table 5B-1, the 2015-2019 ACS estimates 320,216 households in the Manhattan CBD, a 
7 percent increase since 2010. The number of households grew faster than the population in two of the 
four PUMAs and in the Manhattan CBD overall, revealing a trend toward smaller household sizes. As with 
the total population, growth in the number of households was highest in the PUMA representing 
Community Districts 4 and 5. 


The 2015-2019 ACS estimates a median household income of $105,717 for the Manhattan CBD overall, 
which is an 18 percent increase since 2010. After adjusting for inflation, median household income grew in 
three of the four PUMAs, with the greatest growth in the two west side PUMAs. The PUMA representing 
East Midtown (Community District 6) also experienced rapid growth, while the PUMA representing 
Chinatown and the Lower East Side (Community District 3) saw a decrease in household income when 
adjusted for inflation. 


Table 5B-2 provides information on age distribution in the Manhattan CBD. Working-age individuals (18- 
64 years old) represent 74 percent of the Manhattan CBD population, elderly persons (65+ years old) 
represent 16 percent, and the youth population (up to 17 years old) accounts for 10 percent. In general, 
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Lower Manhattan PUMAs have younger populations than PUMAs in the northern portion of the Manhattan 
CBD. 


Table 5B-2. _ Manhattan CBD: Age Characteristics of Population 


PUMA YOUTH (0-17 WORKING AGE (18-64 ELDERLY (65+ 
Community District | No. | %ofTotal | No. | %ofTotal | No. | %of Total 


CDs 4 & 5: Chelsea, Clinton & Midtown | 12,777 124,190 21,218 13% 


CD 6: Murray Hill, Gramercy & 13,569 9% 109,183 73% 26,054 18% 
Stuyvesant Town 


CD 3: Chinatown & Lower East Side 17,023 108,182 29,349 19% 


CDs 1 & 2: Battery Park City, 20,030 115,284 20,380 43% 


Greenwich Village & SoHo 


TOTAL MANHATTAN CBD | 63,399 456,839 97,001 16% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015-2019 American Community Survey. 


As shown in Table 5B-3, there are approximately 55,780 persons with disabilities in the Manhattan CBD, 
including 32,280 individuals who have ambulatory difficulty. Thus, 9 percent of the total population of the 
Manhattan CBD are persons with disabilities, with 5 percent of the total population of the Manhattan CBD 
having ambulatory difficulty. 


Table 5B-3. | Manhattan CBD: Persons with Disabilities, Including Population with Ambulatory Difficulty 


AMBULATORY DIFFICULTY TOTAL DISABLED 

PUMA Reetenaned % of Total b Sepa % of Total 

Community District Population Population Population Population 
CDs 4 & 5: Chelsea, Clinton & Midtown 8,591 5% 19,497 10% 
CD 6: Murray Hill, Gramercy & Stuyvesant Town 5,838 10,664 1% 
CD 3: Chinatown & Lower East Side 13,115 20,540 13% 
CDs 1 & 2: Battery Park City, Greenwich Village & SoHo | 38 oe 6% 
TOTAL MANHATTAN CBD | 2780 as 9% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2015-2019 American Community Survey. 


Employment and Commuting 


There are approximately 1.55 million jobs in the Manhattan CBD, compared to approximately 10.7 million 
jobs in the regional study area. There are 365,903 employed residents living in the Manhattan CBD of which 
251,312 work within the Manhattan CBD and 114,591 work outside the Manhattan CBD (Table 5B-4). Most 
Manhattan CBD residents who commute to work outside the Manhattan CBD by automobile go to jobs in 


other parts of New York City or New Jersey. 
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Table 5B-4. | Manhattan CBD Residents Employed Inside and Outside the Manhattan CBD and Mode of 
Transportation 


EMPLOYED RESIDENTS | NUMBER PERCENTAGE 
CBD Residents Who Work within CBD 251,312 68.7% 
Commute by Private Auto 5,048 ane 
y , (of CBD residents who work inside the CBD) 
: 3.3% 
Contnute by leXirorrile Venice B86 (of CBD residents who work inside the CBD) 
94.7% 
Commute by Public Transportation and Other 238,078 (of CBD residents who work inside the CBD) 
CBD Residents Who Work outside CBD 114,591 31.3% 
' 14.5% 
CORTE Oy Erale sito IG Ge3 (of CBD residents who work outside the CBD) 
: 1.9% 
COMMUTE: Dy TeXiror ete NENG Bie (of CBD residents who work outside the CBD) 
: ; 83.6% 
Commute by Public Transportation and Other 95,799 (of CBD residents who work outside the CBD) 
Total Employed Residents in CBD 365,903 100.0% 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, Census Transportation Planning Package data product based on 2012-2016 American 


Community Survey. 
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Smart Growth Screening Tool 
PIN N/A 


Prepared By: New York State Department of Transportation 
Smart Growth Screening Tool (STEP 1) 


NYSDOT & Local Sponsors - Fill out the Smart Growth Screening Tool until the directions indicate to 
STOP for the project type under consideration. For all other projects, complete answering the 
questions. For any questions, refer to Smart Growth Guidance document. 


Title of Proposed Project: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
Location of Project: New York City, New York County 


Brief Description: The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), which is an affiliate of the 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA); the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT); and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) are proposing to 
implement the CBD Tolling Program, a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in the 
Manhattan CBD. The Manhattan CBD consists of the geographic area of Manhattan south and 
inclusive of 60th Street, but not including Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive, West Side 
Highway/Route 9A, the Battery Park underpass, and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street (the West Side Highway/Route 9A). 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, TBTA would collect tolls from vehicles entering or remaining in the 
Manhattan CBD via a cashless tolling system. After covering TBTA’s Project-related capital and 
operating expenses, the revenue collected would fund projects in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital 
Program and successor programs. The tolling program would be established consistent with the 
legislation that the New York State Legislature passed in April 2019 known as the MTA Reform and 
Traffic Mobility Act, which authorizes TBTA to collect variable tolls on vehicles entering or remaining 
in the Manhattan CBD and defines that geographic area. 


A. Infrastructure: 


Addresses SG Law criterion a. — 
(To advance projects for the use, maintenance or improvement of existing infrastructure) 
1. Does this project use, maintain, or improve existing infrastructure? 


Yes X No[] NAL] 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above - the form has no limitations on the 
length of your narrative) 


Revised 2019 
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Smart Growth Screening Tool 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion on existing roadways in the 
Manhattan CBD, and would provide funding for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and 
successor programs, much of which would be directed toward the maintenance and 
improvement of existing public transit infrastructure. 


Maintenance Projects Only 

a. Continue with screening tool for the four (4) types of maintenance projects listed below, as 
defined in NYSDOT PDM Exhibit 7-1 and described in 7-4: 
https://www.dot.ny.gov/divisions/engineering/design/dqab/pdm 


Shoulder rehabilitation and/or repair; 

Upgrade sign(s) and/or traffic signals; 

Park & ride lot rehabilitation; 

1R projects that include single course surfacing (inlay or overlay), per Chapter 7 of the NYSDOT 
Highway Design Manual. 


. For all other maintenance projects, STOP here. Attach this document to the programmatic Smart 
Growth Impact Statement and signed Attestation for Maintenance projects. 


For all other projects (other than maintenance), continue with screening tool. 


B. Sustainability: 


NYSDOT defines Sustainability as follows: A sustainable society manages resources in a way that 
fulfills the community/social, economic and environmental needs of the present without 
compromising the needs and opportunities of future generations. A transportation system that 
supports a sustainable society is one that: 


> Allows individual and societal transportation needs to be met in a manner consistent with human 
and ecosystem health and with equity within and between generations. 

> Is safe, affordable, and accessible, operates efficiently, offers choice of transport mode, and 
supports a vibrant economy. 

> Protects and preserves the environment by limiting transportation emissions and wastes, 
minimizes the consumption of resources and enhances the existing environment as practicable. 


For more information on the Department’s Sustainability strategy, refer to Appendix 1 of the Smart 
Growth Guidance and the NYSDOT web site, www.dot.ny.gov/programs/greenlites/sustainability 


(Addresses SG Law criterion j: to promote sustainability by strengthening existing and creating new 
communities which reduce greenhouse gas emissions and do not compromise the needs of future 
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Smart Growth Screening Tool 


generations, by among other means encouraging broad based public involvement in developing and 
implementing a community plan and ensuring the governance structure is adequate to sustain and 
implement.) 


1. Will this project promote sustainability by strengthening existing communities? 


Yes XK] No [] NIA [ 


. Will the project reduce greenhouse gas emissions? 
Yes X No [] NIA [] 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD, 
thereby strengthening this existing community that is one of the most densely populated and 
developed areas of New York City and the country. 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion and VMT, which would also reduce 
greenhouse gas emissions. By providing a new dedicated funding source for the public transit 
investments included in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and successor programs, the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would contribute to improved public transportation and would 
enhance the financial sustainability of public transit into the future, thereby strengthening 
existing communities that depend on the public transit network. 


C. Smart Growth Location: 


Plans and investments should preserve our communities by promoting its distinct identity through a 
local vision created by its citizens. 


(Addresses SG Law criteria b and c: to advance projects located in municipal centers; to advance 
projects in developed areas or areas designated for concentrated infill development in a municipally 
approved comprehensive land use plan, local waterfront revitalization plan and/or brownfield 
opportunity area plan.) 


1. Is this project located in a developed area? 
Yes KX] No [] N/A [] 
Is the project located in a municipal center? 
Yes X] No [] NA 
Will this project foster downtown revitalization? 
Yes [J No [] NIA XX) 


Is this project located in an area designated for concentrated infill development in a municipally 
approved comprehensive land use plan, waterfront revitalization plan, or Brownfield Opportunity 
Area plan? 


Yes X] No [] N/A 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 
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The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD, one 
of the most densely populated and developed areas of New York City and the country. It 
would support the continued vitality of this densely developed downtown area. Enhanced 
investment in the public transit network through funding provided to the MTA 2020-2024 
Capital Program and successor programs would support the existing mix of land uses and 
the compact nature of the Manhattan CBD. 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would be in a dense urban area, and tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment would be located within existing developed transportation 
rights-of-way. 


D. Mixed Use Compact Development: 


Future planning and development should assure the availability of a range of choices in housing and 
affordability, employment, education transportation and other essential services to encourage a 
jobs/housing balance and vibrant community-based workforce. 


(Addresses SG Law criteria e and i: to foster mixed land uses and compact development, downtown 
revitalization, brownfield redevelopment, the enhancement of beauty in public spaces, the diversity 
and affordability of housing in proximity to places of employment, recreation and commercial 
development and the integration of all income groups; to ensure predictability in building and land 


use codes.) 


1. Will this project foster mixed land uses? 
Yes [] No [] N/A XX] 
Will the project foster brownfield redevelopment? 
Yes [] No [] N/A &X] 
Will this project foster enhancement of beauty in public spaces? 
Yes [] No (J NIA &X] 


. Will the project foster a diversity of housing in proximity to places of employment and/or 
recreation? 


Yes No (] NIA X 


. Will the project foster a diversity of housing in proximity to places of commercial development 
and/or compact development? 


Yes [] No [] N/A &X] 
. Will this project foster integration of all income groups and/or age groups? 
Yes [J No [] N/A KX] 


Will the project ensure predictability in land use codes? 
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Yes [J No [] NIA &X] 
8. Will the project ensure predictability in building codes? 
Yes [] No [] N/A Xx] 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion in the Manhattan CBD, which would 
support the continued vitality of this densely developed downtown area. Enhanced 
investment in the public transit network through funding provided to the MTA 2020-2024 
Capital Program and successor programs would support the existing mix of land uses, 
diversity of housing options, and the compact nature of the Manhattan CBD. Tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be visually consistent with existing 
infrastructure in the Manhattan CBD, thereby maintaining the aesthetic character of public 
spaces. 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would not affect building and land use codes. 


E. Transportation and Access: 


NYSDOT recognizes that Smart Growth encourages communities to offer a wide range of 
transportation options, from walking and biking to transit and automobiles, which increase people’s 
access to jobs, goods, services, and recreation. 


(Addresses SG Law criterion f: to provide mobility through transportation choices including improved 
public transportation and reduced automobile dependency.) 


1. Will this project provide public transit? 
Yes kX] No [] N/A [] 

2. Will this project enable reduced automobile dependency? 
Yes X No [] N/A [J 


3. Will this project improve bicycle and pedestrian facilities (such as shoulder widening to provide for 
on-road bike lanes, lane striping, crosswalks, new or expanded sidewalks or new/improved 
pedestrian signals)? 


Yes [] No [] NIA & 


(Note: Question 3 is an expansion on question 2. The recently passed Complete Streets legislation 
requires that consideration be given to complete street design features in the planning, design, 
construction, reconstruction and rehabilitation, but not including resurfacing, maintenance, or 
pavement recycling of such projects.) 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 
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The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce congestion and VMT, which would enhance 
mobility for those who would continue to rely on personal automobiles and taxis/for-hire 
vehicles for their transportation needs. At the same time, by providing a new dedicated 
funding source for the public transit investments included in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital 
Program and successor programs, the CBD Tolling Alternative would contribute to improved 
public transportation. 


F. Coordinated, Community-Based Planning: 


Past experience has shown that early and continuing input in the transportation planning process 
leads to better decisions and more effective use of limited resources. For information on community 
based planning efforts, the MPO may be a good resource if the project is located within the MPO 
planning area. 


(Addresses SG Law criteria g and h: to coordinate between state and local government and inter- 
municipal and regional planning; to participate in community based planning and collaboration.) 


1. Has there been participation in community-based planning and collaboration on the project? 

Yes kK) No [] N/A 

. Is the project consistent with local plans? 
Yes K No [] NA 

. Is the project consistent with county, regional, and state plans? 
Yes X No [] NA 

. Has there been coordination between inter-municipal/regional planning and state planning on the 
project? 
Yes X No [J N/A 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 


The Project Sponsors are committed to an open, participatory environmental review 
process for the Project and will inform and solicit feedback from the public; encourage open 
discussion of Project details and issues; and provide opportunities for comments. Meaningful 
opportunities for public input will be provided during environmental review and construction 
for the Project and will include virtual public meetings; meetings with key stakeholder groups; 
an interactive Project website; a social media communications program; a Project email list 
through which Project updates will be disseminated directly to interested members of the 
public; and Project-related radio and television programming. Public outreach activities for 
the Project will be compliant with the Americans with Disabilities Act, and the Project 
Sponsors will seek to involve environmental justice populations in the Project’s public 
involvement activities. 
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The Project Sponsors will provide translations in Spanish, Chinese, Haitian Creole, Bengali, 
Korean, and Russian to aid Limited English Proficient populations in their engagement with 
the Project. Chapter 20, “Public Participation” provides a full discussion of the community- 
based planning and collaboration efforts associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative. 

Development of the CBD Tolling Alternative has involved close coordination between 
agencies of the State and City of New York. Support for congestion pricing is included in local 
plans including OneNYC, as well as NYMTC’s Regional Transportation Plan. 


G. Stewardship of Natural and Cultural Resources: 


Clean water, clean air and natural open land are essential elements of public health and quality of life 
for New York State residents, visitors, and future generations. Restoring and protecting natural 
assets, and open space, promoting energy efficiency, and green building, should be incorporated into 
all land use and infrastructure planning decisions. 


(Addresses SG Law criterion d :To protect, preserve and enhance the State’s resources, including 
agricultural land, forests surface and ground water, air quality, recreation and open space, scenic 
areas and significant historic and archeological resources.) 


1. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance agricultural land and/or forests? 

Yes [J No [] N/A Xl 

. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance surface water and/or groundwater? 
Yes [] No [] NIA &X 

. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance air quality? 
Yes K No [] N/A 

. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance recreation and/or open space? 
Yes [] No N/A 

. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance scenic areas? 
Yes [] No [J N/A KX] 

. Will the project protect, preserve, and/or enhance historic and/or archeological resources? 
Yes [] No NA 


Explain: (use this space to expand on your answers above) 
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The CBD Tolling Alternative would reduce roadway congestion and vehicle-miles traveled, 
thereby improving air quality. 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects to parks or open spaces. 
The CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
within Central Park. Equipment that is similar in appearance is already mounted on other 
poles in Central Park, and the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be 
visually consistent with the existing streetlight poles found throughout Central Park, 
including matching the existing color scheme. Because the tolling system equipment would 
be mounted on replacement poles in the same locations as existing poles, the amount of park 
space would not be reduced. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect on recreational 
uses of Central Park from the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects to historic or archaeological 
resources. The CBD Tolling Alternative would place tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment within Central Park, but this would not result in changes that would alter the 
characteristics that qualify Central Park for listing in the National Register of Historic Places, 
nor would it diminish the integrity of Central Park’s location, design, setting, materials, 
workmanship, feeling or association. Therefore, there would be no adverse effect on the 
historic integrity of Central Park. 

There are no agricultural lands, forests, surface or groundwater resources, or scenic areas 
within the project area. 
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Smart Growth Impact Statement (STEP 2) 


NYSDOT: Complete a Smart Growth Impact Statement (SGIS) below using the information from the 
Screening Tool. 


Local Sponsors: The local sponsors are not responsible for completing a Smart Growth Impact 
Statement. Proceed to Step 3. 


Smart Growth Impact Statement 
PIN: N/A 
Project Name: Central Business District Tolling Program 


Pursuant to ECL Article 6, this project is compliant with the New York State Smart Growth Public 
Infrastructure Policy Act. This project has been determined to meet the relevant criteria, to the 
extent practicable, described in ECL Sec. 6-0107. Specifically, the project: 


> Proposes to implement the CBD Tolling Program, a vehicle tolling program to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD. The tolling program would be established consistent with 
legislation that the NYS Legislature passed in April 2019 known as the MTA Reform and Traffic 
Mobility Act. 


Would be located in a municipal center: Manhattan Central Business District (CBD). 


Would be located in developed areas and an area designated for concentrated infill development 
in a municipally approved local waterfront revitalization plan, the New York City Waterfront 
Revitalization Plan (NYC WRP). 


Would maintain and improve existing public transportation infrastructure by providing funding 
for the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and successor programs and by reducing congestion on 
existing roadways in the Manhattan CBD. 


Would contribute to improved public transit and enable reduced automobile dependency by 
providing a new, dedicated funding source for public transit investment in the MTA 2020-2024 
Capital Program and successor programs. 


Would improve air quality and reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the Manhattan CBD by 
reducing roadway congestion and vehicle-miles-traveled (VMT). 


Would promote sustainability by strengthening existing communities by establishing a dedicated 
funding source for public transit, contributing to improved public transportation, and enhancing 
the financial sustainability of public transit for existing communities who depend on the public 
transit network. 


Would be consistent with and supportive of the objectives of OneNYC 2050, specifically Initiative 
26, “Reduce congestion and emissions.” 
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Appendix 5C, Social Conditions: New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act Consistency Assessment 


Smart Growth Screening Tool 


Would be consistent with and supportive of the objectives of the Regional Transportation 
Plans from MPOs across the 28-county New York City region, specifically, with the strategies 
detailed in NYMTC’s Moving Forward: Your Region, Connected. 


Would be consistent with and supportive of the goals of the Climate Leadership and 
Community Protection Act, specifically by reducing emissions of greenhouse gases by reducing 
vehicle-miles traveled. 


Has included community-based planning and collaboration and has provided meaningful 
opportunities for public involvement to inform the public, encourage open discussion of Project 
details and issues, and provide opportunities for commenting. 


Has included coordination between inter-municipal/regional planning and state planning on the 
project. 


This publically supported infrastructure project complies with the state policy of maximizing the 
social, economic and environmental benefits from public infrastructure development. The project 
will not contribute to the unnecessary costs of sprawl development, including environmental 
degradation, disinvestment in urban and suburban communities, or loss of open space induced by 
sprawl. 


Revised 2019 PIN N/A 
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Appendix 5C, Social Conditions: New York State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act Consistency Assessment 


Smart Growth Screening Tool 


Review & Attestation Instructions (STEP 3) 


Local Sponsors: Once the Smart Growth Screening Tool is completed, the next step is to submit the 
project certification statement (Section A) to Responsible Local Official for signature. After signing 
the document, the completed Screening Tool and Certification statement should be sent to NYSDOT 
for review as noted below. 

NYSDOT: For state-let projects, the Screening Tool and SGIS is forwarded to Regional 

Director/ RPPM/Main Office Program Director or designee for review, and upon approval, the 
attestation is signed (Section B.2). For locally administered projects, the sponsor’s submission 

and certification statement is reviewed by NYSDOT staff, the appropriate box (Section B.1) is 
checked, and the attestation is signed (Section B.2). 

A. CERTIFICATION (LOCAL PROJECT) 

| HEREBY CERTIFY, to the best of my knowledge, all of the above to be true and correct. 


Preparer of this document: 

Signature 

Title Printed Name 
Responsible Local Official (for local projects): 

Signature 


Title Printed Name 
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Smart Growth Screening Tool 


B. ATTESTATION (NYSDOT) 
1. [HEREBY: 


XX] Concur with the above certification, thereby attesting that this project is in compliance with 


the State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act 


CJ Concur with the above certification, with the following conditions (information requests, 
confirming studies, project modifications, etc.): 


(Attach additional sheets as needed) 
CO do not concur with the above certification, thereby deeming this project ineligible to be 


a recipient of State funding or a subrecipient of Federal funding in accordance with the 
State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act. 


2. NOW THEREFORE, pursuant to ECL Article 6, this project is compliant with the New York 
State Smart Growth Public Infrastructure Policy Act, to the extent practicable, as described 


in the attached Smart Growth Impact Statement. 


NYSDOT Commissioner, Regional Director, MO Program Director, 
Regional Planning & Programming Manager (or official designee): 


July 22, 2022 


Mh bbb 


Signature 


YSDOT Chief Enei icolas A. Choubah, P.F 
Title Printed Name 


Revised 2019 PIN N/A 


Appendix 5C-12 August 2022 


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 6, Economic 
Conditions 


August 2022 


Appendix 6, Economic Conditions 


Contents 


6A, Information on Industry Sectors of Regional Labor Force and Employment 


6B, Existing Truck Toll Rates 


August 2022 


Supporting Materials 


MTA Bridges and Tunnels Toll Schedule 
Port Authority of New York and New Jersey Toll Schedule 


New York State Thruway Authority — Mario M. Cuomo Bridge Toll Schedule and New 
York State Thruway 


New York Bridge Authority 
Garden State Parkway — E-ZPass and Non E-ZPass 


New Jersey Turnpike — Class 2 through 8 Vehicles 


Appendix 6, Economic Conditions 


6A, 
Information on Industry Sectors of Regional Labor Force and Employment 


August 2022 


Appendix 6A, Economic Conditions: Information on Industry Sectors of Regional Labor Force and Employment 


Table 6A-1. Regional Study Area Employed Labor Force by Industry Sector (tabulated data associated with Figure 6-2 in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions”) 


PROFESSIONAL, 
SCIENTIFIC, ARTS, 
FINANCE, MANAGEMENT, ENTERTAINMENT, 
AGRICULTURE, TRANSPORTATION INSURANCE, REAL | ADMINISTRATIVE, RECREATION, 
FORESTRY, FISHING AND ESTATE AND AND WASTE EDUCATIONAL, ACCOMMODATION | OTHER SERVICES 
AND HUNTING, AND WHOLESALE WAREHOUSING, RENTAL AND MANAGEMENT HEALTH AND AND FOOD (EXCEPT PUBLIC PUBLIC TOTAL, ALL 
MINING CONSTRUCTION | MANUFACTURING TRADE RETAIL TRADE AND UTILITIES INFORMATION ee SERVICES SOCIAL SERVICES SERVICES ADMINISTRATION) | ADMINISTRATION INDUSTRIES 


REGION Peale te ee ee me eee ae Number Ceres % 


on ware 17. 17.9% 210, 210,187, 33. | 33.1% 134,265 265 20. | 204% 93.922 822 | 28.0% 0% | 371,904 | 804 | 33. 33.8% | 267,074 074 40. | 409% 44. 4.9% 385,431 431 38.9% | 566, 566,489 | 38. | 38.1% | 1, 1,097,459 | 459 | 38. Ea 438,697 45.3% | 453% | 215901 40.8% 154261 35.4% | 4083215 | 083,215 | 37.2% 
New York 

County 2.4% 17,381 2.7% 26,719 4.2% 18,037 6.0% 62,802 5.7% 24,479 3.7% 56,020 16.1% | 147,662 14.9% 185,245 12.5% 208,232 7.3% 10.0% 38,951 TAX 22,441 5.2% 905,475 8.3% 
Manhattan 


Kings 

County 1,375 62,088 38,822 26,902 112,845 10.3% 82,056 12.6% 56,473 16.2% 91,338 173,511 11.7% 348,257 | 12.2% | 123,809 12.8% 62,932 11.9% 46,622 10.7% 1,227,030 | 11.2% 
Brooklyn 

cae 1,326 5. | 56% | a3. | 418 13. 13.9% | | 40.875 | 675 6. 63% | | 25.476 | 476 8. | 85% | | 109 869 | 853 10. } 100% | 97.725 | 725 15. | 150% | | 29929 | 329 8. 84% | | a7.sar | 547 8. | 8.8% | 128,806 806 8. | 87% | | 779,85 | 185 9. | 9% 131,187 13. | 135% 71,947 13.6% 48,403 11.1% | 1.494877 134,877 | 10.3% 
Blom 28% | | 30,958 953 | 4.9% | | 19,708 796 3. | 3.1% | | 9952 952 | 3.3% | 65, | 65.494 | | 60% | | 47.087 087 72% | | 9782 | 752 28% } sar 377 | 39% | | 54086 | 086 | 36% | } 197,908 | 903 | 69% | 74% 33,345 22,166 601 | on3et | 5.5% 


County 
Richmond 

fae 1.1% 16,347 2.6% 5,253 0.8% 3,455 1.2% 20,810 1.9% 15,727 24% 4,955 1.4% 20,507 2.1% 24,841 1.7% 63,882 2.2% 1.5% 8,816 1.7% 14,629 3.4% 214,492 2.0% 
Island 


Sai 4000, 17. | 17.0% 15. | 15.0% } sort 117 12. | 12.6% 46, 46,949 15. | 15.7% 151, 151,791 | 13. 13.8% | | et,037 037 12. | 124% | 39,709 | 709 11. 11.4% 12. | 125% | 177,662 | 662 | 11. | 11.9% | | 405.7 | 571 | 14. | 142% | 102,121 10. 105% 61,153 11.6% | 69,603 16.0% | 1 139.914 | 914 | 13.1% 


New York 

Counties 

North of 4,527 19.2% 10.3% 7.9% 25,792 8.6% 103,163 9.4% 47,950 7.3% 27,343 7.8% 81,769 8.2% 124,627 8.4% 287,157 | 10.0% 8.9% 9.8% 47,342 10.9% | 1,003,701 9.1% 
New York 

City? 


Nor worse | 66 | 3.608 | 698 36. | 36.9% | 207,590 590 | 326% | 6% | 296,333 | 333 46. 48.1% | 119,047 | 047 39. | 39.8% | | arr | 712 | 34. | 343% 220,748 | 746 33. | 33.8% | 103,547 | 547 29. 29.7% | 316,546 | 546 31. | 31.9% | 501, | 501,810, 33. | 337% | | 925,230 | 230 28.9% 9% | 269,510 27. | 278% 156,248 29.5% | 136,745 31.4% | 3, | 3,598,762, 762 | 32.3% 


Counties? 


TOTAL | 23,558 | 100.0% | 635,964 | 100.0% | 642,403 | 100.0% | 299,209 | 100.0% | 1,099,894 | 100.0% | 653,254 | 100.0% | 348,352 | 100.0% | 994,225 | 100.0% |1,487,869 | 100.0% | 2,858,780 | 100.0% | 968,665 | 100.0% | 529,081 | 100.0% | 435,573 | 100.0% | 10,973,827 | 100.0% 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2012-2016 5-Year Estimates. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning Products Program 
Notes: Regional totals are the sums of the first five rows; percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

1 Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 
4 Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Table 6A-2. Regional Study Area Jobs by NAICS Industry Categories (tabulated data associated with Figure 6-3 in Chapter 6, “Economic Conditions”) 


PROFESSIONAL, 
SCIENTIFIC, ARTS, 
FINANCE, MANAGEMENT, ENTERTAINMENT, 
AGRICULTURE, TRANSPORTATION INSURANCE, REAL | ADMINISTRATIVE, RECREATION, 
FORESTRY, FISHING AND ESTATE AND AND WASTE EDUCATIONAL, | ACCOMMODATION | OTHER SERVICES 
AND HUNTING, AND WHOLESALE WAREHOUSING, RENTAL AND MANAGEMENT HEALTH AND AND FOOD (EXCEPT PUBLIC PUBLIC TOTAL, ALL 
MINING CONSTRUCTION | MANUFACTURING TRADE RETAILTRADE | ANDUTILITIES | INFORMATION LEASING SERVICES _| SOCIAL SERVICES SERVICES ADMINISTRATION) | ADMINISTRATION INDUSTRIES 
REGION Racoon Core ooo acoso core Ce Enns % 

on aoe 19.7% 7% 240,705 785 | 43. | 43.8% 22. | 229% 103,390 | 330 | 30. | 30.8% 406,40 | 400 | 39. 302% | 277,525 525 | 41. 44.7% 196,285 285 | 52. | 527% 515275, 275 | 54. | 545% 654,630 | 630 | 47. | 47.9% | 1,152,925 | 152,325 | 45. | 45.0% | 447, | 47,925 | | 40.4% | 4% 225,535 535 | 40. | 40.9% 198,080 080 | 45. | 45.2% | 4579070 | 579,070 | 43.1% 


New York 

Manhattan 

Kings 

County 1,250 5.3% 57,740 10.4% 33,800 5.0% 22,475 6.7% 82,525 8.0% 64,595 9.7% 20,915 5.6% 48,310 5.1% 76,560 5.6% 289,815 | 11.3% 68,555 6.2% 48,160 8.7% 40,415 9.2% 855,115 8.0% 
Brooklyn 


cae 1,080 4. 4.6% | | 53.085 | 985 9. | 97% | | 29.800 | 830 4. | 44% | | 13.205 | 225 5. 5.4% | | 72.480 | 480 7. | 70% | 94.195 | 195 14. | 14.2% | | 13.495 | 495 3. | 3.6% | | 41,090 | ,090 4. } 43% | | 97.880, 650 4. 42% | | 198,760 | 760 7. | 78% 6,985 985 5. | 56% | 30,635 | 635 7. | 7.2% | | 39,365 | 365 9. | 0% | 778 775 6.8% 
in | 1.0% | 4910, 110 | 3% | } 10,560 560 1.6% } 9.250 | 250 28% | 37.400 | 400 | 36% | | 24,300 390 | 37% | | 6.250 250 1.7% | 19,156 155 20% | 23020 | 020 ie 158, | 158,905 | | 62% | | 27305 | 305 | 25% | } 21510 010 39% | 19375, 375 4a | 976.455 | 455 3.5% 
Richmond 

Island 

te dt 4360, 360 18.7%. 7% | 7915 915 14. 140% 12. 124% 12. | 12.5% 158,545 | 545 | 14. 148% | | 53,940 940 8% | 1% 29,790, 790 80% | 87,456 455 | 93% 10. | 10.4% | 337, | 337,590 | 13. | 132% | | 97860 | 850 | 88% | 60, 60,580, 11. 11.0% 39, 39,545 90% 11.4% 
New York 

Counties 

North of 17.8% 0.7% 7.7% | 51,325 15.3% 22,075 2.1% | 104,060 15.6% | 40,030 10.7% | 19,175 2.0% 53,715 3.9% 94,235 3.7% 22.1% | 77,335 14.0% | 49,855 11.4% 817,665 7.7% 
oe BRERSECECESERRCEECEEEECEEEE: 
peers ar | Y | 3070 | 070 34. | 345% | 178,275 | 275 32. | 32.4% | | 297,620 | 620 44. | 442% | 116,320 | 320 34. | 34.6% | | 360.460 | 450 | 34. | 348% 199,318 | 315 30. | 30.0% | 84.0 | 810 22. | 228% | 26. | 26.3% | 09,145 145 | 29. | 209% | | 742,120 | 120 | 29. Ea 22. | 223% | 146,035 | 035 26. | 28.5% | 126,575 | 575 | 289% 9% | 3,162, | 3.162905 29.8% 


Se ce eel eel ae ec et le oe oe lt ae cel eee) net cel 
TOTAL | 23,365 | 100.0% | 554,795 | 100.0% | 672,625 | 100.0% | 335,960 | 100.0% | 1,036,690 _| 100.0% | 665,100 | 100.0% | 372,395 | 100.0% | 944,905 | 100.0% |1,367,080_| 100.0% | 2,557,975 | 100.0% |1,108,540_| 100.0% | 551,695 | 100.0% | 438,240 | 100.0% | 10,629,365 _| 100.0% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau, American Community Survey 2012-2016 5-Year Estimates. Special Tabulation: Census Transportation Planning Products Program 

Notes: Regional totals are the sums of the first five rows; percentages may not sum to 100 percent due to rounding. 

1 Long Island counties include Nassau and Suffolk. 

2 New York counties north of New York City include Dutchess, Orange, Putnam, Rockland, and Westchester. 

3 New Jersey counties include Bergen, Essex, Hudson, Hunterdon, Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, Morris, Ocean, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, Union, and Warren. 

4 Connecticut counties include Fairfield and New Haven. 
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Appendix 6B, Economic Conditions: Existing Toll Rates 


Table 6.B-1. Three-Axle Truck Toll Rates in the Regional Study Area 


TOLL RATE TOLL RATE 
TOLLED FACILITY LOCATION JURISDICTION TOLL RATE (ALL TIMES TOLL RATE (PEAK PERIOD‘ OFF-PEAK PERIOD? TOLL RATE (OVERNIGHT? 
ee EE 
NA 


TUNNELS 
Queens-Midtown Tunnel NA 
Hugh L. Carey Tunnel NA 
Holland Tunnel $49.50 
Lincoln Tunnel $49.50 
BRIDGES a er ee | 2 | po 

Robert F. Kennedy Bridge NA NA 
Henry Hudson Bridge (Route 9A) No Trucks Allowed No Trucks Allowed 
Bronx-Whitestone Bridge NA NA 
Throgs Neck Bridge NA NA 
Verrazzano-Narrows Bridge NA NA 
Cross Bay Bridge NA NA 
Marine Parkway Bridge NA NA 
Bayonne Bridge $57.00 $49.50 
George Washington Bridge (|-95) $57.00 $49.50 
Goethals Bridge $57.00 $49.50 
Outerbridge Crossing $57.00 $49.50 
Mario M. Cuomo Bridge (|-287 $55.77 $27.89 
Newburgh-Beacon Bridge (I-84) N/A N/A 
Bear Mountain Bridge N/A N/A 
Mid-Hudson Bridge N/A N/A 
Kingston-Rhinecliff Bridge N/A SN/A 
ROADWAYS po EE 


I 
. . $3.66-$45.48 $3.48-43.21 $3.48-43.21 
New Jersey Turnpike (I-95) West of Manhattan through Several NJ Counties NJTA NA Dependent on distance Dependent on distance Dependent on distance 
Garden State Parkway south of Exit 105 West of Manhattan through Several NJ Counties NJTA NA $2.01-$5.88 $1 91-$5.58 $1 91-$5.58 
Dependent on distance Dependent on distance Dependent on distance 
New York State Thruway (I-87) Southern End at the Bronx/Yonkers City Line NYSTA NA $0.06-87.91 
Dependent on distance 


$0.06-$7.91 $0.06-$7.91 
Dependent on distance Dependent on distance 
Note: — Toll rates are for three-axle trucks, which represent a typical delivery vehicle to the Manhattan CBD. Facility operators have varied approaches to truck tolls, including variation by time of day and the number of axles. The detailed toll schedules for each tolling agency are provided on the following pages. 
Truck tolls vary by the number of axles, refer to the following tables for the full toll schedule by facility. 
1 Peak Hours on all tolled PANYNJ facilities are Weekdays 6-10am and 4-8pm, and Weekends from 11am-9pm; Peak Hours on the Mario Cuomo Bridge are weekdays 6-10am and 3pm-7pm; Peak Hours on all NJTA tolled facilities are 7am-9pm and 430pm-630pm Monday-Friday and all-day Saturday and Sunday 
2 Off Peak Hours on all tolled PANYNJ facilities are all 8pm-6am the following morning and 10am-4pm; Off Peak Hours on the Mario Cuomo Bridge are 7pm-6am the following morning and 10am-3pm; Off-Peak Hours on all NJTA facilities are 12am-7am, 9am-430pm, and 630pm-1159pm Monday -Friday 
3 On PANYNJ tolled facilities only, there is a special overnight toll rate for trucks- 10pm-6am on Sundays-Thursdays only 
NYCDOT = New York City Department of Transportation 
NYSDOT = New York State Department of Transportation 
TBTA = Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority 
NYSTA= New York State Thruway Authority 
NYSBA= New York State Bridge Authority 
NJTA= New jersey Turnpike Authority 
PANYNJ = Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
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Supporting Materials 


(for Section 6B — Existing Truck Toll Rates) 


1. MTA Bridges and Tunnels Toll Schedule 

2. Port Authority of New York and New Jersey Toll Schedule 

3. NewYork State Thruway Authority — Mario M. Cuomo Bridge Toll Schedule and New York State Thruway 
4. New York Bridge Authority 

5. Garden State Parkway — E-ZPass and Non E-ZPass 


6. New Jersey Turnpike — Class 2 through 8 Vehicles 


August 2022 


New Truck Toll Rates at MTA B&T Effective 


April 11, 2021 


Updated Mar 31, 2021 


New Commercial Vehicle/Truck Tolling Details 


New toll schedule for Commercial Vehicles/Trucks at MTA Crossings, starting April 11, 2021. Be sure to 


properly mount your E-ZPass tag to receive the best toll rate. 


Robert F. Kennedy, Bronx-Whitestone, Throgs Neck, and Verrazzano- 
Narrows Bridges and Queens Midtown and Hugh L. Carey Tunnels 


One Way Trip 


2 Axle (Class 4) $16.10 
3 Axle (Class 6) $26.46 
4 Axle (Class 7) $33.35 


5 Axle (Class 8) | $32.33 $43.69 
6 Axle (Class 12) $50.58 
7 Axle (Class 13) | $45.25 $62.12 


Tolls by Mail / non-NYCSC E-ZPass 
$20.35 
$33.51 
$41.89 
$55.05 
$63.43 
$78.98 


Extra Axle $7.56 $9.77 


https://new.mta.info/agency/bridges-and-tunnels/tolls-202 1/trucks 


$11.97 
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New Truck Toll Rates at MTA B&T Effective April 11, 2021 | MTA 


Cross Bay and Marine Parkway Bridges 


One-Way Trip 


Axles E-ZPass (NYCSC) Mid-Tier (NYCSC) Tolls by Mail / non-NYCSC E-ZPass 


2 Axle (Class 4) | $5.92 $8.05 $10.17 


3 Axle (Class 6) $13.23 $16.76 


4 Axle (Class 7) $12.40 


5 Axle (Class 8) $16.17 


6 Axle (Class 12) | $18.87 $25.29 $31.72 


7 Axle (Class 13) | $22.63 


Extra Axle $3.78 


Note: E-ZPass rates apply to New York Customer Service Center (NYCSC) E-ZPass customers only. NYCSC 
tags are issued by The Port Authority of New York & New Jersey, The New York State Thruway Authority and 
MTA Bridges and Tunnels and have tag numbers beginning with 004, 005, 008, 013 or 018. Non-NYCSC 
customers pay Tolls by Mail rates. 


The Authority reserves the right to determine whether any vehicle is of unusual or unconventional design, 
weight or construction and therefore not within any of the listed categories. The Authority also reserves the right 
to determine the crossing charge for any such vehicle of unusual or unconventional design, weight or 
construction. 


Only vehicles authorized to use parkways are authorized to use the Henry Hudson Bridge. An unauthorized 
vehicle using the Henry Hudson Bridge must pay the Marine Parkway-Gil Hodges Memorial Bridge rate. 


E-ZPass crossing charges apply to New York E-ZPass Customer Service Center customers only and are 
available subject to terms, conditions and agreements established by the Authority. 


2/3 


https://new.mta.info/agency/bridges-and-tunnels/tolls-202 1/trucks 3/3 


7/20/22, 4:53 PM Tolls 


NOTE: New bus toll rates effective January 2, 2022. Get more information about Bus toll 
rates. 


Or, visit our FAQs page to learn more about all toll rates. 

Toll Details 

All rates apply to the Lincoln & Holland tunnels, the George Washington, Bayonne & Goethals 
bridges, and the Outerbridge Crossing. Tolls are collected entering New York. No tolls are 
collected entering New Jersey. The Bayonne Bridge, Goethals Bridge, Outerbridge 
Crossing, Holland Tunnel, and George Washington Bridge are cashless and no longer 
accept cash toll payments. Learn more about cashless tolling. 

Peak Hours 

Weekdays: 6-10 a.m., 4-8 p.m. 

Sat. & Sun.: 11 a.m.-9 p.m. 


Off-Peak Hours 


All Other Times 


https://www.panynj.gov/bridges-tunnels/en/tolls.html 
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7/20/22, 4:53 PM 


Overnight Hours for Trucks 


Tolls 


Sundays-Thursdays, 10 p.m. until 6 a.m. the following morning 


ZO227eToOllsRates: 


g CASH TOLL/ 
S| VEHICLE REAR | #OF OFF-1 PEAK PEAK TRUCKS WEEKDAY TOLLS BY MAIL 
3] TPE WHEELS| AXLES HOURS HOURS OVERNIGHT HOURS ALL HOURS 
aa =o 
IMAUDESTHO DUE im | 2 $11.75 $13.75 NIA $16.00 
RECREATIONAL VEHICLES — 
WITH SINGLE REAR WHEELS rom! 
“AND NO ADD'L AXLES IN TOW) 
VEHICLES WITH 
DUAL REAR WHEELS a $36.00 $38.00 $33.00 $44.00 
2 4 i x 
ea, AS Bi oe ™ 
WITH DUAL REAR WHEELS) 
VEHICLES WITH | rs 
RENAMING Oe veHcLES = = pats |_| 3 $54.00 $57.00 $49.50 $66.00 
COME =O HOM 
VEHICLES WITH 
OR COMER ATER OF VEHICLES aaa, ya = a 4 $72.00 $76.00 $66.00 $88.00 
TOTALING FOUR AXLESt = 
VEHICLES WITH 
FIVE AXLES el) || $90.00 $95.00 $82.50 $110.00 
Sc hal mS 
VEHICLES WITH $108.00 $114.00 $99.00 $132.00 
AUT EAS Lobaatee opel a) | utp | Additional Axles | Additional Axles | Additional Axles Additional Axles 
VEHICLES TOTALING 10 y $18.00 each $19.00 each $16.50 each $22.00 each 
AT LEAST SIX AXLES! 
CLASS 1 A Hn NeTUDING $22.25 $24.25 $34.00 
Vee oS) WIHT TRAILER SES odio 3 | Additional Axles | Additional Axles NIA Additional Axles 
(MINIMUM THREE SINGLE pa -y & Up $10.50 each $10.50 each $18.00 each 
WHEEL AXLES) Onl) 
TWO AXLE BUSES ool 
AND MINI BUSES* =OmmON ee mis 9 $14.50 $17.00 N/A $27.00 
(SEATING CAP. = 10 OR MORE) fil Seer. i * ¥ 
2, ©) ‘0 
Mbuinieises | CPEEEe pooeere au $14.50 $17.00 NIA $27.00 
SRE ACINTOM __OONNNON FONRIONNON : 
MOTORCYCLE ots 2 $10.75 $12.75 N/A $16.00 
+ $8.25 $13.75 
a SEE PACS cai CLASS 1 VEHICLES 2 Additional Axles Additional Axles N/A N/A 
2 lie $10.50 each $10.50 each 
2 | © | sTATENISLAND BRIDGES PLAN* i i 
5 $6.88 if 3+ trips $6.88 if 3+ trips 
g ae ie 2 Itaken; $11.75 if only |taken: $13.75 if only 
Bla 1or2trips taken | 1 or2 trips taken N/A NIA 
5|¢ Additional Axles Additional Axles 
a $10.50 each $10.50 each 


tWhere the rear most axle of the motorized unit has dual rear wheels or super-single tires. 


*The Port Authority defines a bus as any vehicle with two or more axles designed with a 
seating capacity of ten or more persons, including the driver. This includes, but is not limited 
to: buses, mini buses, vans, and limos. Get more information about Bus toll rates. 


+Visit our E-ZPass page for plan descriptions, eligibility, and enrollment information. 


Please note all E-ZPass discounts apply to accounts at the E-ZPass New York and New Jersey 
Customer Service Centers only. 
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Note: The Carpool Plan is no longer available for use at the Bayonne Bridge, Goethals 
Bridge, Outerbridge Crossing, Holland Tunnel and George Washington Bridge. 


Cash toll collection and discount programs that require in-person administration by toll 
attendants, such as the Carpool Discount Program, have been temporarily reinstated at 
the Lincoln Tunnel. 


If you have unused Port Authority Scrip, click here for refund instructions. 


E-ZPass 


Get E-ZPass. It’s fast, easy and convenient. 


Learn More > 


Planned Weekly Construction 


Find out about planned construction at Port Authority Bridges & Tunnels. 


Learn More > 


Crossing Times 


View real-time traffic conditions at all Port Authority Bridges & Tunnels. 


Learn More > 


https://www.panynj.gov/bridges-tunnels/en/tolls.html 
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NEW YORK Thruway 


STATE OF 


OPPORTUNITY. Authority 


THRUWAY AUTHORITY REMINDS MOTORISTS TOLL ADJUSTMENT TAKES EFFECT ON GOV. MARIO M. 
CUOMO BRIDGE ON JAN. 1, 2022 


Toll Changes are Second Phase of Previously Approved Plan 
No Impact to 250,000+ Westchester and Rockland Residents in Bridge Discount Program 


40 Percent Commuter Discount Program on the Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge Continues for Qualified NY E- 
ZPass Customers 


No Impact for Thruway Customers Throughout the Rest of the State 


The New York State Thruway Authority is reminding motorists that the second phase of a toll adjustment on the 
Governor Mario M. Cuomo Bridge is set to take effect on Saturday, Jan. 1, 2022. Toll rates on the rest of the 
Thruway system remain the same as 2021. There is no impact to E-ZPass and Tolls by Mail customers outside of 
the Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge. 


“The Authority has been mindful of the need to keep tolls affordable for our motorists while ensuring that we have 
the necessary resources to invest in our network,” Thruway Authority Executive Director Matthew J. Driscoll 
said. “This is the second phase of our toll adjustment, and it’s worth noting the more than 250,000 Rockland and 

Westchester residents who were automatically enrolled in our Governor Mario M. Cuomo Bridge Resident Discount 
Plan will experience no change.” 


The New York State Thruway Authority Board of Directors in December 2020 unanimously approved the bridge toll 
adjustment and other tolling changes that support the statewide conversion to cashless tolling, which was 
substantially completed in November. The decision followed a lengthy public process that started in 2019 and 
featured statewide listening sessions held by the Toll Advisory Panel, three virtual public hearings, and 
consideration of more than 150 public comments and other feedback. 


The first phase went into effect on Jan. 1, 2021 - marking the first time Thruway tolls had been adjusted since 
2010. 


Passenger Car Toll Adjustment on Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge 


The passenger car toll adjustment for the Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge includes: 


e Beginning Jan. 1, 2022, increase NY E-ZPass rate by 50 cents to $5.75; 


¢ Beginning Jan. 1, 2022, increase Commuter E-ZPass rate by 30 cents to $3.45, which is 40 percent off the 
NY E-ZPass rate for passenger vehicles that opt into the program; and 

e No increase for the more than 250,000 Westchester and Rockland residents in the resident E-ZPass plan. 
Their tolls will remain flat at $4.75 in 2022. The program is available for passenger vehicles with a NY E- 
ZPass and have a vehicle registered in one of these two counties. 


PASSENGER VEHICLE TOLL SCHEDULE - GOV. MARIO M. CUOMO BRIDGE 


COMMUTER E- RESIDENT E- STANDARD NY E- OUT-OF-STATE E- TOLLS BY 
ZPASS ZPASS* ZPASS ZPASS MAIL 
Current $3.15 $4.75 $5.25 $6.04 $6.83 
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COMMUTER E- RESIDENT E- STANDARD NY E- OUT-OF-STATE E- TOLLS BY 
ZPASS ZPASS* ZPASS ZPASS MAIL 
2022 $3.45 $4.75 $5.75 $6.61 $7.48 


*Westchester/Rockland Co. residents who have a vehicle registered in one of these two counties. 
Commercial Vehicle Toll Adjustment on Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge 


The NY E-ZPass rates for commercial vehicles on the Gov. Mario M. Cuomo bridge will increase by 30 percent in 
2022, and more closely align with other major crossings in the New York metropolitan area. For example, the toll 
for a tractor trailer with 5 axles and a NY E-ZPass account will increase to $55.77 during peak hours in 2022, 
compared to $90 at the George Washington Bridge. 


Even with the phased-in adjustment, the commercial toll rate on the Gov. Mario M. Cuomo Bridge in 2022 will still 
be 38 percent less than the toll rate on the George Washington Bridge. 


COMMERCIAL VEHICLE TOLL SCHEDULE —- GOV. MARIO M. CUOMO BRIDGE CLASS 5H 
NY E-ZPASS PEAK NY E-ZPASS OFF-PEAK OUT-OF-STATE E-ZPASS TOLLS BY MAIL 


Current | $42.90 $21.45 $49.34 $55.77 


2022 $55.77 $27.89 $64.14 $72.51 


https://Awww.thruway.ny.gov/news/pressrel/2021/12/2021-12-20-gmmcb-toll-increase.html 


Kingston 


___|Berkshire spur 
Canaan 


| 24 [Alban 
Schenectady E. 


30 |Herkimer 


Albany 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll | 0.27 _| 
__IGANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.22 | 


New York State Thruway 
Toll Schedule 2021 


Class 2L New York E-ZPass 


2.04 | 1.38 | 071 | 18 | 
2.72 | 2.06 | 1.40 | 069 | 19 | 
347 | 251 | 184 | 113 | 044 | 20 | 
3.73 | 3.07 | 240 | 169 | 1.01 | 057 | 21 | 


fer ee 

5.53 | 487 | 4.20 | 349 | 280 | 236 | 180 | 132 | BI 
5.91 | 5.25 | 458 | 387 | 318 | 274 | 218 | 170 | 038 | B2_ 
6.32 | 566 | 499 | 428 | 359 | 345 | 259 | 211 | 079 | 041 | BS 
467 | 401 | 3.34 | 263 | 195 | 151 | 0.94 | 046 | 097 | 135 | 176 | 22 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


| 0.00 |it get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


| 0.00. |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


pase [aes [ ooe [ose [27 
eae [20] ae [oon 


3.31 | 316 | 265 | 227 | 173 | 099 | 059 | 31 | 
-s7e | 363 | saz | 274 | 220 | 146 | 06 | o<7 [ESQ 


ace [ase [ae [090 | oe (iE 
2.95 | 254 | 195 | 148 | 107 | 0.67 | 344 _ 


__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|0.11._| 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.18 | 


40 |Weedsport 
Waterloo 
44 |Canandaigua 


. | 42 | 
2.26 | 161 | 088 | oss | 43 | 
| 257 | 192 | 119 | 090 | 031 | 44 | 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Rochester E. 1-490 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


ra Rochester I-390 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


48 [Batavia 
49 Depew 


i 
No i a's 

| 56 |Blasdll 

60 [Westfield 


052 | 48 | 

1.04 | 0.52 | 48A | 
1.73 | 1.21 | 0.70 | 49 | 
1.87 | 1.35 | 0.83 | 0.14 | 


0.69 | 

| 1.71 | 258 | 1.41 | 1.02 | 0.55 [597] 
248 | 2.35 | 218 | 1.79 | 132 | 0.77 | 60 _| 
2.97 | 284 | 267 | 2.29 | 181 | 126 | 0.49 | 


498 | 4.32 | 366 | 295 | 226 | 182 | 125 | 078 | 129 | 167 | 208 | 0.31 | 23 | 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 2L 


Vehicles are those with two axles anda 
height of less than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $0.62 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.15 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


___|Berkshirespur_ 
Canaan 


| 24 |Alban 


Schenectady E. 


30 Merkimer 


Cannons 


Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.41 | 
___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.41 _| 
SSICANTEY Fiz toll 035 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 3L New York E-ZPass 


| 205 | 103 | 17 | 
422 | 319 | 216 | 106 | 19 | 


490 | 3.88 | 285 | 1.75 | 068 | 20 | 
5.77 | 475 | 372 | 262 | 156 | 087 | 21 
651 | 5.49 | 4.46 | 3.36 | 2.29 | 161 | 0.74 | 218 | 


| 0.00 | If get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


If get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.16 | 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.28 | 


44 |Canandaigua 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Rochester E. I-490 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


ra Rochester I-390 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Leroy 1-490 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
Se Blundell 


60 |Westfield 


48 
1.60 | 0.00 |Ta8Aq 
2.68 | 108 | 1.08 [49 
2.09 | 1.29 | 0.21 


1.29 


1.07 | 0.26 | 060 |[S7Al) 


265 | 2.44 | 218 | 158 | 084 | 59 | 
3.84 | 3.64 | 3.38 | 2.78 | 204 | 119 | 60 _| 
460 | 440 | 424 | 354 | 280 | 196 | 0.76 


a4 | 327 | 253 | 
96a | 8.66 | 7.63 | 653 | 5.46 | 478 | 3.00 | 347 | 122 | 064 | BS 
7.23 | 621 | 518 | 408 | 301 | 233 | 146 | 0.72 | 141 | 200 | 263 | 22 _ 
7.71 | 669 | 5.66 | 456 | 350 | 281 | 194 | 120 | 189 | 248 | 312 | 048 | 23 | 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 3L 


Vehicles are those with three axles anda 
height of less than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $0.86 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.24 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 4L New York E-ZPass 


6 
| 244 | 1.22 | IT | 
3.74 | 263 | 131 | 18 | 

| 5.00 | 3.79 | 257 | 1.26 | 19 | 


5.81 | 460 | 3.38 | 207 | 081 | 20 _ 
21 (Catskill 6.85 | 5.64 | 442 | 31 | 185 | 104 | 21 | 
21B 


21 
218 
___|Berkshire spur 


7.72 | 651 | 5.29 | 398 | 272 | 191 | 087 | 2B | 
ails oe eee eeeree 


10.01 | 8.80 | 7.57 | 627 | 5.01 | 420 | 316 | 228 | BI 
10.71 | 9.50 | 8.27 | 697 | 5.71 | 489 | 386 | 208 | 070 | B2_ 


11.46 | 10.25 | 9.03 | 7.72 | 646 | 5.65 | 461 | 3.74 | 145 | 0.75 | BS 
esa | 7.37 | 614 | 484 | 358 | 277 | 173 | 085 | 165 | 235 | 310 | 22 
915 | 7.94 | 672 | 5.41 | 415 | 3.34 | 230 | 143 | 222 | 292 | 368 | 057 | 23 | 


|__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.49 | 

Alban 

| _|GANTRY - Fixed toll — | 0.49 | | 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| _|GANTRY - Fixed toll — | 0.41 | | 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


31 
32 |Westmoreland-Rome 


Canastota 


Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll___|_0.19 | 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.33 _| 


| 42 | 

4.16 | 2.95 | 162 | 1.07 | 43 | 
44 |Canandaigua | 473 | 353 | 219 | 164 | 057 | 44 | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.32 _| 

__|GANTRY - Fixed toll___| 0.94 _| 

46 [Rochester 1-390 

__IGANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 1.32 _| 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 


4.05 | . 
zm | 7.43 | 650 | 5.79 | 481 | 346 | 271 | 163 | 077 | 33_ 
8.43 | 815 | 7.22 | 651 | 553 | 418 | 343 | 295 | 149 | 072 | 34 
967 | 9.39 | 846 | 7.75 | 677 | 5.42 | 467 | 359 | 273 | 196 | 1.24 | 34A_ 


_57 |Hamburg 
60 |Westfield 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $1.00 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing 
* Toll will be credited $0.28 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 4L 


Vehicles are those with four axles anda 
height of less than 7'6" 


the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 


Interchange 


___|Berkshire spur 


| 24 |Alban 


Schenectady E. 


30 Merkimer 


Cannons 


Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.53 _| 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 0.53 _| 
SSICANTEY —Tized toll ot 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 2H New York E-ZPass 


263 | 132 | 17 | 
404 | 2.73 | 141 | 18 | 
5.40 | 4.09 | 277 | 136 | 19 | 


6.27 | 497 | 365 | 224 | 088 | 20 _ 
7.39 | 609 | 4.77 | 336 | 200 | 122 | 21 | 


8.34 | 7.03 | 5.71 | 4.30 | 294 | 206 | 0.94 | 218 | 


ee einer arr ene 
10.77 | 9.47 | 8.15 | 674 | 5.37 | 450 | 338 | 244 | BI 
1153 | 10.22 | 8.90 | 7.49 | 613 | 5.25 | 


| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_0.21._| 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 0.35 _| 


44 |Canandaigua 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Rochester E. I-490 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


ra Rochester I-390 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Leroy 1-490 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
Se Blundell 


60 |Westfield 


12.34 | 11.03 | 9.71 | 8.30 | 6.94 | 607 | 495 | 400 | 157 | 081 | B3_ 
| 9.26 | 7.95 | 663 | 5.22 | 386 | 298 | 186 | 092 | 175 | 250 | 332 | 22 | 
4.48 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 2H 


Vehicles are those with two axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $1.05 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.30 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


___|Berkshire spur 


| 24 |Alban 
Schenectady E. 


m1 
8 
9AlLittle Falls 

———— 


Cannons 


Syracuse I-481 


44 |Canandaigua 


Rochester E. I-490 


ra Rochester I-390 


Batavia 
| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
Se Blundell 


60 |Westfield 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 
| _|GANTRY - Fixed toll 
— - Fixed toll 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll___|_0.36_| 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_0.61_| 


__|GANTRY - Fixed toll___| 0.59 | 
___|GANTRY - Fixed toll | 1.74 | 
__IGANTRY - Fixed toll__| 2.46 _| 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 3H New York E-ZPass 


| 452 | 2.27 |TaTy 
6.94 | 470 | 2.42 | 18 | 
| 9.29 | 7.04 | 4.77 | 2.34 | 19 | 
10.79 | 8.54 | 6.27 | 385 | 151 | 20 | 
12.72 | 10.47 | 820 | 5.77 | 343 | 193 | 21 
14.34 | 12.09 | 9.82 | 7.39 | 5.05 | 3.55 | 162 | 21B | 
ee) 


18.19 | 15.94 | 13.67 | 11.25 | 8.01 | 7.40 | 548 | 386 | BI 
20.89 | 18.64 | 16.37 | 13.95 | 11.61 | 10.10 | 8.17 | 6.55 | 270 | 140 | BS 
15.02 | 13.67 | 11.40 | 8.98 | 664 | 5.13 | 3.21 | 158 | 268 | 397 | 5.37 | 22 
16.99 | 14.74 | 12.47 | 10.04 | 7.70 | 6.20 | 427 | 265 | 3.74 | 5.04 | 6.44 


| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


7.90 7.38 


228 | 876 | 7.03 
paxas [aoe {90s [77a {san [eso | 200 
bes | eet anes warns | a [eet ca 
1431 | 13.79 | 12.06 | 10.75 | 8.93 | 6.41 | 5.03 | 3.03 | 142 | 33_ 

15.65 | 15.13 | 13.40 | 12.09 | 10.27 | 7.75 | 6.37 | 437 | 276 | 134 | 34 _ 


15.13 


17.95 | 17.43 | 15.70 | 14.39 | 12.57 | 10.05 | 8.67 | 6.66 | 5.06 | 3.64_ 


77 | sas | 301 | 199 [430 
a7e | 654 | 407 | 305 | 106 | 440) 


ross | oss [san | 779 | ear | ant | 108 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 3H 


Vehicles are those with three axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $1.47 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.52 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


___|Berkshire spur 


| 24 |Alban 
Schenectady E. 


26 
8 
9AlLittle Falls 


31 
32 |Westmoreland-Rome 
3 


3 


Canastota 


Syracuse I-481 


| _|GANTRY - Fixed toll 
| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 4H New York E-ZPass 


498 | 250 | 17 | 
10.24 | 7.76 | 5.25 | 258 | 19 | 

11.90 | 9.42 | 6.91 | 424 | 166 | 20 | 
14.02 | 1154 | 904 | 636 | 3.78 | 212 | 21 
ane ee enna) 


20.34 | 17.86 | 15.35 | 1268 | 10.10 | 8.44 | 632 | 453 | BI 
21.77 | 19.29 | 16.78 | 14.11 | 1153 | 987 | 7.75 | 5.96 | 143 | B2_ 
23.31 | 20.83 | 18.33 | 15.65 | 13.07 | 11.41 | 9.29 | 7.50 | 297 | 154 | BS 
17.55 | 15.07 | 1257 | 9.90 | 7.32 | 5.66 | 353 | 175 | 323 | 466 | 6.20 | 22 | 
18.73 | 16.25 | 13.75 | 11.07 | 849 | 683 | 471 | 292 | 440 | 5.83 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


| 0.00 It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| 0.00 It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


12.44 | a7 | 996 | 851 | 651 | 3.73 | 221 | 31 | 
14.20 | 13.63 | 11.72 | 10.28 | 828 | 5.50 | 308 | 177 | 32 _ 
15.77 | 15.20 | 13.29 | 11.85 | 9.85 | 7.07 | 555 | 3.34 | 157 | 33_ 

17.25 | 16.68 | 14.77 | 13.33 | 11.32 | 255 | 7.02 | 401 | 305 | 148 | 34 _ 
19.78 | 19.21 | 17.30 | 15.86 | 13.86 | 11.08 | 956 | 735 | 558 | 401 | 253 | 34A | 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll |_ 0.39 _ 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
___|GANTRY - Fixed toll |_ 0.67 __ 

cere ener 


= 


40 |Weedsport 
44 Canandaigua —_ 


1.11 
2.46 | 
6.31 | 
8.50_| 


6.04 | 
968 | 7.21 | 449 | 337 | 147 | 44 | 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll | 0.65 


Rochester E. I-490 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


| 46 [Rochester I-390 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll | 2.71 __ 
ea caeaas 


ee) 
48 [Batavia 
| 49 Depew 


Buffalo 1-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
| 56 |Blasdell 


Eden-Angola 


Silver Creek 
Dunkirk-Fredonia 
| 60 | Westfield 


9.33 | 883 | 820 | 674 | 495 | 200 | 60 | 
iia | 10.68 | 10.04 | 59 | 680 | 475 | 185 | 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 4H 


Vehicles are those with four axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $1.90 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.57 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 5H New York E-ZPass 


0. 
___|Berkshire spur 


[J GANTRY - Fixed toll | 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
Schenectady E. 
aa GANTRY - Fixed toll 1.13 | 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


5A 
6 


7 | 3.35 | 258 | 27 | 
Fultonville 5.30 | 453 | 195 | 28 | 
Canajoharie 8.01 | 7.24 | 466 | 271 | 29 | 
A |Little Falls 


Utica 
Westmoreland-Rome 


76 | 10. 6.46 | 
13.82 | 13.05 | 10.47 | 252 | 5.81 | 2.06 | 
| 16.81 | 16.04 | 13.46 | 11.51 | 8.80 | 5.05_ 
| 21.32 | 20.55 | 17.97 | 16.02 | 13.31 | 9.56 
| 22.55 | 


Ge 


to [a }Ga a [a |S fr fry fry ftv | 
BBS /AlSiLlsS 


| 2.99 | 
| 5.38 | 
23.32 | 11.55 | 9.49 | 
26.74 | 25.97 | 23.30 | 21.44 | 18.73 | 14.98 | 12.92 | 


Canastota 
Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll | 0.53_| 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__|_0.91_| 


Ge 


0.20 | 37_| 

oso | 049 | 38 | 
3.33 | 40 | 

701 | 368 | 41 

| ess | 520 | 152 | 42 | 

1150 | 217 | 44s | 2.96 | 

44 |Canandaigua 13.08 | 9.75 | 607 | 4.55 | 


__|GANTRY - Fixed toll___| 0.88 _| 
___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 2.60 _| 
46 [Rochester 1-390 

__|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 3.66 _| 


Leroy 1-490 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
| 56 |Blasdell 
7 |Hamburg 


3.50 | 282 | 196 | 57A | 
592 | 524 | 439 | 242 | 58 | 


60 |Westfield 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 5H 


Vehicles are those with five axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $2.57 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 


* Toll will be credited $0.77 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


___|Berkshire spur 


| 24 |Alban 
Schenectady E. 


30 Merkimer 


Cannons 


Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll___|_ 0.66 _| 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll |_ 1.13 | 


44 |Canandaigua 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Rochester E. I-490 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


ra Rochester I-390 


__IGANTRY - Fixed toll__|_ 4.54 | 


Leroy 1-490 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
Se Blundell 


60 |Westfield 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 
| _|GANTRY - Fixed toll 
— - Fixed toll 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 6H New York E-ZPass 


17.15 | 13.00 | 8.80 | 432 | 19 | 
26.49 | 22.33 | 18.14 | 13.66 | 9.33 | 6.55 | 3.00 | 21B | 


SiS eres eee 

33.98 | 29.83 | 25.63 | 21.15 | 16.83 | 14.05 | 10.49 | 7.50 | BI 
36.38 | 32.22 | 28.03 | 23.55 | 19.23 | 16.44 | 12.89 | 9.89 | 240 | B2_ 
38.96 | 34.81 | 30.62 | 26.14 | 21.81 | 19.03 | 15.47 | 12.48 | 408 | 259 | BS 
29.41 | 25.26 | 21.06 | 16.59 | 12.26 | 9.48 | 5.92 | 203 | 5.32 | 7.74 | 10.30 | 22 _ 


31.38 | 27.23 | 23.03 | 18.55 | 14.23 | 11.45 | 7.89 | 490 | 7.28 | 968 | 12.27 | 197 | 23 | 


| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 


| 993 | a97 | 5.77 | 3.36 | 29 | 
14.58 | 13.62 | 10.42 | 2.01 | 4.65 | 29A | 
17.14 | 16.18 | 12.98 | 10.56 | 7.21 | 256 | 30_| 
| 20.84 | 19.88 | 16.68 | 14.27 | 10.01 | 6.26 | 370 | 31_| 
23.80 | 22.84 | 19.64 | 17.23 | 13.87 | 9.22 | 6.66 | 296 | 32 _ 
26.43 | 25.47 | 22.27 | 19.86 | 16.50 | 11.85 | 9.20 | 5.59 | 263 | 33_ 
28.01 | 27.95 | 24.75 | 22.33 | 18.97 | 14.32 | 11.77 | 8.06 | 5.10 | 247 | 34 _ 
33.15 | 32.19 | 28.00 | 26.58 | 23.22 | 18.57 | 16.01 | 12.31 | 9.35 | 672 | 425 | 34A_ 


4313 | 40 | 
10.58 | 6.45 | 188 | 42 | 

14.25 | 10.12 | 5.56 | 3.67 | 43 | 
16.21 | 12.09 | 7.52 | 5.64 | 196 | 44 | 


| 47 | 
326 
pes2_| sae (id 


ra. 
[8.50 | 


11.76 


rise [are [aoa [aus | 20 | os [SO 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 6H 


Vehicles are those with six axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $3.09 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $0.96 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


___|Berkshire spur 


| 24 |Alban 
Schenectady E. 


30 Merkimer 


Cannons 


Syracuse I-481 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 2.00 _| 
SSICANTEY —Fized toll 7.60 


New York State Thruway 


Toll Schedule 2021 
Class 7H New York E-ZPass 


| 9.96 | 5.00 | 17 | 

15.31 | 10.35 | 5.34 | 18 | 
| 23.79 | 18.83 | 13.82 | 8.48 | 3.32 | 20 | 
28.03 | 23.07 | 18.07 | 12.72 | 7.56 | 4.25 | 21 
31.60 | 26.65 | 21.64 | 16.30 | 11.14 | 7.82 | 3.57 | 21B | 
eri err 


| 40.52 | 35.56 | 30.56 | 25.21 | 20.06 | 16.74 | 12.49 | 8.92 | BI 
43.38 | 38.42 | 33.42 | 28.07 | 22.91 | 19.60 | 15.35 | 11.78 | 286 | B2_ 
46.47 | 41.51 | 36.50 | 31.16 | 26.00 | 22.68 | 18.44 | 14.86 | 5.95 | 3.09 | BS 
35.10 | 30.14 | 25.14 | 19.79 | 1463 | 11.31 | 7.07 | 349 | 632 | 918 | 12.26 | 22 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll__| 2.00 | 


| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
| 0.00 |It get on or off at 25A Toll credit will be applied. 
1.14 


asa | 26 _ 
EE 
17.40 | 16.26 | 12.44 | 9.56 | 555 | 29A | 
20.45 | 19.31 | 15.49 | 12.61 | 860 | 3.05 | 30 __ 
24,86 | 23.72 | 19.91 | 17.02 | 13.02 | 7.47 | 4.42 | 31 _| 
| 28.40 | 27.26 | 23.44 | 20.56 | 16.55 | 11.00 | 7.95 | 353 | 32 _ 
26.58 | 23.69 | 19.69 | 14.14 | 11.09 | 667 | 3.14 | 33_| 

| 34.49 | 33.35 | 29.53 | 26.65 | 22.64 | 17.09 | 14.04 | 9.62 | 6.09 | 295 | 34 
39.55 | 38.41 | 34.59 | 31.71 | 27.71 | 22.16 | 19.11 | 14.69 | 11.16 | 8.02 | 5.07 | 34A | 


___|GANTRY - Fixed toll___|_0.79 | 
35 |SyracuseE. | 
__|GANTRY - Fixed toll |_ 1.34 | 


44 |Canandaigua 


1.01 ; 
| 2.22 | 1.93 | 1.20 [739 | 
492 | 40 | 
| 10.37 | 5.45 | 40 
12.62 | 7.70 | 2.25 | 42 | 


17.00 | 12.08 | 6.63 | 438 | 43 | 
19.35 | 14.42 | 8.98 | 6.73 | 234 | 44 | 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Rochester E. I-490 


| _ |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


ra Rochester I-390 


| |GANTRY - Fixed toll 


Leroy 1-490 


Batavia 


| 49 | Depew 


Buffalo I-290 


Erie Section 
No. |Interchanges 
Se Blundell 


60 |Westfield 


a 


(ae.6s | 17.65 | 16.9 | 13.48 | 990 | 5.20 [60N 
22.35 | 21.35 | 20.08 | 17.17 | 13.59 | 9.49 | 3.69 _ 


37.45 | 32.49 | 27.48 | 22.14 | 16.98 | 13.66 | 9.42 | 5.84 | 8.66 | 1152 | 1461 | 2.35 | 23 | 


EFFECTIVE 
01/01/2021 


Class 7H 


Vehicles are those with seven axles anda 
height of more than 7'6" 


Note: The above tolls for B1, B2 and B3 include a $3.66 surcharge for any trip on the controlled system that includes crossing the Castleton-on-Hudson Bridge. 
* Toll will be credited $1.14 if entry or exit point is at 25A. 


Toll Rates | New York State Bridge Authority 


Current Toll Schedule 
Toll rates apply to all five spans operated by the New York State Bridge Authority: 
The Bear Mountain, Newburgh-Beacon, Mid-Hudson, Kingston-Rhinecliff, 
and Rip Van Winkle bridges. 
Rates are in effect from May 1, 2022 through April 30, 2023. 


As part of a four-year, phased-in toll revision that started in 2020, rates will be increasing for a final time on May 
1, 2023. Click here to view upcoming rate changes. 


Vehicle Description Eze 
asa $1.55 $2.00 


(Cars, Pick-ups & Motorcycles) 2 axles, Less than 7 foot, 6 Inches (7' 6") 


Commuter Plan $1.30 N/A 
(Passenger vehicles only, minimum of 17 trips each month) Plus you get a $0.25 
discount off the regular E-ZPass rate! 


https://nysba.ny.gov/toll-rates 


1/4 


Toll Rates | New York State Bridge Authority 


Class 2 
2 axles, more than 7 foot, 6 Inches (7' 6") 


Commercial Vehicles 


2 axles 


3 axles 


4 axles 


5 axles 


6 axles 


Extra axle(w/class 1) 


Extra axle(w/classes 2-6) 


https://nysba.ny.gov/toll-rates 


$5.70 


$5.70 


$8.55 


$11.40 


$14.25 


$1710 


$1.20 


$2.85 


$7.00 


$7.00 


$10.50 


$14.00 


$17.50 


$21.00 


$1.50 


$3.50 
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2022 Toll Rates - Garden State Parkway / E-Zpass 


Peak periods are 7:00 am - 9:00 am, 4:30 pm - 6:30 pm Monday - Friday, all day Saturday and Sunday. 


Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 Bus Class B2. Bus Class B3 
xc) 
xe) 
2G o Obs Se oa one 
7 s > R= ge w@e w@e 
eee eae oe 58 @ see ges ges ees 8 8 
11 Barriers 2 oo = SES GES Ges GES a a 
23 Ramps = so 3 72a 723 723 > 2a x x 
os S QE Qe Qe Bee < < 
88 a 258 258 258 258 n a 
as & ah ee a > ees les 
< 
N 
*Pascack Valley | : $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
*Bergen NB y $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
$1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.98 $1.96 $2.94 $3.92 $4.90 $5.88 $1.18 $1.77 
$1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$1.34 $2.79 $4.02 $5.46 $6.91 $8.55 $1.67 $2.42 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
*Union NB 142.7 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53) 
*Raritan SB 125.4 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
125.0 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
117.1 $0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
118.6 $0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
113.6 $0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
110.3 $0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
106.5 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 


ks Registered 10,000 Ibs or more (6 tires or 3-or-more-axles) prohibited north of Interchange 105. 


$1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.98 $1.96 $2.94 $3.92 $4.90 $5.88 $1.18 $1.77 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 
$0.98 $1.96 $2.94 $3.92 $4.90 $5.88 $1.18 $1.77 
Barnegat SB 68.9 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
New Gretna NB 53.5 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
Somers PointSB 30.2 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 
Great Egg SB 28.8 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 


19.4 $1.96 $3.92 $5.88 $7.83 $9.79 $11.75 $2.35 $3.53 


Cape May NB 
iidwosd | 3.8 $0.67 $1.40 $2.01 $2.73 $3.46 $4.28 $0.84 $1.21 


* E-Zpass Off Peak Discount available for Heavy Trucks Registered 10,000 Ibs or more (6 tires or 3-or-more-axles) only. 


2022 Toll Rates Garden State Parkway 


Truck Discount Off-Peak E-Zpass 
Peak periods are 7:00 am - 9:00 am, 4:30 pm - 6:30 pm Monday - Friday, all day Saturday and Sunday. 


Class 1 Class 2 Class 3 Class 4 Class 5 Class 6 Bus Class B2_ Bus Class B3 
xo) 
xe) 
5 ray o @ one One ox 
PLAZA / RAMP B 58 A g gas gas Ses 2 g 
11 Barriers a omy = g Sls & Sls & ols a a 
23R Ss lara a o > D5 > D5 > 25 cd z 
‘amps Oo Ss = OE oQE O2QE a a 
Ae a zt Xoo Xoo Xoo q D 
& oO ® o ILO ILO ILO ” ae 
= = + te) © 
< 
N 
*Pascack Valley : $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 3/35) 
ipa : $0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
*Bergen NB 160.5 $1.96 S372 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
$1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
$0.67 OLS) $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
$0.67 OuL.2s) $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
$0.98 $1.86 $2.79 $3.72 $4.65 $5.58 $1.12 $1.68 
$1.96 $372) $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
$0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
$1.34 $2.65 $3.82 $5.19 $6.56 $8.13 $1.59 $2.29 
$0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
$1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
*Union NB 142.7 $1.96 Saez) $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
*Raritan SB 125.4 $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 


$1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 

$0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 

$0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 

edd $0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
eae ae 84.7 $0.98 $1.86 $2.79 $3.72 $4.65 $5.58 $1.12 $1.68 
Basie > Ol 77.9 $0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
F Ri 75.3 $0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 
Warsow | 70.4 $0.98 $1.86 $2.79 $3.72 $4.65 $5.58 $1.12 $1.68 
Barnegat SB 68.9 $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
New Gretna NB 53.5 $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
$ Poit $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 

Great Egg SB 28.8 $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
Cape May NB 19.4 $1.96 $3.72 $5.58 $7.44 $9.30 $11.16 $2.24 $3.35 
i ( 3.8 $0.67 $1.33 $1.91 $2.60 $3.28 $4.07 $0.80 $1.15 


* E-Zpass Off Peak Discount available for Heavy Trucks Registered 10,000 Ibs or more (6 tires or 3-or-more-axles) only. 


12. 13 13A y y 18W 19W 
23.70 
21.79 
20.70 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


iss Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off- Pe: 


10.30 
9.48 
9.01 


29.60 
26.89 
25.54 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
INJ E-Z Off-Peak 

Interchange 19W is E-ZPass Only 

If a U-Turn is made, the ticket is lost, or is presented beyond 20 hours of issuance, then the highest toll for the class will be charged upon exiting the roadway (N.J.A.C.19:1.19(H)) 

Senior and Green Vehicle Discount is 10% off the NJ E-ZPass Off-Peak fare, rounded to the nearest $0.01 (Penny) 


13° 13A 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 


NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 


E-Zpass 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass OfF-P. 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass OfF-P. 


19.99 
18.99 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


10.40 
9.48 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass OfF-P. 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


' t SeSe : ‘ 4 ‘ ‘ : 


a 


Interchange 19W is E-ZPass Only 
If a U-Turn is made, the ticket is lost, or is presented beyond 20 hours of issuance, then the highest toll for the class will be charged upon exiting the roadway (N.J.A.C.19:1.19(H)) 
Senior and Green Vehicle Discount is 10% off the NJ E-ZPass Off-Peak fare, rounded to the nearest $0.01 (Penny) 


PAYMENT METHOD [Jl 5 ; Tc 13° 13A y 15X 18w 19W 


[Cash : . ; ; i g E : 5 : i 5 5 E i : 5 i E i : : 59.90 
E-Zpass E 3 [23.13 K i ; Z ; 38 [ 31.52 | 34. E E i . 17 [ 53.36 | 46. : . E ; 34.65 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak ; ; : i : : ; i k i i i i 5 . ' j . ; ; i [ j 51.91 
23.70 
21.79 
20.70 
19.50 
17.93 
17.03 
16.05 
14.73 
14.00 
12.15 
11.28 
10.72 


29.60 
26.89 
25.54 


11.75 
10.87 


ast 


Interchange 19W is E-ZPass Only 
If a U-Turn is made, the ticket is lost, or is presented beyond 20 hours of issuance, then the highest toll for the class will be charged upon exiting the roadway (N.J.A.C.19:1.19(H)) 
Senior and Green Vehicle Discount is 10% off the NJ E-ZPass Off-Peak fare, rounded to the nearest $0.01 (Penny) 


11 ‘ ‘i 18W 19W 
(Cash ; ; . : : : i 80 | 41.45 
E-Zpass ! ; E 90 | 26.27] 28: 5 63 | 37.81 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak ! : ; i : . 95 35.92 


69.70 
63.66 
60.48 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
“ash 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


9.70 
8.91 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


9.70 
E-Zpass .77 | 55.83 | 50.94 | 46.92] 43.42 | 47. 39.45 [ 37.39 | 34. 57 | 29.93 | 27.04 : : 8.91 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak : 5 ; y : 5 : 52 | 32. . : : E E : 58] 8.47 
(Cash ; : 80/53. ; : : i ; 3 i : E : : 15 | 11.75 
E-Zpass 68 | 57.63 | 52. i ; . E . ; ! 5 : c ; E 15 | 10.87 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


s Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 


= 


If a U-Turn is made, the ticket is lost, or is presented beyond 20 hours of issuance, then the highest toll for the class will be charged upon exiting the roadway (N.J.A.C.19:1.19(H)) 
Senior and Green Vehicle Discount is 10% off the NJ E-ZPass Off-Peak fare, rounded to the nearest $0.01 (Penny) 


17 18E 18W 19W 
79.65 
E-Zpass : : ; . ; ; i . : .09 | 43.83 | 48. g g ; : g g : . ; 5 22.17 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 
E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 
E-Zpass 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


40.90 | 40.90 
37.39 | 37.39 


ass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 


S 19.99 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 50. : : . ‘. i y E . ! A : . z f , 18.99 


NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


E-Zpass 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


S 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 


(Cash 

E-Zpass 

NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak 
Interchange 19W is E-ZPass Only 
If a U-Turn is made, the ticket is lost, or is presented beyond 20 hours of issuance, then the highest toll for the class will be charged upon exiting the roadway (N.J.A.C.19:1.19(H)) 
Senior and Green Vehicle Discount is 10% off the NJ E-ZPass Off-Peak fare, rounded to the nearest $0.01 (Penny) 


E-Zpass : ; ! 54.85] 53. . 87 | 43.83 | 40. 78 | 32.3 5 5 63 | 29.26 | 32.3 5 z 
NJ E-Zpass Off-Peak . . : } . : : 5 i : 


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 7, Parks and 
Recreational Resources: 
Documentation Related to 
Section 6(f) of the Land and 
Water Conservation Fund Act 


August 2022 


Appendix 7, Parks and Recreational Resources: 
Documentation Related to Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 


April 23, 2020 


Diana Carter 

Director of Planning 

Alternate State Liaison Officer 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
625 Broadway 

Albany, NY 12207 


RE: Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund (LWCF) Act 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York County, New York 
Central Park LWCF Grants: 36-00427 (Wollman Ice Rink Improvement); 36-00830 
(Central Park Pond Rehabilitation); 36-01015 (Rehabilitation of Rumsey Playground) 


Dear Ms. Carter: 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), together with the New York State Department of Transportation 


(NYSDOT) and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the 
Project Sponsors), are progressing a program of variable tolls for vehicles entering or remaining 
in the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) in New York, New York, known as the CBD 
Tolling Program (the Project). The Project purpose is to implement a vehicular tolling program to 
reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


In April 2019, the New York State Legislature passed the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility 
Act to implement the CBD Tolling Program. As established in the legislation, the Project would 
allow TBTA to toll vehicles that enter or remain in the Manhattan CBD, which the legislation 
generally defines as the area of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street and exclusive of 
the West Side Highway/Route 9A and Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive. After covering TBTA’s 
Project-related capital and operating expenses, the revenue collected would fund projects in the 
MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program. 


Central Park is at the northern boundary of the Manhattan CBD where the Project would be 
implemented. The City of New York has received funding through the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act (LWCFA) for Central Park; thus, the park is a Section 6(f} resource. 


Enclosed is documentation describing the proposed activities in Central Park that would be 
implemented under the Project. As stated, small pole-mounted tolling system equipment is 
proposed at three locations just inside Central Park near 59th Street and at two locations on the 
sidewalks abutting the park. Based on the information provided, the Project Sponsors 
recommend that the proposed infrastructure and equipment, as well as associated construction 
activities within Central Park would not result in a conversion of parkland. We respectfully 
request concurrence by the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic 
Preservation that the proposed work within Central Park does not constitute a Section 6(f) 
conversion. 
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Thank you for your assistance. Please contact Catherine Leslie at 518-485-9449 if you have 
any questions or need additional information. 


Sincerely, 

— a . 
Angele J rcchiile 
Angelo Trichilo, PE 4-23-2020 


Deputy Chief Engineer 
Acting Director, Office of Environment 


AT/cl/bb 
Encl: CBD Tolling Program Section 6(f) Project Information 


cc: R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
W. Albert, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreno, TBTA 
|. Benjamin, NYSOPRHP 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
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Appendix 7, Parks and Recreational Resources: 
Documentation Related to Section 6(f) of the Land and Water Conservation Fund Act 


May 6, 2020 


VIA EMAIL AND REGULAR MAIL 

New York State Department of Transportation 

c/o Angelo Trichilo, PE, Acting Director, Office of Environment 
50 Wolf Road 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York County, New York 
Central Park LWCF Grants: 36-00427 (Wollman Ice Rink Improvement); 36-00830 (Central 
Park Pond Rehabilitation); 36-01015 (Rehabilitation of Rumsey Playground) 


Dear Angelo Trichilo, 


The NYS Office of Parks, Recreation, and Historic Preservation is in receipt of the April 23, 2020 


letter from the NYS Department of Transportation (NYS DOT) requesting review of the Manhattan 
Central Business District Tolling Program for compliance with the provisions of the Land and Water 
Conservation Fund Act under 54 U.S.C. 200305 (formerly Section 6(f) of the LWCF Act of 1965). 


OPRHP is the State agency designated by the Governor as liaison to the National Park Service 
(NPS), within the Department of the Interior (DOI), for purposes of administration and compliance with 
the LWCF Act, as amended. This Act provides that lands developed with LWCF assistance shall be 
maintained in public outdoor recreation use in perpetuity, and shall not be converted to other than 
public outdoor recreation use (known as an “LWCF conversion’), except with approval of the 
Secretary of the Interior, delegated to the Director of the NPS. 


The City of New York received the above-referenced LWCF grants for development of recreation 
facilities at Central Park in Manhattan. As such, the boundaries of Central Park as defined at the time 
of original grant constitute an LWCF recreation area, subject to the compliance requirements of that 
Act. 


It is the understanding of this office that CBD Tolling Project activities within Central Park are 
intended to prevent the vehicles using the park from entering the Manhattan CBD without paying the 
CBD toll. Our office has reviewed the activities proposed in the documentation dated April 23" and 
has provided determinations concerning the below: 

installation of pole-mounted tolling system equipment at three locations inside Central Park 

and at two locations on sidewalks abutting the Park; 

utility and communications connections to poles via conduits laid in trenches dug to the 

nearest utility access point; and, 

potential impacts to access by the public to outdoor recreation facilities within Central Park. 
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It is the opinion of this office that the pole-mounted equipment would not remove any part of the 
LWCF recreation area from outdoor recreation use or impede recreational activities and, therefore, 
does not constitute an LWCF conversion as defined in LWCF State Assistance Program Federal 
Financial Assistance Manual, Volume 69 (“LWCF Manual”) Chapter 8-E, pursuant to 36 CFR 59.3. 


It is the opinion of this office that the construction activities for the trenching and laying of conduits are 
permissable under LWCF Manual Chapter 8-E(2)(a). So long as these activities are completed within 
six months, and the lands impacted are returned to original surface condition, they will not trigger a 
conversion pursuant to LWCF Manual Chapter 8-E. 


Lastly, it is the opinion of this office that the implementation of the CBD Tolling Program is intended to 
collect tolls from vehicles exiting the park and entering the tolling district that lies south of Central 
Park. Tolls will not be collected from vehicles entering Central Park from the tolling district and will not 
impede access by the public to the outdoor recreation facilities offered within the LWCF protected 
area. 


Therefore, this office concludes that the project as presented and reviewed will not adversely affect 
LWCF protected lands within New York City’s Central Park. 


Sincerely, 


Ly Cake? 


Diana Carter 


LWCF Alternate State Liaison Officer 
Division of Environmental Stewardship and Planning 


W. Albert, NYS DOT 

|. Benjamin, NYS OPRHP 
W. Carry, NYC DOT 

A. de Cerrefo, TBTA 

R. Epstein, NYS DOT 

C. Leslie, NYS DOT 

J. Schneider, TBTA 

L. Wright, NYS OPRHP 


Appendix 7-4 August 2022 


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 8, Historic and 
Cultural Resources: Section 106 
Finding Documentation 


August 2022 


@ New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Bldg. 


Suite 719 

Albany, NY 12207 

ohana June 21,2022 518-431-4127 
Federal Highway 518-431-4121 (fax) 
Administration NewYork.fhwa@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPD-NY 


Ms. Catherine Leslie 

Director, Environmental Impact Statements 
& Special Projects Bureau 

NYSDOT Office of Environment POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: Section 106 Consultation- FHWA Effects Determination 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Leslie, 


Please reference your letter dated June 21, 2022, requesting our review and concurrence that the 
requirements of CFR 36 Part 800 and 23 CFR 774 have been met for the subject project. The 
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New 
York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), collectively, are proposing to undertake 
the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (THE CBD Tolling Program or the 
Project). As a project requiring Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project 
is an undertaking subject to review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
(NHPA) of 1966, as amended, and its implementing regulations, CFR 36 Part 800. 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) has reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 
106 Finding Documentation, which was also provided to the SHPO, Tribal Nations, and other 
Consulting Parties for review and comment. 

The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in 
changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have No Adverse Effect 
on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated April 18, 
2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). No 
comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting Parties. The 
comments provided and subsequent revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement poles within Central 
Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of the poles on 
East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the 
April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not 
changed. 


Given the addition of the signage which was not included in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed 
Final) Section 106 Finding Document, an additional opportunity for review and comment was 
provided to the SHPO, Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties based on the new 
information related to the addition of the signs to the two replacement poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation was also updated to include the renderings and a 
description of the signage and revisions based on comments received from Consulting Parties. 
Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage 
would not alter character-defining features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. 
Therefore, the Finding Documentation continues to recommend a No Adverse Effect 
determination for the CBDTP. 


Based on the Federal Highway Administration review of the provided documentation and 
consultation with the Tribal Nations, the SHPO, and other Consulting Parties, the FHWA 
concurs and determines that the proposed project will have No Adverse Effects on Historic 
Properties. 


If you have any questions, please contact me at (518) 431-8880. 


Sincerely, 

ROBERT M Digitally signed by ROBERT M 
DAVIES 

DAVIES Date: 2022.06.21 15:28:26 -04'00' 


Robert Davies 
Project Delivery Engineer, Team Leader 


ce: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
M. Pavlik, FHWA 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 21, 2022 


Via email 

Monica Pavlik 

FHWA Major Project Oversight Manager 
12300 W. Dakota Avenue, Suite 180 
Lakewood, CO 80228 


RE: Section 106 Effect Determination 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Pavlik: 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), 
collectively, are proposing to undertake the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). As a project requiring Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project is an undertaking subject to 
review under Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA) of 1966, as 
amended, and its implementing regulations, 36 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Part 
800: Protection of Historic Properties. 


A Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation was prepared for the 
Project. The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
not result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties 
for listing in the National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking 
would have No Adverse Effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 
§800.4(d)(1). 


On April 12, 2022, the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation was 
provided to the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) via the Cultural 
Resource Information System (CRIS) and to Consulting Parties via email. On April 13, 
2022, the document was provided to the Tribal Nations by FHWA. 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 


concurred with the recommended finding of No Adverse Effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022 (attached). 
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Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). 
No comments were received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting 
Parties. 


Subsequently, additional information regarding proposed signage in Central Park was 
provided to the Tribal Nations on June 1, 2022, and to SHPO and the other Consulting 
Parties on June 3, 2022. The Stockbridge-Munsee Community Historic Preservation 
Office concurred with the finding of No Adverse Effect in an email dated June 1, 2022. 
In an email response on June 10, 2022, the NYC Parks acknowledged the need for the 
signs in Central Park and requested that the back of the signs be painted the same 
color as the poles and equipment. The Project Sponsors committed to painting the back 
of the signs as requested. The SHPO, NPS, and New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission concurred with the recommended finding in correspondence 
dated June 16 and 17, 2022 (see attached). 


Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation were made 
based on the comments received from the Consulting Parties. Responses to comments 
made by the Consulting Parties with specific reference to revisions to the Finding 
Documentation are provided in the attached Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions 
were not substantive and did not alter the recommended finding. With those revisions, 
the Finding Documentation is considered final (See attached) and will be distributed to 
the SHPO, Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties for their records. 


Based on the enclosed documentation and consultation with the SHPO, Tribal Nations, 
and Consulting Parties, the NYSDOT respectfully requests that the FHWA issue a 
finding of No Adverse Effect and a determination that the requirements of 36 CFR Part 
800 have been met for this undertaking. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 
Sincerely, 

2 ‘aes ’ sab 

Catherine Leslie 

Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 
CL/Ib/bb 


Encl: Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project, April 18, 
2022 letter from SHPO to NYSDOT 


FHWA to Tribal Nations Stockbridge-Munsee signs_5 31 22, email from 
Stockbridge Munsee to FHWA 


CC: 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, June 16, 2022 letter from 
SHPO to NYSDOT 


CBDTP - Section 106 Consultation - Proposed Signage in Central Park, June 17, 
2022 email from NPS to NYSDOT 


Central Business District Tolling, June 17, 2022 memo from NYC LPC to 
NYSDOT 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (June 2022) 


R. Davies, FHWA (w/ encl.) 

A. Price, FHWA (w/ encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/ encl.) 

O. Brazee, SHPO (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 
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1. Project Description 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA)—an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA)—the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York City 
Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) are the Project Sponsors for the Manhattan Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project), in New York County, New York. In 
cooperation with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) as the lead Federal agency, the Project 
Sponsors are preparing an Environmental Assessment (EA) in accordance with the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA).1 The EA will analyze the potential effects of implementing a program to reduce 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 


The Project Sponsors are seeking approval for the Project from FHWA under its Value Pricing Pilot Program 
(VPPP), which is a Federal action subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, 
as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. FHWA will 
comply with Section 106 concurrent with its NEPA review. This document summarizes the assessment of 
effects on historic properties, as identified through the Section 106 process, in consultation with the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 


1.1 PROJECT OVERVIEW 


The purpose of the Project is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will 
generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into the FHWA’s VPPP. 
As defined for this Project, the Manhattan CBD, which encompasses all of Lower Manhattan and Midtown 
Manhattan (Figure 1a), consists of the geographic area of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street to 
the extent practicable, but not including the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and West Side 
Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery Park underpass and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street (the West Side Highway/Route 9A). This area is characterized by 
traffic congestion and delays that slow travel and jeopardize the vitality of the Manhattan CBD and 
surrounding region. 


1 In April 2019, the New York State Legislature passed legislation to implement a congestion reduction program in the 
Manhattan CBD, known as the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act (the Traffic Mobility Act). This Act exempts the Project 
from the requirements of the New York State Environmental Quality Review Act, New York City Environmental Quality 
Review, the New York City Uniform Land Use Review Procedure, and any other local law of the City of New York of like or 
similar effect. 
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Note: The MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act defines the Manhattan CBD 
as the area south of and inclusive of 60th Street but excluding 
the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive 


Manhattan Central Business District 
CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1a 


1.2 PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 


The EA will evaluate two alternatives: the No Action Alternative (in which the CBD Tolling Program is not 
implemented) and a build alternative, the CBD Tolling Alternative (in which a congestion pricing program, 
the CBD Tolling Program, is implemented). This assessment is based on the activities and scope of work 
proposed for the Project’s build (CBD Tolling) alternative. The No Action Alternative would not result in any 


physical changes to the environment. 


1.2.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD. The No Action Alternative would not involve the installation of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment in and near the Manhattan CBD and no subsurface disturbance would occur. 


1.2.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


122.1 Overview 

The CBD Tolling Alternative would implement a vehicular tolling program to reduce traffic congestion in 
the Manhattan CBD. After covering Project-related capital and operating expenses, the revenue collected 
would fund projects in the MTA 2020-2024 Capital Program and successor programs. 


With the CBD Tolling Alternative, TBTA would toll vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD via 
a cashless tolling system. At this time, the Project Sponsors consider vehicles that remain in the Manhattan 
CBD to be those that were not detected entering but must have been remaining in the Manhattan CBD 
since they were detected leaving. The CBD Tolling Alternative would include tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment to detect vehicles. This would include poles and mast arms, akin to those used 
for streetlights and traffic lights today; tolling system equipment housed in enclosures; and signage similar 
in size and character to signs already present throughout Manhattan. Tolling system equipment would 
include reader and meter cabinets and cameras. The following sections describe proposed locations for the 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment and the types of infrastructure and equipment. 


1.2.2.2. Location of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 

The new tolling system would include detection points that would identify all vehicles entering or leaving 
the Manhattan CBD as well as verification points at certain locations along the West Side Highway/Route 
9A and the FDR Drive.” Attachment 1 provides a listing of the detection point locations. The poles for the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would be within the existing transportation right-of-way and would typically be at 
locations where standard poles are currently installed or would replace existing poles with new poles that 
are up to about 20 feet from the current location. In some locations, new poles would be installed where 


no poles currently exist. Where appropriate, tolling system equipment would be mounted on existing 


2 Tolls would be charged for entering or remaining in the Manhattan CBD; detection points at exit locations would aid in 
identifying vehicles that have remained in the Manhattan CBD. Verification points along the West Side Highway/Route 9A 
and FDR Drive would be used to ensure that vehicles that remain on these roadways without entering the Manhattan CBD 
do not pay a toll. 
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infrastructure (e.g., under pedestrian walkways and existing overhead sign infrastructure). At the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel, the existing tolling equipment would be used. 


Based on preliminary design, tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed at the 
following locations: 


e Near the 60th Street boundary to the Manhattan CBD, generally between 60th and 61st Streets. These 
detection points would be on all southbound and northbound roadways. This would include four new 
poles at three detection point locations close to 59th Street on the three access roads in Central Park 
that connect to or are near 59th Street (Central Park South). 


e At the exits from and entrances to all East River bridges (Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan Bridge, 
Williamsburg Bridge, Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, other than the ramp to 62nd Street) and tunnels 
under the jurisdiction of the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ; the Holland and 
Lincoln Tunnels) that connect to the Manhattan CBD. This would include detection points on the ramps 
leading to and from the bridges and tunnels as well as detection points on the East River bridge 
structures over land. At the TBTA tunnels that connect to the Manhattan CBD (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
and Queens-Midtown Tunnel), existing open-road tolling infrastructure would be used. 


e Along the FDR Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A to identify vehicles that travel along those 
routes without entering the Manhattan CBD. These highway detection points would also aid in 
identifying vehicles that travel to locations on the east side of the FDR Drive (e.g., the Waterside 
apartment complex) and on the west side of the West Side Highway/Route 9A (e.g., Battery Park City 
or Hudson River Park) so that those vehicles are tolled. 


1.2.2.3 Types of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 

At each detection point, cameras and E-ZPass readers would be installed on tolling infrastructure in an 
arrangement that would allow capture of vehicle information from all traffic lanes. The proposed tolling 
system equipment would be clustered into single enclosures to reduce its visual impact. These enclosures 
would house the license plate reader cameras, illuminators, and antenna in a single unit comparable in size 
and mass to traffic control devices currently used throughout the area of visual effect. The cameras 
included in the array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination at night to allow images 
of license plates to be collected without visible light. 


Different tolling infrastructure would be used, depending on location, to minimize the Project footprint and 
reflect the existing setting (see Figure 1b through Figure 1e). Attachment 2 provides visual simulations that 
depict the existing (No Action) conditions compared to the build (CBD Tolling) alternative. The visual 
simulations depict the types of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment that would be mounted 
on new poles, and directly on bridge and tunnel structures. Based on preliminary design, the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would include the following: 
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POLE, CLUSTERS, AND MAST ARM 
The diagram below isolates the separate components 
within each typical tolling checkpoint. 


DIAGRAM LEGEND 


(Pole and pole attachments are to be color matched 
to existing pole or surrounding context 


{)) Equipment attached directly to the poles are to 
be color matched to the pole 


!) Side-Fire Clusters are to be color matched to 
the pole 


{9} Overhead equipment to be specified color, 
independent of the mast arm 


Note: Colors on diagram are for illustrative purposes only. 
All tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
would be color-matched to correspond 
to the surrounding context. 
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NOTE: Detection equipment shown here is for illustration 
purposes only. Cluster and camera numbers and placement 
are determined by number of lanes in the road, roadwidth, 


and location. 


Typical Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 


Figure 1b 
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Pole Configurations 


CBDTP POLE CONFIGURATIONS 


MODIFIED M-2A - SIDEFIRE MODIFIED M-2A - 20" MAST ARM 


MODIFIED M-2A - 35’ MAST ARM MODIFIED M-2A - 50" MAST ARM 


Typical Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 
CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1c 
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Overhead Lane Cluster 


Typical Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 
CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1d 
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CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Side-Fire Cluster 


Actual image of CBDIP side-fire cluster 


Window 


ANTENNA 


ANGLED ILLUMINATOR ON 
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Typical Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 


Figure 1e 


e Modified NYCDOT M-2A poles at the curbside. NYCDOT uses octagonal poles (“M-2A” poles) 
throughout New York City for traffic signals and streetlights. The CBD Tolling Alternative would install 
new poles that are similar in appearance to standard M-2A poles but would be larger in diameter 
(potentially up to 14 inches in diameter rather than 8.5 inches) to meet the critical structural 
performance requirements for mast-arm configurations. The modified M-2A poles would have larger 
foundations than a standard M-2A pole. The CBD Tolling Alternative would install modified M-2A poles 
at locations where standard poles are currently installed, replace existing poles with new poles that are 
up to about 20 feet from the current location, and install new poles at locations where no poles are 
currently installed. From these poles, a new mast arm (similar to the mast arms that support traffic 
signals throughout New York City) would extend 20 to 50 feet over the roadway with tolling system 
equipment mounted on it. If an existing pole also supports a streetlight, then a streetlight would be 
provided on the replacement pole as well. The tolling system equipment mounted on mast arms would 
collect vehicle information from multiple lanes beneath the mast arm. 


e “Side fires” at the curbside. In certain locations, tolling system equipment would be mounted on a 
standard M2-A pole without a mast arm, referred to as a “side fire.” The side fire equipment would 
collect vehicle information from a single lane. Typically, this would occur at locations where a mast arm 
would be on one side of the street and a side fire on the other side of the street to allow full coverage 
of all lanes of the street. The CBD Tolling Alternative would install new poles in certain locations and 
use existing poles in others. 


e Equipment mounted on overhead sign structures and pedestrian bridges. Along the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive, detection points would be mounted on existing overhead sign 
structures and pedestrian bridges. Some overhead structures would be strengthened to carry the 
additional load. 


e Equipment mounted on existing bridge and tunnel structures. On the Brooklyn Bridge, Manhattan 
Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge, and potentially at the Lincoln and Holland 
Tunnels, tolling system equipment would be mounted to existing overhead sign structures and/or 
existing structural elements (e.g., girders, walls) of the structures. In addition, on the Manhattan Bridge, 
a new overhead steel girder supporting tolling system equipment would be installed above the 
westbound inner roadway, supported on the existing steel framing that once supported an upper-deck 
roadway (removed in the mid-20th century) between the westbound inner roadway and the outer 
roadways. Poles with mast arms that would be mounted on the new girder would capture traffic on 
the outer roadways. Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would also be mounted 
directly on the structural elements of the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and the High Line and could also 
be mounted on structural elements at the Lincoln Tunnel. At the Brooklyn Bridge, Williamsburg Bridge, 
and Holland Tunnel, no new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be mounted 
directly on these historic structures. 


e Existing open-road tolling equipment at TBTA tunnels. At the TBTA tunnels that connect to the 
Manhattan CBD (Hugh L. Carey Tunnel and Queens-Midtown Tunnel), existing open-road tolling 
infrastructure would be used. 
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The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would use existing or new underground 
connections to utility and communications networks, to receive power and system connectivity. At 
locations where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment are installed within any components of 
the street, additional trenching up to depths of approximately 2 feet below grade could be required for 
utility and communications connections. At those locations where new connections are needed, trenches 
would be dug from each pole to the nearest utility access point and conduits would be laid in the trenches. 
Once the new connections are installed, the trenches would be covered and returned to their original 
condition. All pavement and surface materials would be replaced in kind and any new curbs and/or new or 
reconstructed median surfaces would involve in-kind replacements. Some Project components would be 
constructed on at-grade slabs or require minimal (less than 2 feet) excavation or other in-kind replacement, 
including but not limited to: equipment cabinets, new utility connections, splice boxes, pull boxes, electrical 
line boxes, landscaping, etc. 


The Project Sponsors are coordinating with PANYNJ regarding potential use of property controlled by 
PANYNJ associated with the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels for tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment. This would allow the Project Sponsors to eliminate several detection points on local streets 
near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels. As described above, tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment could be mounted on structural elements at the Lincoln Tunnel, but no new tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be mounted directly on structural elements of the 
Holland Tunnel. This document conservatively evaluates detector point locations on local streets near the 
Lincoln and Holland Tunnels as well as on PANYNJ property. 


The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment have been designed to minimize their visual impact, 
by using existing infrastructure as much as possible and coordinating the appearance of new infrastructure 
and equipment with the existing street furniture palette. The color of poles, cabinets, and tolling system 
equipment would be consistent and would match existing light pole colors. Supports, fasteners, and other 
hardware would also be designed to be minimally visible. In all cases, the Project Soonsors would avoid the 
removal of street trees for pole placement to the maximum extent feasible and practicable. 


Figure 1b through Figure 1e illustrate the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. In 
general, tolling system equipment that would be mounted directly to poles, to mast arms extending from 
poles, or directly on existing bridges and tunnels would be of a small size. Overhead lane clusters with 
camera and EZ Pass readers would typically measure approximately 2’-6” in length by 1 foot in height x 
approximately 2-3 feet in depth (see Figure 1d). Sidefires that would be mounted on poles typically measure 
10” x 14” x 39” (as depicted in Figure 1e). Associated meter cabinets and toll equipment cabinets would 
have approximate dimensions of 18” x 30” x 18” and 44” x 29” x 25” respectively. Attachment 2 provides 
visual simulations of the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in the study area. 
Attachment 3 contains a plan for each location. 
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1:3 AREA OF POTENTIAL EFFECTS 


On October 28, 2021 the NYSDOT Office of Environment submitted the Cultural Resources Screening 
Report prepared for the Project, which describes the proposed Area of Potential Effects (APE). In 
accordance with 36 CFR Section 800.4(a)(1), an APE was defined for the Project based on proposed work 
activities associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative and the potential to affect historic properties, 
including potential direct and indirect effects caused by the construction and operation of the Project. The 
APE for the Project was based on a proposed scope of work that includes: 


e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city streets and 
other at-grade roadways, including poles in new locations and replacement poles in the same locations 


e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly on bridge and 
tunnel structures 


On November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with the APE (see Attachment 4, “Correspondence”). The APE 
consists of noncontiguous areas representing the areas of potential direct and indirect effects associated 
with the installation of new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment (Figures 2 through 8). 


2. Steps Taken to Identify Historic Properties 


Historic properties include any district, site, building, structure or object listed in or eligible for listing in the 
National Register of Historic Places (NRHP) (36 CFR § 800.16(I)(1). 


2.1 ARCHAEOLOGICAL RESOURCES 


The October 2021 Cultural Resources Screening Report included an archaeological assessment conducted 
to assess the potential presence of archaeological resources that could be affected by the CBD Tolling 
Program. Although ground disturbance associated with proposed pole installations is limited within each 
of the areas, for potential locations of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in city streets, 
the archaeological assessment defined an Archaeological Study Area that conservatively included the entire 
block and streetbed where potential tolling equipment and related infrastructure could be installed, 
including lanes designated for automobile, bicycle, bus, or pedestrian use; sidewalks; and, where 
applicable, center medians. The Archaeological Study Area also included locations near bridges and tunnels 
and within Central Park in areas where new poles and/or other tolling infrastructure would be placed at 
depths greater than 2 feet. 


The archaeological assessment documented previous disturbance; identified ground-disturbing activities 
associated with the Project; assessed archaeological sensitivity based on the results of previous 
archaeological investigations in the area; reviewed previously reported archaeological sites as identified in 
the New York State Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS); assessed the presence of historic period 
cemeteries; and reviewed historical maps to determine the presence of map-documented structures. 
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The analysis of archaeological potential conducted for the Archaeological Study Area identified extensive 
prior disturbance associated with historic landscape modification and construction of existing 
transportation facilities and existing utilities. The archaeological analysis concluded that all of the streets 
included within the Archaeological Study Area (including roadbeds, sidewalks, and, where applicable, 
center medians) have been disturbed in association with road construction (including grading) and 
maintenance; the construction and demolition of buildings (including those with excavated basements) and 
structures such as bridges and tunnels; the installation of utility lines (including sewer, water, electric, gas, 
and telecommunications lines, among others), hydrants, manholes, vaults, connections, and other 
infrastructure; or other development-related disturbance. Those locations where map-documented 
structures (i.e., buildings observed on historical maps) were observed within streetbeds were also 
determined to be heavily disturbed and therefore unlikely to contain archaeological resources at a depth 
of 2 to 8 feet (or up to 12 feet in limited locations) that would be disturbed for the Project. 


The assessment concluded that the extent of this prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological 
potential such that the presence of intact archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the 
Archaeological Study Area. Therefore, there are no archaeological concerns for the Project due to the low 
potential for the presence of intact archaeological resources and no archaeological survey was 
recommended. In correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with this 
recommendation (Attachment 4). In comments dated January 13, 2022, the New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission (LPC) concurred with the finding and indicated that there are no further 
archaeological concerns (Attachment 4). The October 2021 Cultural Resources Screening Report was 
provided to the four Federally-recognized Native American tribes on October 28, 2021. The Stockbridge- 
Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic Preservation Extension Office indicated on October 13, 2021 that they had 
no concerns with the Project (Attachment 4). 


2.2 ARCHITECTURAL RESOURCES 


The October 2021 Cultural Resources Screening Report identified known historic properties within the APE. 
No architectural survey was recommended. In correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO 
concurred with this recommendation (Attachment 4). 


Information on resources listed in or determined eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places 
(NR) was collected from the New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation’s (OPRHP) 
Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS). The National Park Service’s list of National Historic Landmarks 
(NHLs) was also reviewed. In addition, properties LPC has designated (or considered eligible for such 
designation) as individual New York City Landmarks and Scenic Landmarks (NYCLs) or New York City Historic 
Districts (NYCHDs) were identified. 


An updated review of CRIS identified 45 historic properties within the APE (Table 1). The properties consist 
of architectural resources, including buildings, structures and districts. 
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3. Evaluation of Project Impact on Identified Historic 
Properties 


A description of the historic architectural properties in the APE and discussion of the Project’s effects on 
those properties are provided below. Table 1 lists the historic properties in the APE and indicates changes 
that would occur as part of the Project. Figures 2 through 8 map these resources. Historic properties in the 
Direct Effects portion of the APE are also further described in this section. 
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Table 1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes 


STATUS & 
REF. SIGNIFICANCE 
NO.! ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION CRITERIA2:$ CHANGES 
Minor changes — 
Constructed in 1901-1908, the Ed Koch NR-Listed, C installation of tolling 


Ed Koch Queensboro 
Bridge 


Manhattan Bridge* 


South Street Seaport 
Historic District and 
Extension 


Holland Tunnel 


Tribeca North Historic 
District (NR) 


Tribeca North Historic 
District (NYCHD) 


Tribeca West Historic 
District 


American Thread 
Building 


Whitehall Building 


Queensboro Bridge is a two-span, through 
cantilever truss bridge spanning the East River 
from Manhattan to Queens. 


This steel suspension bridge spanning the East 
River from the Lower East Side of Manhattan to 
Brooklyn opened in 1909; it is supported by two 
steel towers and includes a stone colonnade at 
the Manhattan approach. 


The South Street Seaport Historic District and 
Extension contains the largest concentration of 
early 19th century commercial buildings in New 
York City. 


Opened in 1927, the Holland Tunnel is the first 
subaqueous tunnel in the world; its two tubes 
carry traffic to and from Manhattan and New 
Jersey below the Hudson River. 


This district is defined by many large warehouse 


buildings constructed mostly between 1880 and 
1910. 


This district is defined by commercial buildings 
constructed between 1860 and the 1920s, row 
houses from the early 19th century, as well as 

office, garages, institutional, and civic buildings 
constructed from after the Civil War to 1931. 


This 11-story, Renaissance Revival-style 
commercial building faced in brown brick was 
constructed from 1894 to 1896 and designed by 
architect, William B. Tubby. 


This 20-story, Beaux Arts-style building was 
designed by architect Henry Hardenbergh and 
completed in 1904. The 31-story addition was 
designed by the architectural firm Clinton and 
Russell and built in 1908. The building has a 
stone base with brick cladding above. 


NR-Eligible, 


A&C 


NYCHD 


NR-Eligible, 
A&C 
NYCHD 


NR-Listed, 
A&C 


equipment on bridge 
structure 
NYCL (Attachment 3, p. 63) 
No adverse effect 
Minor changes - 
installation of steel girder 
with tolling equipment 
(Attachment 3, p. 64) 
No adverse effect 
Minor changes — 
NR-Listed, installation of a pole with 
equipment cabinet in a 
parking lot. Minor change in 
setting 
NYCHD (Attachment 3, p.60) 
No adverse effect 
No physical changes to 
iinet etfachlfo: Miran 
change in setting 
NHL (Attachment 3, p. 44) 
No effect 
Minor changes - installation 
of one new pole with mast 
arm with tolling equipment 
in location of existing 
sidewalk light pole. Minor 
change to setting 
(Attachment 3, p. 44) 
No adverse effect 


No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 


No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new 
pole with mast arm with 

tolling equipment on 
adjacent sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 47) 
No effect 


NR-Eligible, C 


NYCL 
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Table 1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 


REF. 
NO.' 


10 


12 


13 


14 


15 


16 


NR STATUS & 
SIGNIFICANCE 
ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION CRITERIA? 3 CHANGES 


No physical changes. Minor 
Constructed in 1930 as a skyscraper clubhouse, change to setting — new pole 
Bowntownathiatc the Downtown Athletic Club was designed by with mast arm with tolling 
Club Building Starrett & Van Vleck. The Art Deco-style NYCL equipment on sidewalk on 
building features irregular massing and mottled same block 


orange brick cladding. (Attachment 3, p. 47) 
No effect 


NReListed No physical changes. Minor 
LISLE, h ee 

A 32-story, Art Deco-style skyscraper designed A&C i ate ine 
by Starrett & Van Vleck and constructed from 


21 West Street 1929 to 1931, the building is faced with tan and gaia on 
dark-brown brick. NYCL (Attachment 3, p. 47) 
No effect 


No physical changes. Minor 


NR-Eligible, h to setting - | 
Constructed in 1933, the Morgan General Mail A Ae ° i Aor toling e 


U.S. Post Office - Facility is a 6- to 10-story building built in the Art equipment on adjacent 


Morgan General Mail | Deco style. The building’s exterior is faced in sidewalks 
Facility limestone block on the lower levels with brick (Attachment 3 
above. NYCL-Eligible op. 39, 43) 

No effect 


No physical changes. No 
physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new pole 
406-426 West 31st Constructed in 1914, the 16-story building is NR-Eliaible with mast arm with tolling 
Street? symmetrically fenestrated and faced in brick. g equipment on sidewalk on 
adjacent sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 37) 
No effect 


The 6- and 10-story, Art Deco-style building was NR-Listed, No physical changes or 
U.S. General Post built in 1933 under the design of architect James A&C changes to immediate 


Office A. Wetmore. The building is faced in granite setting 
ashlar. NYCL No effect 


Pennsylvania Railroad | Built between 1904 and 1908, the North River No physical changes or 
North River Tunnel Tunnel carries train traffic in two tubes beneath NR-Eligible, changes to immediate 
(used by Amtrak and | the Hudson River between Penn Station New A&C setting 

NJ TRANSIT) York and New Jersey. No effect 


No physical changes. Minor 
NR-Eligible change to setting - new pole 
St. Michael's Roman Completed in 1907, the complex includes a with mast arm with tolling 


Romanesque-style church, school, convent, and 
Catholic Church : equipment on adjacent 
Complex? 5 rectory. The complex was designed by sidewalk 


Napoleon LeBrun & Sons. NYCL-Eligible (Attachment 3, p. 35) 


No effect 
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16 


17 


18 


19 


20 


21 


22 


23 


24 


Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 


NR STATUS & 
SIGNIFICANCE 
ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION CRITERIA? 3 


Completed in 1927, the 19-story building was 
designed by architects Parker & Shaffer and 
clad in tan brick. 


Master Printers 
Buildings 


NR-Eligible 


NR-Eligible 
NR-Listed, 
A&C 


NR-Eligible, 
A&C 


The C-shaped building was constructed in 1923. 
The Neo-Classical style building rises 13 stories 
and is clad in red brick. 


Webster Apartments? 


Designed by architect Chester J. Storm and 
constructed from 1926 to 1927, the 17-story 
building contributes to the Garment Center 
Historic District, which includes industrial, 
residential, religious, and government buildings 
dating from 1858 to 1958. 


Harding Building/ 
Garment Center 
Historic District§ 


Ninth Avenue between West 38th and West 
42nd Streets was the location of one of the best 
known pushcart markets, located beneath the 
former rail viaduct. The buildings in this potential 
historic district are primarily late 19th century 
tenements with many retaining intact storefronts 
that reflect the history of the market. 


Paddy’s Market 
Historic District 


Former Pinehill 
Crystal Water 
Company? 


The 6-story building, constructed in 1911, is 
faced in tan brick with stone detailing. 


Constructed in 1914, the 14-story building is 
designed in the Neo-Classical style. The 
building is clad in terra-cotta and brick. 


Hill Building? 


The 6-story building was constructed in 1890. 
Symmetrically fenestrated, the building is faced 
in red brick with a stone fagade on the ground 
floor along Tenth Avenue. 


500 West 37th Street? 


Designed by Hill & Stout, the 13-story building 
was constructed in 1915. The building is clad in 
red brick with decorative glazed terra-cotta. 


Underhill Building? 


CHANGES 
No physical changes. Minor 


change to setting - new pole 


with mast arm with tolling 
equipment on sidewalk on 
same block 
(Attachment 3, p. 36) 
No effect 


No physical changes. Minor 


change to setting - new pole 


with mast arm with tolling 
equipment on adjacent 
sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 35) 
No effect 


No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 


Minor changes - installation 
of two new poles with mast 
arms with tolling equipment 
on sidewalk. Minor change 

to setting 

(Attachment 3, 
pp. 27-29) 
No adverse effect 


No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 
No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 
No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 
No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 
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26 


27 


28 


29 


30 


31 
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408 West 39th Street? 


523-539 Ninth 
Avenue? 


Lincoln Tunnel 


St. Raphael Roman 
Catholic Church and 
Rectory? 


500-506 West 42nd 
Street? 


McGraw-Hill 


Publishing Company 
Building 


The High Line 


Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 


ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION 


The 5-story tenement building comprises details 


from the Neo-Grec and Romanesque Revival 
styles. The ground floor is faced with 
brownstone with an intact cornice. 


The nine tenement buildings along Ninth 
Avenue are 4 stories and faced in brick. The 
buildings’ cornices are intact with stone lintels 
and window sills. 


Completed after the Holland Tunnel, the Lincoln 


Tunnel has three tubes for vehicles to travel 
below the Hudson River between Manhattan 


and New Jersey. The north tube was completed 


in 1945, the center tube in 1937, and the south 
tube in 1957. 


The church and rectory are designed in the 
Gothic Revival style with stone and red brick. 


Two 6-story tenement buildings are clad in tan 
brick. A metal balcony runs just below the 6th 
floor windows. 


Designed by architect Raymond Hood, the 33- 
story building was constructed in 1930. The 
building is faced in panels that are painted a 
deep blue-green and includes horizontal bands 
of windows. 


The 1.45-mile-long elevated steel and concrete 
viaduct structure was built by the New York 
Central Railroad to replace its on-grade Tenth 


Avenue tracks. It runs roughly parallel to Tenth 
Avenue between West 34th and Gansevoort 
Streets. 


NR STATUS & 
SIGNIFICANCE 
CRITERIA? 3 


NR-Eligible 
NR-Eligible 


CHANGES 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new pole 
with mast arm with tolling 
equipment on adjacent 
sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 29) 
No effect 
No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting 
— new pole with mast arm 
with tolling equipment on 
same block 
(Attachment 3, p. 27) 
No effect 
Minor changes - installation 
of tolling equipment at the 


NR-Eligible, three portal structures 
A&C (Attachment 3, 
pp. 66, 67) 


No adverse effect 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new pole 
with mast arm with tolling 
equipment on sidewalk on 
same block 
(Attachment 3, p. 22) 

No effect 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting — new pole 
with mast arm with tolling 
equipment on adjacent 
sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 19) 

No effect 


NR-Eligible 
NR-Eligible 


NR-Listed, 
A&C 
NYCL 


No physical changes or 
changes to immediate 
setting 
No effect 


Minor changes - installation 
of tolling equipment on 
underside of viaduct 
structure 
(Attachment 3, p. 42) 

No adverse effect 


NR-Eligible, A 
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Table 1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 


NR STATUS & 
REF. SIGNIFICANCE 
NO.'_ | ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION CRITERIA? 3 CHANGES 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new pole 
with mast arm with tolling 
NR-Eligible equipment on sidewalk on 
same block 


The 13-story building was built in 1927-1928 by 
30 Former French the French Benevolent Society as the New York 
Hospital$ City French Hospital. The building is clad in 
brick with a 2-story stone base. 


(Attachment 3, p. 40) 
No effect 
No physical changes. Minor 
The 4-story Neo-Grec style building was built ca. change to setting - new pole 
(Finuaaiancaliancalor 1876 as a single family residence by architect with mast arm with tolling 
33 Amores and real estate developer Edward E. Ashley. NR-Eligible, A | equipment on sidewalk on 
The building was purchased by the Lithuanian same block 
Alliance of America in 1910. (Attachment 3, p. 40) 
No effect 


The 11-story Hotel Irwin opened in 1925 as an 
apartment building for unmarried women. The 
building was originally planned in 1914 for use 
as a hotel for women by Ms. Richard Irwin, but 
construction was delayed by World War I. The 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - new pole 
with mast arm with tolling 


34 | Hotel Irwin NR-Eligible, A | equipment on sidewalk on 


Classical-Revival style brick building was sated 

designed by Jackson, Rosencranz, and ebacimentesp: 10) 

Waterbury. No effect 

The 2-story brick firehouse was designed by 

Hubert J. Treacy and built in 1937. The No physical changes or 
35 Engine Co. 34 firehouse is a representative example of the NR-Eligible, changes to immediate 

Firehouse two-company/two-vehicular entrance type the A&C setting 
New York City Fire Department began using at No effect 


the turn of the 20th century. 


No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting — new pole 


PS. 191 Hudson The 5-story building was built in 1955 and with mast arm with tolling 
36 Pianers School designed by William Gehron. The building has NR-Eligible, C equipment on adjacent 
an L-shaped plan and minimized ornamentation. sidewalk 
(Attachment 3, p. 4) 
No effect 
No physical changes. Minor 
change to setting - 2 new 
The 12-story office building, built between 1922 poles with mast arm with 
37 | Cova Building and 1924 by Alexander Cohen, has terra-cotta NR-Eligible, C tolling equipment on 
ornament and decorative metal panels. sidewalks on same block 
(Attachment 3, p. 6) 
No effect 
Completed in 1904, the station is one of the first NR-Listed, 
38 59th Street-Columbus | original Interborough Rapid Transit subway Nophystcal Chaliges - 
' changes to setting 
Circle Subway Station | stations to be completed. The station has Beaux | NYCL Interior Noveteet 
Arts painting and decoration. Landmark nels 
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Table 1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 
NR STATUS & 
REF. SIGNIFICANCE 
NO.’ | ADDRESS/NAME DESCRIPTION CRITERIA2® CHANGES 
Minor changes -replace 
NR-Listed. C existing poles with 4 new 
, poles with tolling equipment 
at 3 access point locations 


on the interior park roads; 

Central Park is the first large-scale public park in NHL replace existing light pole 

39 | Central Park? the nation. Created from 1857 to 1866, the park with new pole with tolling 
was designed by Frederick Law Olmsted and equipment on Fifth Avenue 


Calvert Vaux. sidewalk; install a new pole 
with mast arm on Central 
NYC Scenic Park West sidewalk. Minor 
Landmark changes to setting 
(Attachment 3, pp. 7-11) 
No adverse effect 


Minor changes - installation 
4g | Upper East Side NR-Listed, of one new pole with mast 
Historic District (NR) | This district is defined by mansions, apartment A&C arm with tolling equipment 


houses, and row houses in a range of on sidewalk. Minor changes 
Upper East Side architectural styles, dating from 1862 to 1938. to setting 
41 | Historic District NYCHD (Attachment 3, p. 11) 


(NYCHD) No adverse effect 


; 5 ; Minor changes - installation 

Upper East Side ae Reser of eel mee ae Side of one new pole with mast 

Historic District ‘ avauiaans pierre a Ipre SERGE di NR-Listed arm with tolling equipment 

42 | Boundary Increase sh tt re Uc a a aa eee: on sidewalk. Minor changes 
with similar historic development and period A&C 


and Additional ; bee to setting 
Dacumentaton Rees The period of significance is from 1862 (Attachment 3, p. 13) 


No adverse effect 


Grand Army Plaza was laid out to the designs of 
Carrére & Hastings in 1913-1916. The plaza 
includes decorative paving and landscaped 


No physical changes or 
NYC Scenic changes to immediate 


43 | Grand Army Plaza areas and is divided by 59th Street; the plaza to iesndinatk setting 


the south includes the Pulitzer Fountain and the 


plaza to the north the General Sherman No effect 
Monument. 

NR-Listed, No physical changes. Minor 
The Public Baths were built by the City of New A&C change to setting — new pole 
York in 1904-1906, and designed by Arnold W. with mast arm with tolling 

44 | Public Baths Brunner and William M. Aiken. The Public Baths equipment on adjacent 
are a one-story brick building with a limestone NYCL sidewalk 
base. (Attachment 3, p. 53) 
No effect 
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Table 1. Historic Properties and Summary of Changes (Cont’d) 


NR STATUS & 


SIGNIFICANCE 
DESCRIPTION CRITERIA? 3 CHANGES 


ADDRESS/NAME 


NR-Listed Minor changes - installation 
This district is defined by a mix of buildings A&C a 
45 Gansevoort Market typically constructed between the 1840s and sidewalc Minor Changs to 
Historic District 1940s linked to the city’s working waterfront and ‘eeling 


includes a contributing historic street grid. NYCHD (Attachment 3, p. 50) 


No adverse effect 


https://cris.parks.ny.gov 


https://www1.nyc.gov/site/Ipc/index.page 


Corresponds to Figures 3 through 8. 

7 NR Significance Criteria A-D 

For certain properties, the SHPO’s CRIS does not provide information regarding the NR criteria under which the 
properties were determined eligible, and, therefore, information is not provided in this table for those properties. 

The Arch and Colonnade is a NYCL. The bridge structure/deck is not a NYCL or NYCL-Eligible per LPC comment letter 
dated January 13, 2022. 

LPC determined the property appears NYCL-Eligible in a comment letter dated January 13, 2022. 

The Harding Building is the only building in the Garment Center Historic District (NR-Listed) that is in the APE. 

The NR and NYCL boundaries differ for Central Park at the location of the corner of the park at Central Park South (59th 
Street) and Fifth Avenue; this corner is included as part of the Grand Army Plaza Scenic Landmark (Resource No. 43) but 
excluded from the New York City Scenic Landmark boundaries (Resource No. 39a on Figure 7). Grand Army Plaza is 
included within the Central Park NR and NHL boundaries (Resource No. 39b on Figure 7). 

LPC: New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 

NR: National Register of Historic Places 

NYCL: New York City Landmark and New York City Scenic Landmark 

NYCHD: New York City Historic District 

NHL: National Historic Landmark 


20 June 2022 


11.24.21 


Ss 
eS 
Figure 7: 
Resource Nos. 36-43 
y / 


NEW 
y 


JERSEY 


tet f 
Li 


Figure 8: 
Resource No. 44 


EAST RIVER 


ana Stee | 
| Figure a jpn! 
ae 


| 
Resource Nos. 9-11 | - 


CBD Tolling Zone Boundary (Excluding West Side Highway/Route 9A and FDR Drive) 


-’/!-_ Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
Detail Area of Potential Effects (APE) Inset Map 
(see Figures 3 to 8) 


Overview of Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
Figure 2 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


10.20.21 


300 FEET 


Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
[__] Direct Effects Portion of the APE 


WHY), \ndirect Effects Portion of the APE 


1) Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 2) 
[]_ ‘NR-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge Boundaries (approximate) 


Note: NYCL Boundary for the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
Includes Queensboro Bridge Plaza as shown 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


pl] 


fm lTi 


East Broadway 


1S yoyleiN 
| 


ae 
adison St 


M 


ge mire 


Manhattan Bridge 


500 FEET 


Historic Architectural Resources: 

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 
Portions of the APE 

Figure 3 


10.20.21 
Dominick st 


sl Wp, a D 


LLL 
LLY yy Witty, Broome St 


es an 
Madison St 
n c| 


ashington St 


We 


Vestry St 
ni 
p BYP” I 


Laight st 
LLL 


Y 
i 


Ke] | U4, 


Noten LT AL ai Z TT Tri 
y ie LLY i 


Ue Scie pon » 
Viton S Se “ae 7 


[ts eae Be ES SF 
0 200 500 FEET 


0 200 500 FEET 


Holland Tunnel 


Brooklyn Bridge 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) Historic Districts 
[_] Direct Effects Portion of the APE [_] South Street Seaport Historic District (NR-listed) 
YMA, Indirect Effects Portion of the APE Py __} South Street Seaport Historic District Extention (NR-listed) 
i ____# South Street Seaport Historic District and Extention (NYHD) 
3) Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 2) aaa - arene _ 
itn Tox Lot (as applicable) Pp ___.| Tribeca North Historic District (NR-eligible) 
| ] Historic Resource Tax Lot (as applicable 
[ | Tribeca North Historic Distret (NYCHD) i i ; : 
[=n] NB-listed/NB-eligible Tunnel and Bridge a= ae anaes 7 Historic Architectural Resources: 
Boundaries (approximate) L____.5 /ribeca West Historic District (NYCHD, NR-eligible) Broo klyn Brid ge an d Holland Tunnel 


Portions of the APE 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 4 


11.29.21 


Battery 
Park City 


Battery Park Underpass 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
[__] Direct Effects Portion of the APE 


YY). ndirect Effects Portion of the APE 


9 } Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 1) 
[_] Historic Resource Tax Lot (as applicable) 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


—— i Ss 
,/s< 
/ s 
/ & 
o& 
s 


Bowling 
Green 


Triangle/ 
Plaza 


0 100 200 FEET 


Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 


Historic Architectural Resources: 
Battery Park Underpass 

and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 
Potions of the APE 

Figure 5 


11.29.21 


Caffrey 
yground 


0 800 FEET 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) Historic Districts 
[_] Direct Effects Portion of the APE L____ Garment Center Historic District 
2A ‘Indirect Effects Portion of the APE [_] Paddy’s Market Historic District 


@ Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 1) 
[__] Historic Resource Tax Lot (as applicable) 


[| _Nf&-listed/NR-eligible Tunnel and Bridge Boundaries (approximate) 
EN High Line 


Historic Architectural Resources: 
Lincoln Tunnel 

Portion of the APE 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 6 


11.29.21 


W 62nd St 


West Side Hwy 
Riversiqg Big 
West End Ave 
Amsterdam Ave 
Columbus Ave 
Central Park West 


W 61st St 


7 (ees 


W 60th St 


= 
Columbus 


Circle Central Park South 


Riverside Park South 


Eleventh Ave 

Tenth Ave 
Ninth Ave 
Seventh Ave 
Avenue of 
the Americas 


W S8th St 


C) 


Twelfth Ave 


W 57th St 


E 62rd St 


E 62nd St 


Lexington Ave 
First Ave 


Third Ave 


aed Second Ave 
IN 


Yj, E 61st St 
Y, 
Y 
y 
L| = 
mi 
Baby, Ea 
Central Park South E 59th St Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge = 
_g (see Figure 3) 3 
0 200 500 FEET 
Area of Potential Effects (APE) | Central Park (NYC Scenic Landmark) Historic Districts 
[_] Direct Effects Portion of the APE |, ______| Central Park (NR-listed, NHL) [__] Upper East Side Historic District (NR-listed) 
YYW), Indirect Effects Portion of the APE © {____| Grand Army Plaza (NYC Scenic Landmark) Upper East Side Historic District (NYCHD) 
a [_)) NP-listeasNR-etigible Tunnel [___] Unner East Side Historic District Boundary —- Higtoric Architectural Resources: 
(36) Historic Resource and Bridge Boundaries (approximate) Increase and Additional Documentation , 
(corresponds to Table 1) (NB-listed) 60th Street and Central Park 
[| Historic Resource Tax Lot (as applicable) Portions of the APE 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 7 


11.29.21 


) 4 
N 
> 


- 
7 anual 


FDR Drive/East 25th Street 


Area of Potential Effects (APE) 
[__] Direct Effects Portion of the APE 
YY), \ndirect Effects Portion of the APE 


@ Historic Resource (corresponds to Table 1) 
L_] Historic Resource Tax Lot (as applicable) 


FP ~ —_ Gansevoort Market Historic District (NR-listed) 
fF ___} Gansevoort Market Historic District (NYCHD) 
CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Bloomfield St 


De 


; | 


| 
Horatio St 


= 


200 400 FEET 


West Side Highway/Gansevoort Street 


rz it 


cr 


a 
0 100 250 FEET 


Historic Architectural Resources: 
FDR Drive/East 25th Street and West Side Highway/Gansevoort Street 


Portions of the APE 
Figure 8 


3.1 TOLLING INFRASTRUCTURE AND TOLLING SYSTEM EQUIPMENT AT HISTORIC BRIDGES 
AND TUNNELS 


Within the APE, the CBD Tolling Alternative would result in new tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment on the structural elements at two historic bridges: the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and the 
Manhattan Bridge and at one tunnel: the Lincoln Tunnel. In addition, new tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would be placed on structural elements of the High Line, a former freight railroad 
viaduct. 


3.1.1 Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 


The Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge (NR-Listed, NYCL) was designed by engineer Gustav Lindenthal and 
architect Henry Hornbostel. Constructed in 1901-1908, the bridge spans the East River between East 59th 
Street in Manhattan and 11th Street and Bridge Plaza North and South in Queens. At the time of 
construction, it was the largest and heaviest cantilever bridge ever constructed and was the first bridge to 
connect Manhattan and Queens, influencing development in Queens. It is 7,000 feet long and is a through- 
type cantilevered structure with its roadways located between the bridge’s 350-foot-tall towers. The bridge 
has two levels of traffic with several ramps connecting it to local streets in Manhattan and Queens and a 
pedestrian and bicycle path. On the Manhattan side, the area beneath the bridge approach is designed as 
an arcade of arches, with the area east of First Avenue originally designed for use as a marketplace, and 
the ceiling designed of self-supporting “Guastavino” tiled vaults; in 1918 glazing was added to the arcade 
to allow the market to function year-round. The designation report for the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
notes that the bridge has “an inspiring and dramatic silhouette” against the backdrop of Midtown 
Manhattan and the lower-scale buildings in Queens.? As stated in the NR Nomination Form, the 
superstructure of the bridge displays considerable aesthetic treatment, with its steel towers capped with 
ornate steel finials.* The NYCL designation also includes Queensboro Bridge Plaza at Second Avenue in 
Manhattan, which has cast-iron kiosks and monumental candelabra. The Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge is 
significant in the areas of architecture and engineering “as an urban artifact, as an important engineering 
achievement and as a civic symbol.”° 

Figures 3 and 7 show the APE in the vicinity of the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge. The bridge is the only 
historic property identified in this portion of the APE (Resource No. 1). 


Based on preliminary design, at the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge tolling system equipment would be 
attached to the underside of existing bridge girders at the eastbound and westbound lower roadways and 
to an existing retaining wall along a westbound exit traffic lane within the boundaries of the NR-Listed 
resource (see Figures 2-1 and 2-2 of Attachment 2 and Attachment 3, page 63). The CBD Tolling Alternative 
would add tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment of minimal visibility that is consistent with 
the type of infrastructure already located on the bridge, including signage, and would not obstruct views 


3 New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission, Queensboro Bridge, April 16, 1974, p. 2. 


4 National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination Form, Queensboro (59th Street) Bridge, October 20, 1978, Item 
7,p.2. 
5 Ibid, Item 8. 
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to any visually significant portions of the bridge structure, including the towers, steel superstructure with 
finials, Manhattan arcaded approach, or features of Queensboro Bridge Plaza. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would add tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment that would be in 
keeping with the existing transportation use of the historic bridge and would not alter the characteristics 
that qualify the Queensboro Bridge for listing in the NR. 


3.1.2 Manhattan Bridge 


The Manhattan Bridge (NR-Listed, NYCL-Eligible) is a two-level, steel suspension bridge that spans the East 
River between Canal Street in Manhattan and Flatbush Avenue in Brooklyn. The final design of the bridge 
was the result of the work of several engineers and architects. R.S. Buck designed early plans for the bridge, 
but in 1903 Gustav Lindenthal in collaboration with Henry Hornbostel revised plans for the bridge. These 
plans were later rejected, and in 1904, Leon Moisseiff developed the final design for the bridge. Carrere & 
Hastings replaced Hornbostel as architectural consultants, but retained much of Hornbostel’s design for 
the towers and anchorages. The bridge opened in 1909. A grand arch with flanking colonnades designed 
by Carrére and Hastings is at the bridge entrance on Canal Street in Manhattan within the boundaries of 
the NR-Listed Bowery Historic District and is a designated NYCL. The bridge is 6,855 feet long, with a main 
span of 1,470 feet and carries motor vehicles on two levels, subway trains, and bicyclists/pedestrians. The 
Manhattan Bridge is significant in the areas of architecture and engineering as a “monumental engineering 
work of the early 20th century” and “as a transitional structure in the emergence of modern design 
principles and remains a prominent crossing of the East River.”° 

Figure 3 shows the APE in the vicinity of the Manhattan Bridge. The bridge is the only historic property 
identified in this portion of the APE (Resource No. 2). 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would place new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at the 
Manhattan Bridge’s westbound inner roadway. In addition, the CBD Tolling Alternative would also include 
the installation of two new poles with mast arms supporting tolling system equipment along the eastbound 
and westbound outer roadways (see Attachment 3, page 64). This tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be located within the boundaries of the NR-Listed resource. 


Based on preliminary design, a new steel girder supporting tolling system equipment would be installed 
above the westbound inner roadway, supported on the existing steel framing that once supported an 
upper-deck roadway (removed in the mid-20th century) between the westbound inner roadway and the 
outer roadways (see Figures 2-3, 2-4, and 2-5 of Attachment 2). The new tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would not physically affect the low stone retaining walls that frame the inner roadway 
west of the steel-framed section, and would be at a substantial distance from the arch and colonnade 
located at the bridge entrance on Canal Street in Manhattan. In addition, an existing overhead sign 
structure with digital travel lane markers spans the inner roadway just east of the grand arch, and the 
proposed installation of a new girder above the roadway to support tolling system equipment as part of 


6 National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination Form, Manhattan Bridge, July 6, 1983, Item 8. 
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the CBD Tolling Alternative would be consistent with existing infrastructure on the bridge and constitute a 
minimal change. 


Two new poles with 20- and 25-foot-long mast arms supporting tolling equipment would also be installed 
on a new steel girder that would span above the inner roadway, connected on each side to the existing 
steel framing, described above. The mast arms would extend over each of the eastbound and westbound 
outer roadways. The new poles would rise 14 feet above the new steel girder. The Manhattan Bridge outer 
roadways are lined with modern, tall light poles and the proposed poles with tolling equipment would be 
of a similar height as the existing light poles. The 20- and 25-foot-long mast arms that would extend over 
each roadway would be narrow in profile and would not impinge on views of the arch and colonnade. 
Installation of two poles at a similar height to the existing light poles that line the outer roadways 
(approximately 30 feet tall) with mast arms would be consistent with the existing lighting infrastructure at 
this historic property. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would add tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment that would be in 
keeping with the existing transportation use of the historic bridge and would not alter the characteristics 
that qualify the Manhattan Bridge for listing in the NR. 


3.1.3 Lincoln Tunnel 


Constructed by the Port of New York Authority under the direction of Chief Engineer Othmar H. Ammann 
in consultation with Ole Singstad, the first (center) tube of the Lincoln Tunnel (NR-Eligible) opened in 1937. 
The Port Authority enlarged the tunnel with a north tube in 1945 and a south tube in 1957. Aymar Embury II 
designed many of the tunnel’s exterior architectural features, like the Manhattan-side ventilation 
structures and the north tube portal entrance at Eleventh Avenue between West 39th and West 40th 
Streets. 


Determined eligible for NR listing in 1989 with concurrence by FEMA on February 21, 2003, the Lincoln 
Tunnel is significant under Criterion A in the areas of automobile transportation and regional planning and 
under Criterion C in the area of engineering. The APE includes the portals of the three tubes, which are 
contributing features of the Lincoln Tunnel. The Lincoln Tunnel is identified as Resource No. 27 on Figure 6. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative could place new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at the three 
portals of the Lincoln Tunnel (see Attachment 3, pages 66 and 67). At the portals of the south and center 
tubes, tolling system equipment would be mounted on the brick portal entry walls and on the brick walls 
of the emergency garage that separates the south and center portals. The tolling equipment could consist 
of four clusters of tolling system equipment at each portal, two mounted on the brick portal wall and two 
on the brick walls of the emergency garage (see Figures 2-6, 2-7 and 2-8 of Attachment 2). All equipment 
would be finished to match the brick. At the north portal, tolling system equipment consisting of four 
clusters of tolling system equipment would be mounted on new poles to be installed on either side of the 
portal roadway. The tolling equipment would be mounted on one new pole on either side of the portal 
roadway, consisting of a set of two tolling clusters that would be mounted vertically. Each pole would be 
mounted between the lower and upper brick walls of the portal and would not exceed the height of the 
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decorative brick piers (previously modified with the installation of a modern light fixture) that line and 
extend above the portal walls (see Figure 2-8 of Attachment 2). The tolling system equipment proposed at 
the three portals would be of a small size, minimally visible, and consistent with other existing infrastructure 
at the tunnel portals that are mounted on the portal walls or on poles, including conduits, piping, traffic 
lights, lighting, cameras, and signage. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would add tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment that would be in 
keeping with the existing transportation use of the historic tunnel portals and would not alter the 
characteristics that qualify the Lincoln Tunnel for listing in the NR. Tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment that would be installed along city streets in the vicinity of the Lincoln Tunnel are discussed below 
in Section 3.2. 


3.1.4 High Line 


The High Line (NR-Eligible) was completed in 1934 as part of the West Side Improvement Project, replacing 
the New York Central Railroad along West Street and Tenth Avenue to eliminate dangerous traffic conflicts 
at grade. The West Side Improvement Project also included construction of the West Side Highway (Route 
9A). The 1.45-mile steel and concrete viaduct, abandoned since 1980, is located almost 30 feet above grade 
and today runs from Gansevoort Street to West 34th Street, roughly parallel to Tenth Avenue. The SHPO 
determined the High Line eligible for the National Register under Criterion A as a significant transportation 
structure important to New York City’s 20th-century industrial development. The SHPO’s resource 
evaluation states that despite the demolition of the portions between Bank and Clarkson Streets, between 
Bank and Little West Streets and between West 34th and West 35th Streets, the High Line retains much of 
its historic integrity and is a visual reminder of one of Manhattan's important industrial transportation 
corridors. 


The former freight railroad viaduct has been converted to a public park. The northern section of the High 
Line runs in a loop track along West 34th Street, Twelfth Avenue, and along West 30th Street, where it 
turns south to run west of Tenth Avenue (see Figure 6, Resource No. 31). At West 30th Street, a spur runs 
east to Tenth Avenue, where there is a large, double-track platform over the avenue adjacent to the 
Morgan General Mail Facility; the platform over Tenth Avenue originally connected to the Morgan General 
Mail Facility to allow mail trains to enter and leave the building simultaneously. Both the loop track and 
spur have a concrete parapet simply ornamented with recessed panels and a tubular steel railing broken 


up with square concrete posts. 


Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on the High Line at the 
intersection of Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street (see Attachment 3, page 42). Tolling equipment 
consisting of new detection equipment would be mounted on a 3 % inch diameter pipe which would be 
attached to the existing girders on the underside of the High Line structure crossing Tenth Avenue at West 
30th Street (see Figure 2-9 of Attachment 2). A small equipment cabinet would be mounted on a new pole 
to replace an existing pole on the west side of Tenth Avenue south of West 30th Street (see Figure 2-9 of 
Attachment 2). 
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The CBD Tolling Alternative would add tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment of minimal 
visibility to the High Line structure that is consistent with the type of infrastructure already mounted on 
the structure including signage, traffic lights, and pedestrian traffic signals. The CBD Tolling Alternative 
would not notably alter the High Line structure or obstruct views to its structural components or decorative 
elements including parapets and railings. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter the 
characteristics that qualify the High Line for listing in the NR. 


3.2 TOLLING INFRASTRUCTURE AND TOLLING SYSTEM EQUIPMENT ON CITY STREETS 


On city streets near the edge of the Manhattan CBD (e.g., near 60th Street and near the entrances to and 
exits from bridges and tunnels connecting to the Manhattan CBD), proposed tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment would be similar in form to streetlight poles, sign poles, or similar structures that 
are already in use in New York City. As described in Section 1.1.1.2, a variety of infrastructure and 
equipment types would be used, depending on location. Based on preliminary design, in most locations, 
the tolling infrastructure would employ modified versions of standard NYCDOT poles approximately 25 to 
30 feet high, with tolling system equipment mounted directly on the pole or with mast arms that extend 
over the roadway supporting tolling system equipment (see Figures 1b and 1c). In general, the sidewalks in 
the APE and immediate area have a variety of infrastructure, including older and more modern light poles, 
signage affixed on poles, and traffic lights, including traffic lights that are mounted on an arm extending 
over the roadway from a pole set in the sidewalk. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would minimize interference with public sightlines, view corridors, and open 
spaces at the locations proposed for the installation of the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment. Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be visually 
consistent with the existing streetscape and the infrastructure would have the same or similar appearance 
as adjacent NYCDOT standard signal and streetlight poles or as NYCDOT’s family of street furniture. 


Assessment of potential effects to specific architectural historic resources follows. 


3.2.1 South Street Seaport Historic District and Extension 


The South Street Seaport Historic District was listed in the NR in 1972, and LPC designated a South Street 
Seaport Historic District in 1977. In 1978, the SHPO approved an expansion to the previous NR historic 
district, naming the expansion the South Street Seaport Historic District Extension. LPC designated an 
extension to the NYCL historic district in 1989. The two historic districts and historic district extensions have 
different boundaries (see Figure 4, Resource No. 3). The historic districts and extensions are significant 
under Criterion A for their association with the history of shipping, commerce, immigration, and culture in 
New York City, as well as significant under Criterion C as a collection of buildings and an urban landscape 
reflecting the architecture and infrastructure of the New York seaport from the 17th century through the 
20th century. Both the NR-listed and NYC-designated South Street Seaport Historic Districts and Extensions 
contain the largest concentration of early-19th century commercial buildings in New York City. The historic 
districts also include Greek Revival counting houses of the 1830s, most built with granite facades on the 
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first floor, with brick above. By the second half of the 19th century, when the South Street area had lost its 
prominence in New York’s commercial life, many buildings were converted for the wholesale Fulton Fish 
Market. In addition, a few newer structures were built in the late 19th century. 


Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed within the boundaries of the South 
Street Seaport Historic District and Extension. This would occur at the northern edge of the NR-Listed South 
Street Seaport Historic District Extension in a parking lot on the north side of Dover Street, roughly opposite 
254 Front Street (see Attachment 3, page 60). Based on preliminary design, a new pole would be installed 
where there is presently no pole at the following location: 


e Parking Lot on Dover Street between Water and Front Streets: A new pole with an equipment cabinet 
would be installed in a paved parking lot on the north side of Dover Street adjacent to an eight-foot- 
tall modern metal fence that separates the parking area from the north Dover Street sidewalk (see 
Figure 2-10 of Attachment 2). 


Installation of the pole would not require the alteration or removal of any decorative sidewalk or street 
paving, and there are no historic buildings on the north side of Dover Street. The placement of a new pole 
at the edge of the historic district adjacent to a modern metal fence and in a paved parking area would not 
alter the historic characteristics of the South Street Seaport Historic District and Extension. 


3.2.2 Tribeca North Historic District 


The Tribeca North Historic District (NR-Eligible, NYCHD) is roughly bounded by Watts, Vestry, Hudson, 
Varick, Hubert, West, and Washington Streets in Manhattan near the Holland Tunnel (see Figure 4, 
Resource Nos. 5 and 6). Within the APE, the Tribeca North Historic District includes properties on Hudson 
Street between Hubert and Vestry Streets, Hubert Street between Hudson and Greenwich Streets, Laight 
Street between Greenwich and Varick Streets, and Varick Street between Laight and Vestry Streets. 
Beginning in the 1850s, the Tribeca neighborhood (short for the Triangle below Canal Street) transformed 
into a commercial district of store and loft buildings, becoming by the next decade the thriving hub of a 
national system for the distribution of wholesale dry goods. The Tribeca North Historic District is primarily 
characterized by large warehouses erected in the late 19th and early 20th centuries near the Hudson River 
Railroad freight terminal that was formerly located at Hudson Square. The district also contains some early 
19th-century residential buildings that were converted to commercial use in the later 19th century. The 
Tribeca North Historic District “is significant under NR Criteria A and C for its architectural significance and 
historical significance contributing to New York City’s architectural, economic and commercial history, the 
commercial development of the Hudson River shoreline, and the evolution of the warehouse. It has a 
distinct and special character within the larger Tribeca area, defined by many large warehouse buildings 


constructed mostly between 1880 and 1910, which dominate every streetscape.”” 


z District Certification Application documentation compiled by Higgins & Quasebarth, November 2002, included as 
attachment to letter from Sherida E. Paulsen, Chairman, New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission, to Bernadette 
Castro, Commissioner, New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation, December 5, 2002. 
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The APE conservatively assumes that proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment could 
be placed within the boundaries of the Tribeca North Historic District near the Holland Tunnel. In this part 
of the APE, the sidewalks are typically paved in concrete, and some streetbeds retain their original Belgian- 
block paving. Modern poles—including tall light poles, poles with signs affixed to them, and traffic lights 
mounted on arms that extend over the roadways, as well as shorter poles with signage—are along the 
sidewalk curb lines in the district. In addition, also in the vicinity on Hudson Street just south of Hubert 
Street, an electronic board mounted on a pole extends over the street providing information related to the 
Holland Tunnel. On Hudson Street at Vestry Street, a large overhead sign structure spans the width of the 
street with highway-style directional signage, including for I-78 and the Holland Tunnel. Based on 
preliminary design, one new pole would be placed within the boundaries of the Tribeca North Historic 
District. The pole would be installed in a location where there is an existing pole at the following location: 


e Vestry Street west of Varick Street: A new pole would be installed on the southwest corner of Vestry 
and Varick Streets with a 20-foot mast arm extending over Varick Street in the Tribeca North Historic 
District (see Figure 2-11 of Attachment 2 and Attachment 3, page 44). The pole would replace an 
existing modern light pole, set in the concrete sidewalk. 


The replacement of an existing modern light pole with a new light pole of a similar appearance and with a 
mast arm with a narrow profile would result in a minimal visual change at this location within, and at the 
edge of, the Tribeca North Historic District boundaries. 


The proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not be placed in front of any 
historic building entrances in the Tribeca North Historic District, and no historic sidewalk paving, such as 
bluestone or Belgian-block pavers, would be removed or altered for the installation of tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment. Due to the variety of modern light, signal, and signage poles and larger 
infrastructure related to the Holland Tunnel, the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter the characteristics that qualify the Tribeca North 
Historic District for listing in the NR. 


No new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed within the boundaries of the 
Tribeca West Historic District. 


3.2.3 Paddy’s Market Historic District 


The Paddy’s Market Historic District (NR-Eligible) includes five blockfronts on the east side of Ninth Avenue 
between West 35th and West 40th Streets, as well as properties on the west side of Ninth Avenue between 
West 39th and 40th Streets and properties along West 39th Street west of Ninth Avenue in the Hell’s 
Kitchen neighborhood of Manhattan. The district is located in the APE near the Lincoln Tunnel (see Figure 6, 
Resource No. 20). Ninth Avenue between West 34th and West 42nd Streets was the location of one of the 
best known peddler pushcart markets, located beneath the Ninth Avenue Elevated. The market was 
established around 1885 by Irish and German immigrant pushcart peddlers and lasted until 1938, when the 
market was abolished by the city to ease traffic congestion related to the newly constructed Lincoln Tunnel, 
and remove what many politicians considered an eyesore from the city’s streets. After the market closed, 
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"Paddy's Market" came to refer to the international food stores and restaurants on Ninth Avenue in the 
area of the former market.® The buildings in the Paddy’s Market Historic District are primarily late 19th 
century tenements, with many retaining intact storefronts that reflect the history of the market. The 
Paddy’s Market Historic District is significant under NR Criteria A and C in the areas of commerce, ethnic 
heritage/European, and architecture. 


Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on sidewalks within the 
boundaries of the Paddy’s Market Historic District. The sidewalks on these streets are paved in concrete. 
Poles—including tall modern light poles, poles with traffic lights mounted on arms that extend over the 
roadway, and shorter poles with signage—are along the sidewalk curb lines. Based on preliminary design, 
two new poles would be installed where there are presently no poles at the following locations: 


e West 40th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues. A new pole with a 25-foot mast arm extending 
over West 40th Street would be installed on the north side of the street east of the building entrance 
of 541 Ninth Avenue on the concrete sidewalk (see Figure 2-12 of Attachment 2 and Attachment 3, 
page 27). 


e West 39th Street between Ninth and Tenth Avenues. A new pole with a 25-foot mast arm extending 
over West 39th Street would be installed on the south side of the street west of the building entrance 
at 406 West 39th Street on the concrete sidewalk. (see Attachment 3, page 29). 


The new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not be placed in front of a historic 
building’s entrance in the Paddy’s Market Historic District and would not require the alteration or removal 
of any decorative sidewalk paving. In addition, the new poles would have profiles similar to other standard 
NYCDOT poles with the mounted tolling system equipment of a small size. Due to the variety of 
infrastructure that exists on these streets, including traffic lights mounted on arms that extend over the 
roadways, as well as the new infrastructure’s location at the edge of the historic district boundaries, the 
CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter the historic character of the Paddy’s Market Historic District. 


3.2.4 Central Park 


Central Park (NHL, NR-Listed, NYCL [NYC Scenic Landmark]) encompasses 840 acres, with the designated 
boundaries extending from the northern curbline of Central Park South (59th Street) to the southern 
curbline of Central Park North (110th Street) and from the western curbline of Fifth Avenue to the eastern 
curbline of Central Park West (Eighth Avenue), including the sidewalks bordering the park on all sides. 
Central Park was the first large-scale public park in the United States, designed in the mid-19th century by 
Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux. The park was planned as a naturalistic landscape in which urban 
dwellers of all backgrounds could mingle and find respite from the pressures of city life. Central Park had a 
wide-reaching influence on subsequent park design throughout the country. Development of Central Park 


8 New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation Resource Evaluation, Paddy’s Market Historic District. 
September 17, 2021. 
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was undertaken between 1857 and 1873. Central Park is identified as Resource Nos. 39a and 39b on 
Figure 7. 


Both the NR Nomination Form and the New York City Scenic Landmark designation report state that Central 
Park is significant for its landscape architecture and is notable as the first large-scale public park in the 
nation that was designed according to a plan.° A critical component of the plan is the parkwide circulation 
system, which was designed to handle five different types of circulation that cross and recross each other 
at different levels: footpaths, bridle paths, carriage drives, waterways, and sunken transverse roads that 
allow crosstown traffic to pass through the park without affecting its recreational users. 


The entire park is bordered by a rustic stone wall with 20 openings (referred to as gates). The wall extends 
for 2.5 miles along the park’s edge on both Fifth Avenue and Central Park West and for approximately 0.5 
mile on both Central Park South (59th Street) and Central Park North (110th Street). The sidewalks along 
those park edges have hexagonal pavers that are bordered on either side by strips of granite-block paving. 


The NR Nomination Form for Central Park includes the following information regarding elements of the 
park that are contributing features and non-contributing features to the park’s historic significance: 


All structures and landscape features within the park which were designed, either 
as part of the original plan or were added as important elements in the gradual 
growth and development of the park are considered part of the landmark. These 
include the Arsenal, the Zoo, Bethesda Fountain, Belvedere Castle, the Lake, the 
Sheep Meadow, the Mall, Harlem Meer, the Dairy, Friedsam Memorial Carouse, 
the Obelisk, Kerbs Memorial Model Boat House, Swedish School House, Delacorte 
Theatre, Metropolitan Museum of Art and all of the arches and bridges created 
as part of the circulation system through the park. Modern tennis courts, skating 
rinks, cemented playgrounds, sports fields and parking areas which disrupt the 
landscape design, and maintenance sheds and structures of no architectural merit 
or part of the total design do not contribute to the national significance of the 
landmark.*° 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would place four new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment at three access point locations just inside Central Park near Central Park South (59th Street)(see 
Figure 7 and Attachment 3, pages 7-11). On the park roads connecting to Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue 
(West Drive and Center Drive, respectively), the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one existing 
streetlight pole inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street on each road with a new Streetlight 
pole with tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box (see Attachment 3, pages 8 and 9). 
Tolling signage would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive. On the park road (East Drive) 
connecting to Grand Army Plaza, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles 
inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box (see Attachment 3, page 10). Tolling signage would be 
attached to one of the replacement East Drive poles. Figures 2-13 through 2-15 of Attachment 2 show 


a National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination Form, Central Park. August 14, 1975, Item 8. New York City 


Landmarks Preservation Commission, Central Park Designation Report, April 16, 1974. 


10 National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination Form, Central Park. August 14, 1975, Item 10. 
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renderings of the proposed equipment on Central Park’s East Drive near Grand Army Plaza/Fifth Avenue, 
Central Park’s Center Drive near Sixth Avenue, and Central Park’s West Drive near Seventh Avenue. These 
replacement streetlight poles would be in the same location and have the same appearance as the existing, 
modern streetlight poles, and the tolling system equipment mounted on them would use matching color 
schemes to blend with the appearance of the poles. In addition, the backs of the tolling signs to be installed 
on the West Drive and East Drive poles would also be painted the same color as the poles and tolling 
equipment to better blend into the park landscape. While vehicular traffic is not permitted in Central Park, 
these entrances serve as vehicular access points for authorized vehicles (e.g., emergency response vehicles, 
park maintenance, park administration, vendors, and contractors). Horse carriages used for sightseeing 
also use these access points. 


In addition, tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed along the sidewalk 
bordering the park on Fifth Avenue between East 60th and 61st Streets and on the sidewalk bordering the 
park on Central Park West between West 60th and 61st Streets. Based on preliminary design, on the west 
side of Fifth Avenue an existing modern streetlight pole would be replaced with a new light pole of a similar 
appearance, with tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box, at the same location (see 
Figure 2-16 of Attachment 2 and Attachment 3, page 11). The existing streetlight is set within granite-block 
paving. As the existing streetlight is a modern fixture, it does not contribute to the significance of the park 
and installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at this location would not remove a 
contributing feature of the park. 


On the east side of Central Park West, a new 26-foot-tall pole with a narrow profile, 50-foot mast arm 
extending over the Central Park West roadway that would have a green material finish would be installed 
(see Figure 2-17a of Attachment 2 and Attachment 3, page 7). The size of the pole, mast arm, and pole 
foundation are dictated by Project system and structural requirements, which include the need to detect 
vehicles across the full width of the Central Park West roadway from curb to curb, and to meet wind speed 
and wind pressure standards for the pole and mast arm inclusive of the dead loads incurred by the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment mounted on it. The proposed location of the pole on the east 
side of Central Park West results from a number of constraints that preclude placing a pole in another 
location with tolling system infrastructure and tolling system equipment to capture vehicles that cross the 
CBD boundary on Central Park West between West 60th and West 61st Streets. 


Specifically, a new pole to support tolling system infrastructure and tolling system equipment must be 
placed on the east side of the Central Park West roadway between West 60th and West 61st Streets, and 
must include a 50-foot-long mast arm that extends over Central Park West for the following reasons: 


e Nopole can be placed on the west side of the Central Park West roadway between West 60th and West 
61st Streets because of the presence of other infrastructure there that precludes the foundation for a 
new pole supporting tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. This includes the presence of 
the very shallow 59th Street-Columbus Circle subway station mezzanine (the mezzanine roof is located 
16” from the top of the existing street surface) and sewer and fire hydrant lines on the west side of 
Central Park West between Columbus Circle and West 61st Street. As a result, there is not sufficient 


June 2022 37 


depth or clearance to install the required pole foundation (which measures approximately 6.5’ x 6.5’ x 
5’). It is also not possible to mount the pole and mast arm to the existing subway elevator structure on 
the west side of the Central Park West, as the structure cannot carry the additional load. 


e The proposed pole cannot be located on a different block, such as on Central Park West north of West 
61st Street, since this would be inconsistent with the definition of the CBD Tolling Alternative, which 
has a boundary at 60th Street. The CBD Tolling Alternative includes tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment on all southbound and northbound streets as they cross the boundary, to provide 
the necessary vehicle information for the tolling program. Moreover, moving the proposed pole north 
would not avoid the need to place a pole on the east side of the Central Park West roadway, since the 
infrastructure present on the west side of the roadway is linear and is therefore located on that block 
as well. 


e Since no pole can be located on the west side of Central Park West, the pole on the east side of the 
street must support a mast arm long enough to extend the full width of the roadway, so that all 
potential locations where a vehicle may cross the boundary are covered. Consequently, the proposed 
pole must have a 50-foot-long mast arm. 


The new pole would be at the curb near a modern bus stop sign, and northwest of a metal shed vendor 
structure, on the east side of Central Park West as noted above. The new pole would be set within the 
existing granite-block paving. The new pole would be near the intersection of Central Park West and 
Columbus Circle, where there is a variety of modern street infrastructure including light poles with traffic 
lights mounted on mast arms that extend over the roadways, a subway elevator housed in a metal structure 
on the sidewalk, and with other large modern buildings and objects including the large metal globe 
structure associated with a modern hotel building across Central Park West from the proposed pole 
location. The new pole and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would have a uniform green 
material finish that matches the color palette of infrastructure on the street. The roadbed of Central Park 
West at the location where the new mast arm is proposed is not located within the boundaries of the 
Central Park historic property. The pole with mast arm with a green material finish would be visible from 
within Central Park in views southwest, partially visible in leaf-on conditions (see Figure 2-17b of 
Attachment 2). The pole and mast arm would be more visible in leaf-off conditions, though in context with 
other tall recent development on the west side of Central Park West and at Columbus Circle and modern 
infrastructure such as light poles, bus stop poles, and traffic light poles on Central Park West, as well as 
NYCT poles that serve communications functions that are located within Central Park adjacent to the park’s 
stone wall (see Figure 2-17c of Attachment 2). On both Fifth Avenue and Central Park West, installation of 
the new poles would require removal of some of the surrounding granite-block pavers to remove and install 
the new poles. Existing pavers or new pavers to match the existing condition would be installed upon 
installation of the new pole. The new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central 
Park would not alter the NR and NHL-qualifying characteristics of Central Park, including its landscape 
architecture and circulation system. No historic or landscape park features (i.e., benches, trees, plantings, 
and signage) would be removed to accommodate installation or operation of proposed tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. On each of the three park roadways (West Drive, Central Drive 
and East Drive), the four new replacement light poles, which would be of the same appearance as the light 
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poles they would replace, and the tolling system equipment mounted on them, would result in a minimal 
visual change. In addition, as described above, the replacement pole on the Fifth Avenue sidewalk and the 
new pole on the Central Park West sidewalk would be consistent with the presence of modern street 
furniture in the area, would similarly constitute a minimal change. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
change the character of Central Park’s use or of physical features within the property’s setting that 
contribute to its historic significance, and would not introduce visual elements that diminish the integrity 
of Central Park’s significant features. 


The Project Sponsors would coordinate with the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC 
Parks) and the Central Park Conservancy regarding the final design of the tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment in Central Park. 


3.2.5 Upper East Side Historic District and Boundary Increase 


The Upper East Side Historic District (NR-Listed, NYCHD), including all or portions of blocks between Fifth 
Avenue and approximately Lexington Avenue from East 59th to East 79th Street, was listed in the NR in 
1984 (see Resource Nos. 40 and 41 on Figure 7). In 2005, the NR boundaries were expanded to include 
additional properties in two separate areas east and west of Lexington Avenue, between East 60th and East 
65th Streets and between East 71st and East 76th Streets. The amendment to the NR listing also modified 
the period of significance for the district.1? The historic district and boundary increase primarily comprise 
large houses, townhouses, apartment buildings, and associated carriage houses and garages, as well as 
institutional buildings that were constructed largely in the late 19th and early 20th centuries. Within the 
APE between East 60th and East 61st Streets, the Upper East Side Historic District and Boundary Increase 
includes properties along the west side of Lexington Avenue, the east side of Park Avenue, the west side of 
Madison Avenue, and the east side of Fifth Avenue (see Figure 7, Resource No. 42). The Upper East Side 
Historic District and Boundary Increase is significant under NR Criteria A and C in the categories of 
community planning and development and architecture.” 


Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on sidewalks within the 
boundaries of the Upper East Side Historic District and Boundary Increase. This would occur on sidewalks 
at the edges of the historic district boundaries on Fifth Avenue and Park Avenue. The sidewalks on these 
streets are paved in concrete with the exception of decorative paving in some instances at building 
entrances. Poles—including tall modern light poles, poles with traffic lights mounted on arms that extend 
over the roadway, and shorter poles with signage—are along the sidewalk curb lines. Based on preliminary 
design, new poles would be installed where there are presently no poles at the following locations: 


4 The Upper East Side NYCHD was originally designated in 1981 with slightly different boundaries than those of the NR district. 
In 2010, the NYCHD boundary was extended to the east to include properties east and west of Lexington Avenue between 
East 63rd and East 65th Streets and East 71st and East 76th Streets. These boundaries are different from those of the NR 
boundary increase. 

2 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Upper East Side Historic District (Boundary Increase and Additional 
Documentation). December 30, 2005, Section 8, p. 1. 
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e Fifth Ave between East 60th and 61st Streets: A new pole with a 30-foot mast arm extending over Fifth 
Avenue would be installed on the east side of Fifth Avenue on the concrete sidewalk that borders the 
north end of the Metropolitan Club (1 East 60th Street). See Figure 2-16 of Attachment 2 and 
Attachment 3, page 11. 


e Park Avenue between East 60th and 61st Streets: A new pole with a 35-foot mast arm extending over 
the northbound Park Avenue roadbed would be installed on the east side of the street south of the 
building entrance of 525 Park Avenue on the concrete sidewalk. See Figure 2-18 of Attachment 2 and 
Attachment 3, page 13. 


The new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not be placed in front of a historic 
building’s entrance in the Upper East Side Historic District and Boundary Increase and would not require 
the alteration or removal of any decorative sidewalk paving, such as bluestone or Belgian-block pavers. In 
addition, the new poles would have a profile similar to other standard NYCDOT poles with the mounted 
tolling system equipment of a small size (see Figures 2-16 and 2-18 of Attachment 2). The mast arms of the 
proposed poles on Fifth Avenue and Park Avenue would overhang roadways that are not included within 
the historic district boundaries. Due to the variety of infrastructure that exists on these streets, including 
traffic lights mounted on arms that extend over the roadway, as well as the new infrastructure’s location 
at the edges of the historic district boundaries, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not alter the historic 
character of the Upper East Side Historic District and Boundary Increase. 


3.2.6 Gansevoort Market Historic District 


The Gansevoort Market Historic District (NR-Listed) encompasses all or portions of 19 blocks and is roughly 
bounded by West 16th Street, Eleventh Avenue and West Street, Horatio and Gansevoort Streets, and 
Ninth Avenue and Hudson Street. The NYCHD boundaries of the historic district differ, including excluding 
properties north of West 15th Street, and certain properties west of Washington Street and east of Hudson 
Street. The street plan—which transitions between the typical Manhattan street grid and the older 
Greenwich Village street plan—is a contributing element to both historic districts. The historic district is 
characterized by a mix of buildings constructed between the 1840s and 1940s. Although the buildings in 
the historic district consist of a range of types and sizes from different historical periods that represent the 
area’s changing uses, certain common features create an architectural cohesion. These features include 
the use of brick, a general low-rise character, metal ground-floor canopies, multiple buildings designed by 
the same architects in historical revival styles, and Belgian block paving. The earliest buildings are typically 
residential structures, many of which were later converted to commercial uses, but a few extant industrial 
structures date to the pre-Civil War era. After the Civil War, most new buildings were manufacturing and 
warehouse structures. In the late 19th century, the creation of two markets spurred new development, 
particularly of wholesale businesses that catered to the markets. Buildings constructed in the late 19th and 
early 20th centuries include market buildings, stables, warehouses, and loft buildings, as well as residential 
structures. In 1898, development of a cold storage warehouse and power plant at 521-527 West Street 
and 109-111 Horatio Street by the Manhattan Refrigerating Company, along with the installation of a 
system of underground refrigeration pipes that serviced 18 blocks, spurred the concentration of wholesale 
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meat businesses in the district. As meatpacking became the most prominent district business, numerous 
older buildings were converted while new low-rise market buildings were constructed. Today, as many of 
the buildings are occupied by restaurants, boutiques, furniture stores, and nightclubs, many ground-level 
facades have been altered with large plate glass windows and modern facade treatments that clearly signal 
the new land uses in the area. The Gansevoort Market Historic District is significant under Criterion A for 
commercial history, community development, industrial history and transportation history and also 
significant under Criterion C “as an architecturally rich, mixed-use, mercantile district consisting of 
industrial, commercial and residential buildings linked to the city’s working waterfront.” 1? The Gansevoort 
Meat Market Historic District is identified as Resource No. 45 on Figure 8. 


Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment could be placed on sidewalks within the 
boundaries of the Gansevoort Market Historic District as described below. In this part of the APE (Figure 8), 
the sidewalks are typically paved in concrete, and some streetbeds retain their original Belgian-block 
paving. Modern poles—including tall light poles and shorter poles with signs affixed to them—are along 
the sidewalk curb lines in the district. Based on preliminary design, a new pole may be installed where there 
is presently no pole at the following location: 


e Tenth Avenue between Gansevoort and Little West 12th Streets: A new pole with an equipment cabinet 
may be installed on the east side of Tenth Avenue on the concrete sidewalk (see Attachment 3, page 
50). 


The pole would be located within the boundaries of the NR-Listed Gansevoort Market Historic District, 
which includes the east sidewalk on Tenth Avenue. However, this location is at the western edge of the 
historic district, and the east Tenth Avenue frontage between Gansevoort and Little West 12th Streets is 
occupied by the recently constructed Whitney Museum of Art and a two-story commercial building with 
retail spaces to the north of it. The Whitney Museum of Art replaced a number of buildings that were 
identified as non-contributing to the significance of the NR-Listed Gansevoort Market Historic District. 1 
Installation of the pole would not require the alteration or removal of any decorative sidewalk or street 
paving, such as bluestone or Belgian-block pavers. Due to the variety of infrastructure that exists on the 
block and other streets in the historic district including modern light poles and signage, as well as the new 
infrastructure’s location at the edge of the historic district boundaries adjacent to Route 9A, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not alter the historic character of the Gansevoort Market Historic District. 


13 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Gansevoort Market Historic District. April 9, 2007, Section 8, p.1. 


14 National Register of Historic Places Registration Form, Gansevoort Market Historic District. April 9, 2007. 
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3.3 OTHER INDIVIDUAL HISTORIC ARCHITECTURAL PROPERTIES 


Based on preliminary design, other locations where new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
would be placed on the sidewalks of city streets within the APE include the streets listed below with 
corresponding historic properties (with reference number from Table 1 shown).*° 


e On the Brooklyn Bridge eastbound roadway and westbound exit ramp east of Centre Street and in the 
concrete median between a westbound exit from Pearl Street and westbound exit from the southbound 
FDR Drive (Figure 4) 

— No historic properties — see discussion below 


e On Canal Street west of Varick Street at the Holland Tunnel exit (Figure 4) 


— See discussion below 


e On Broome Street between Hudson and Varick Streets near the Holland Tunnel (Figure 4) 


— 8-American Thread Building 


e On West Street adjacent to the Battery Park Underpass (Figure 5) 
— 9-Whitehall Building 
— 10 - Downtown Athletic Club Building (NYCL) 
— 11-21 West Street 


e = Atthe Trinity Street exit from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel (Figure 5) 


— No historic properties 


e Near the Lincoln Tunnel including the portals at Tenth Avenue between West 38th and West 39th 
Streets (Figure 6) 
— 12-U.S. Post Office - Morgan General Mail Facility 
— 13- 406-426 West 31st Street 
— 14-U.S. General Post Office 
—  15- Pennsylvania Railroad North River Tunnel 
— 16-St. Michael’s Roman Catholic Church Complex 
— 17- Master Printers Building 
— 18-Webster Apartments 
— 19 - Harding Building (Garment Center Historic District) 
— 21-Former Pinehill Crystal Water Company 
— 22- Hill Building 
— 23-500 West 37th Street 
— 24- Underhill Building 


15 Historic properties not included in this list include historic districts and individual properties that are located in the Direct 
Effects portion of the APE and have been previously discussed in Sections 3.1 and 3.2. These include Resources 1-3, 5-7, 20, 
27, 31, 39-42 and 45. 
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— 25-408 West 39th Street 

— 26-523-539 Ninth Avenue 

— 28-St. Raphael Roman Catholic Church and Rectory 
— 29-500-506 West 42nd Street 

— 30- McGraw Hill Publishing Company Building 

— 32-Former French Hospital 

— 33- Lithuanian Alliance of America 

— 34- Hotel Irwin 

— 35- Engine Co. 34 Firehouse 


e On Manhattan’s north-south avenues between 60th and 61st Streets (Figure 7) 
— 36-P.S.191 Hudson Honors School 
— 37- Cova Building 
— 38-59th Street-Columbus Circle Subway Station 
— 43-Grand Army Plaza 


e On East 25th Street west of the FDR Drive (Figure 8) 
— 44- Public Baths 


The addition of the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not alter the NR- 
qualifying characteristics of the individual historic properties that are in the APE and the Harding Building 
in the Garment Center Historic District in the APE.*© As noted in Table 1, the individual historic properties 
eligible or listed in the NR meet Criterion A or C or both NR criteria and are significant as part of the 
development of neighborhoods in New York City and/or are significant for their architectural or engineering 
characteristics. The McGraw-Hill Publishing Company Building, which is a NHL, is significant in the history 
of skyscraper construction and is considered the first expression of the curtain wall in a high-rise building. *” 


As noted in Table 1, there would be no physical changes to this resource or to its immediate setting. 


With the exception of an underground subway station, an elevated former freight railroad viaduct 
structure, tunnels, bridges, and parks, historic architectural resources in the APE consist of buildings that 
line the sidewalks on the blocks where new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be 
installed. Overall, installing new street poles with tolling system equipment or new poles with mast arms 
with tolling system equipment that are at a similar height to and in a similar form as existing poles in the 
APE would be consistent with the setting of historic architectural resources in the APE, and would not add 
incompatible visual elements to any resource’s setting that would diminish the integrity of a historic 
architectural resource’s NR-qualifying characteristics. The tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be visually consistent with the existing urban streetscape where, as described above, the 
sidewalks in the APE and immediate area contain a variety of infrastructure, including older and more 


16 As noted in Table 1, only one property in the Garment Center Historic District is in the APE: the Harding Building at 440 
Ninth Avenue. 


7 National Register of Historic Places Inventory — Nomination Form, McGraw-Hill Building. January 9, 1980 
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modern light poles, signage affixed on poles, and traffic lights, including traffic lights that are mounted on 
an arm extending over the roadway from a pole set in the sidewalk. No new tolling infrastructure or tolling 
system equipment would be placed directly in front of a historic building’s entrance. 


Although a new pole with supporting tolling system equipment would be placed on the concrete median 
separating the Holland Tunnel exit roadway and Canal Street (see Attachment 3, page 44), the concrete 
median contains a variety of infrastructure including signs, a traffic light, modern light poles and the support 
for a large sign structure that spans above Canal Street and the Holland Tunnel exit. Therefore, the 
proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at this location would not adversely alter the 
setting, prominence, or visibility of the historic Holland Tunnel exit ramp structure including its granite- 
faced concrete retaining walls. As discussed in Section 1.2.2.3, no new tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would be mounted directly on the Holland Tunnel structure. 


Based on preliminary design, the CBD Tolling Alternative would install three new poles with tolling system 
equipment at the Brooklyn Bridge eastbound roadway and westbound exit ramp east of Centre Street (see 
Figure 4 and Attachment 3, page 59). Two poles with 25-foot mast arms would replace an existing modern 
light pole at the westbound exit ramp and a new pole with tolling system equipment would be installed on 
the south side of the eastbound roadway. In addition, a new pole with tolling system equipment could be 
placed in the concrete median between a westbound exit from Pearl Street and westbound exit from the 
southbound FDR Drive (see Attachment 3, page 57). The proposed new tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would be outside the NHL, NR-Listed and NYCL-designated boundaries for the Brooklyn 
Bridge. There are no historic properties in this portion of the APE. 


4. Basis for Recommended Project Finding 


As described in this document, the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes that would alter the 
characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the NR. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
remove historic architectural resources or remove or alter contributing features to historic architectural 
resources. The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not diminish the integrity of the 
property’s location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association. 


Measures that have been or would be taken to avoid or minimize adverse effects include the following: 


e = Tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city streets would be placed on city sidewalks 
so that it would not be installed in front of a historic building’s entrance. 


e Historic or decorative sidewalk paving within historic districts would not be removed or altered to install 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. On Fifth Avenue and Central Park West, any 
granite-block pavers that would be removed to install replacement poles would be reused or replaced 
in kind. Proposed work on sidewalks or protected paving located within historic districts designated by 
LPC would following guidance as set forth in Chapter 10: Historic Districts with Sidewalks Regulated by 
LPC of the LPC Permit Guidebook (2019). 
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e New light poles and associated equipment would be visually consistent with the existing palette of 
street furniture in the APE. 


e =InCentral Park, new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed at only three 
access point locations along the existing park roadway system, and minimized by replacing four existing 
light poles there with poles that have the same appearance. 


e For new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on the park edges (Fifth Avenue and 
Central Park West), poles would be placed near the curbs and would be consistent with the presence 
of modern street furniture in the area, constituting a minimal change to the character of Central Park. 
On Central Park West, measures implemented to minimize the visual impact of the pole with 50-foot- 
long mast arm include combining the disparate required elements of the tolling system equipment into 
single enclosures (“clusters”) that are the minimum size possible (smaller than a traffic light). This 
would reduce the visibility of the tolling system equipment. In addition, the proposed pole and tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would have a uniform green material finish that matches 
the color palette of infrastructure on the street. The pole and mast arm would be completely 
removable so there would be no interference with New York City’s Thanksgiving Day Parade, which 
uses Central Park West and involves large parade floats and balloons. Furthermore, the Memorandum 
of Understanding (MOU) between NYCDOT and TBTA for the Project restricts any equipment other 
than the tolling system equipment from being installed on the pole and mast arm. NPS will be consulted 
when the current MOU expires, is revised or extended. 


e The Project Sponsors would coordinate with NYC Parks, the SHPO, and NPS regarding the proposed 
addition of street trees to help screen the pole and mast arm proposed on the Central Park West 


sidewalk. 


e The Project Sponsors would coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy regarding the 
final design of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park. As described 
above, the new pole and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on Central Park West 
would have a uniform green material finish that matches the color palette of infrastructure on the 
street. In addition, the backs of the tolling signs to be installed on the West Drive and East Drive poles 
would also be painted the same color as the poles and tolling equipment to better blend into the park 
landscape. 


FHWA, in coordination with NYSDOT, has applied the Criteria of Adverse Effect (36 CFR 800.5(a)(1)) to 
identified historic properties within the APE, and finds the Project would have No Adverse Effect. The 
Project would not result in any direct or indirect effects on historic properties that would alter the 
characteristics of a historic property that qualify it for inclusion in the NRHP. 


5. | Consulting Party and Public Involvement 


NYSDOT and FHWA have solicited input from Consulting Parties and the public concerning the Project’s 
effect on historic properties, which has been taken into account in the recommended No Adverse Effect 
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finding. Outreach completed to date and future planned outreach to Consulting Parties and the public is 
described below and associated correspondence is provided in Attachment 4. 


Consultation with the SHPO was initiated on behalf of the FHWA on September 24, 2021, including 
providing a list of potential Consulting Parties. On October 18, 2021, the SHPO provided suggestions for the 
addition of other potential Consulting Parties. 


FHWA initiated Section 106 consultation with representatives of Federally-recognized Native American 
tribes with an interest in the geographical area of the Project location. FHWA formally initiated Section 106 
consultation with the Shinnecock Indian Nation, Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians, 
Delaware Nation, and Delaware Tribe in letters dated October 6 and October 12, 2021, inviting them to 
meet with FHWA and NYSDOT representatives. The Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic 
Preservation Extension Office responded on October 13, 2021 indicating they had no concerns with the 
Project. The October 2021 Cultural Resources Screening Report was provided to the four Federally- 
recognized Native American tribes on October 28, 2021. 


In consultation with SHPO, the Project Sponsors identified potential Consulting Parties and invited them to 
participate in Section 106 consultation. Four organizations accepted the invitation to participate as 
Consulting Parties, and FHWA approved them on November 12, 2021. These include the National Park 
Service, LPC, the New York Landmarks Conservancy, and NYC Parks. A Consulting Parties meeting was held 
on December 16, 2021. The purpose of the meeting was to provide Consulting Parties with an overview of 
the Project, the Section 106 process, and the status of the Section 106 process for the Project. The 
Consulting Parties were given an opportunity to provide input on the nature of the historic properties in 
the APE and the Project’s potential effects on historic properties. Subsequent to the Consulting Parties 
meeting, on December 23, 2021, NYSDOT provided the Consulting Parties with information about the 
Project; the APE as defined in consultation with the SHPO; the historic properties identified in the APE; and 
proposed Project-related activities on, in, and/or in the vicinity of the identified historic properties. 


Following that meeting, FHWA and the Project Sponsors conducted additional consultation with NPS, SHPO, 
and NYC Parks regarding the proposed pole and mast arm on Central Park West. The Project Sponsors made 
a presentation to FHWA, NPS, SHPO and NYC Parks on February 16, 2022 that included information 
regarding alternatives considered for the location of the pole and mast arm, information regarding the 
design features of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment proposed at this location, and 
information related to the Project design at this location and how it was developed to minimize the 
Project’s visibility. Based on an information request made by the SHPO on March 9, 2022, a package was 
provided to FHWA, SHPO, NPS, and NYC Parks on March 16, 2022 that included additional information 
regarding the proposed pole and mast arm, including visual simulations of the pole and mast arm with 
different finishes, and an elevation, plan, and photographs depicting the surrounding infrastructure and 
their associated heights relative to the proposed Central Park West pole. Based on comments received 
from NPS, the SHPO, and NYC Parks, FHWA hosted a meeting on April 6, 2022 with the Project Sponsors 
and Consulting Parties to discuss and seek agreement regarding the most appropriate color finish for the 
Central Park West pole, mast arm, and associated tolling equipment. Consensus was reached that a green 
finish would match the color palette used for infrastructure in Central Park and on Central Park West and 
better blend into the surrounding landscape. 


46 June 2022 


The Draft (Proposed Final) Finding Documentation recommending a No Adverse Effect finding for the 
Project pursuant to Section 106 was provided to the Consulting Parties by NYSDOT on April 12, 2022 and 
to the four Federally-recognized Native American tribes by FHWA on April 13, 2022, for review and 
comment. In a letter dated April 18, 2022 the SHPO concurred with the recommended No Adverse Effect 
finding. On April 29, 2022 NYC Parks requested minor clarifications and revisions to the text of the Finding 
Documentation. In a letter dated May 19, 2022, NPS concurred with the finding of No Adverse Effect and 
agreed with the proposed green finish for the proposed Central Park West pole, mast arm, and associated 
tolling equipment. Information regarding the proposed addition of tolling signage to two of the 
replacement poles within Central Park (one pole at West Drive and one pole at East Drive) was subsequently 
provided to the four Federally-recognized Native American tribes by FHWA on May 31, 2022 and to the 
Consulting Parties by NYSDOT on June 3, 2022, for review and comment. In this correspondence, FHWA 
and NYSDOT indicated that the signage would not alter character-defining features or alter the integrity of 
Central Park and that the Finding Documentation would continue to recommend a No Adverse Effect 
determination. In comments dated June 1, 2022, the Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic 
Preservation Extension Office stated their concurrence with the SHPO’s finding of No Adverse Effect. In 
comments dated June 10, 2022 NYC Parks requested that the backs of the signs be painted the same color 
as the poles and equipment to better blend into the park landscape. The SHPO, NPS, and LPC indicated 
their concurrence of the No Adverse Effect determination in correspondence dated June 16 and 17, 2022. 


Based on input received through the consultation process, requested text revisions have been incorporated 
into this Finding Documentation and the Project Sponsors modified the design of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative at three locations to respond to concerns raised by Consulting Parties. At the Lincoln Tunnel 
north portal, the Project Sponsors originally proposed four clusters of tolling system equipment, consisting 
of a set of two tolling clusters mounted vertically at one brick pier of the brick portal entry on either side 
of the portal roadway. To avoid affecting the brick patterned pier and respond to a request that the tolling 
system equipment be pole-mounted rather than mounted directly on the brick piers, the Project Sponsors 
modified the design so that the tolling system equipment would be pole-mounted, as described above in 
Section 3.1.3. At the High Line, the Project Sponsors originally proposed a cabinet housing tolling system 
equipment on a column of the High Line structure. To respond to requests that the equipment cabinet be 
pole-mounted rather than mounted directly on the High Line structure, the Project Sponsors revised the 
design so that the equipment cabinet would be mounted on a new pole installed on the west side of Tenth 
Avenue south of West 30th Street as desribed above in Section 3.1.4. To address visibility concerns at the 
Central Park West tolling location, the proposed pole and mast arm would be finished in a green color, 
rather than the originally proposed black finish. In addition, the backs of the tolling signs to be installed at 
two replacement poles within Central Park would be painted the same color as the poles and equipment. 
Revisions made to the Finding Documentation based on comments received by Consulting Parties on the 
Draft (Proposed Final) Finding Documentation and on the subsequent submission of information regarding 
the installation of tolling signage at two locations within Central Park were not substantive and did not alter 
the recommended finding. With these revisions, this Finding Documentation is considered final. 


The Project Sponsors also developed and are implementing a Public Involvement Plan, consistent with 
NYSDOT Public Participation Plan guidelines, to support their efforts in coordinating with the public. The 
purpose of the Public Involvement Plan is to establish a process for soliciting input from the public, 
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encouraging open discussion of Project details and issues, and providing multiple opportunities for public 
comments and questions related to the Project for consideration during the EA development and for 
subsequent agency decision-making. This plan will allow the Project Sponsors and FHWA to consider the 
views among varying interest groups and stakeholders throughout the decision-making process. 


Outreach for the Project includes extensive outreach activities via virtual meetings and webinars prior to 
completion of the EA, development of a Project website, production of Project fact sheets, maintenance of 
a contact list to keep interested individuals informed about Project progress, and coordination with 
interested and involved stakeholders including NYC Parks, the Central Park Conservancy, and the Friends 
of the High Line. When the EA is complete, additional outreach will be conducted, including public meetings 
and hearings to solicit comments on the document. 


6. Attachments 


Attachment 1: Detection Point Locations 
Attachment 2: Detection Point Visual Simulations 
Attachment 3: Detection Point Location Plans 


Attachment 4: Correspondence 
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Attachment 1: 
Detection Point Locations 


June 2022 


Location Description 


Brooklyn Bridge Section 
Brooklyn Bridge Section 


Brooklyn Bridge Ramp 
Brooklyn Bridge Section 
Brooklyn Bridge Section 


Brooklyn Bridge Section 
Brooklyn Bridge to FDR 


Brooklyn Bridge to FDR 
West Drive, W 
Center Drive, W 
East Drive, E 
East Drive, W 
60th Street 
Fifth Avenue 
Fifth Avenue 
Madison Ave 
Park Avenue SB 
Park Avenue NB 
Lexington Ave 


Lexington Ave 
Third Ave 
Third Ave 
Second Ave 
Second Ave 
ist Ave 
ist Ave 
York Ave 
York Ave 
FDR 
FDR 
Greenwich Street Exit 


Broome Street 


Holland Tunnel Entrance 


Holland Tunnel Entrance 


Broome Street 


Holland Tunnel Exit 


Holland Tunnel Exit 


Direction 


EB 
EB 


WB 


WB 
WB 
EB 
EB 


EB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
EB 
SB 
SB 
NB 
SB 
NB 
SB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
SB 
NB 
NB 
NB 
SB 
SB 
NB 
EB 
EB 


NB 


NB 


WB 


EB 


EB 


Cross-Streets 


Ramp from Park Row NB 
By Pearl Street 

Ramp to FDR & Pearl St 
To Center St NB 

Ramp to Park Row 


Ramp from Pearl St 
From FDR NB 


From FDR SB 
Near 59th St. 
Near 59th St. 
Near Grand Army Plaza 


Near Grand Army Plaza 
E of York 

Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet JFW & 61st 


At 53rd 
HLC 


E of Hudson 


Bet Hudson & Varick ST 


Bet Hudson & Varick ST 


W of Varick ST 


At Tunnel Exit 


At Tunnel Exit 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
Detector Locations 
October 1, 2021 


Proposed Structure/Foundation 


Connected to existing Cantilever Sign Structure 
New tall Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation sitting on existing bridge wall footing 


New Sidefire connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure post 


New Standard Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation 


Connected to existing Cantilever Sign Structure 


Connected to existing Cantilever Sign Structure 


Replace existing pole with new Standard Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation 


Replace existing pole with new Standard Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation 


Replace existing pole with new Standard Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation 
Replace existing pole with new Standard Sidefire pole with spread footing foundation 
New Sidefire on existing light pole attached on existing roadway barrier/wall 

New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new Standard Sidefire pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New jumbo M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New Sidefire on existing light pole and foundation 
New Jumbo M2A Pole with 50-ft Mast Arm with Spread Footing 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New Sidefire with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified Region 10 pole with spread footing foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New sidefire with drilled shaft foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with combined spread footing foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with combined spread footing foundation 


Mast Arm Length and Pole 


Type 


N/A 
Modified M-2A (SF) 
N/A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
N/A 


N/A 

Standard M-2A (SF) 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
N/A 

30-ft Modified M-2A 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
50-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 

50-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 


N/A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 


Standard M-2A (SF) 
50-ft Region 10 

25-ft Modified M-2A 
Standard M-2A (SF) 


20-ft Modified M-2A 


Comments 


A standalone pole is required to support 
equipment cabinets. 


Detection Point required only if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNAJ property. 


Location Description 


PANYN4J property at Holland 


Tunnel Exit 


PANYNJ property. Holland Tunnel 


Entrance 
W 34th Street 


W 34th Street 


W 35th Street 


W 35th Street 


W 36th Street 


W 36th Street 


9th Ave 


W 39th Street 


W 39th Street 


10th Ave 


W 39th Street 


40th Street 


40th Street 


40th Street 


W 40th Street 


W 40th Street 


W 41st Street 


W 41st Street 


W 41st Street 


W 41st Street 


W 30th Street 


10th Ave 


10th Ave 


W 42nd Street 


Direction 


EB 


WB 


EB 


WB 


WB 


WB 


EB 


EB 


SB 


WB 


WB 


NB 


WB 


EB 


EB 


EB 


EB 


EB 


WB 


WB 


WB 


WB 


EB 


NB 


NB 


EB 


Cross-Streets 


At Tunnel Exit 

At Tunnel Entrance 
E of Dyer ST 

E of Dyer ST 

W of Dyer ST 

E of Dyer ST 

Bet 10th & Dyer 


Bet 9th & Dyer 


Bet 36th & 37th, Near 36th 

West of 9th Ave, Nearer 9th 
West of 9th Ave, Further from 9th 
S of 30th Overhead on Highline 


Near PANYNJ W end of block 


Near 11th Ave 


West of 10th Ave 


East of 10th Ave 


West of 9th Ave, Further from 9th 


West of 9th Ave, Nearer 9th 


Bet Dyer & 9th Ave 
10th & Dyer 

East of Galvin Ave 
West of Galvin Ave 


W of Dyer ST 


Bet W 41st & W 42nd 


Bet W 41st & W 42nd 


10th & Dyer 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
Detector Locations 
October 1, 2021 


Proposed Structure/Foundation 


On existing sign structure over Holland Tunnel roadway 


On exsiting structure with overheight height warning devices 


New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Connected to the existing High Line structure 

New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

New modified Region 10 Pole with spread footing foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified Region 10 pole with drilled shaft foundation 

New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified Region 10 pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


Mast Arm Length and Pole 


Type 
N/A 


N/A 

25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 

35-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Region 10 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Region 10 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Region 10 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 


25-ft Modified M-2A 


Comments 


Detection Point required only if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point required only if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point required only if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 


Location Description 
W 42nd Street 
W 42nd Street 
W 42nd Street 
9th Ave 
9th Ave 
9th Ave 
9th Ave 
30th St 
10th Ave 
10th Ave 
30th 
Lincoln Tunnel South Tunnel 
Lincoln Tunnel Middle Tunnel 
Lincoln Tunnel North Tunnel 
10th Ave 
10th Ave 
W 31nd Street 
W 31nd Street 
W 33th Street 


W 33th Street 


W 34th Street 


W 34th Street 


Manhattan Bridge, EB 
Manhattan Bridge, Inner 
Manhattan Bridge, WB 
Queensboro Lower WB 


Queensboro Lower EB 
Queensboro Lower Outer 
Queensboro Upper Ramp 


Direction 


WB 


EB 


WB 


SB 


SB 


SB 


SB 


EB 


NB 


NB 


EB 


EB 


ContraFlow 


WB 


NB 


NB 


WB 


WB 


WB 


WB 


EB 


WB 


WB 
ContraFlow 
EB 
WB 
EB 
WB 
EB 


Cross-Streets 
10th & Dyer 
Bet Dyer & 9th Ave 
Bet Dyer & 9th Ave 
Bet 29th and 30th St 
Bet 29th and 30th St 
Bet 30th and 31th St 
Bet 30th and 31th St 
Bet 8th and 9th Ave 
Bet 38th and 39th St 
Bet 38th and 39th St 
West of Highline 
PANYNJ property NYC side 
PANYN4J property NYC side 
PANYNJ property NYC side 
Bet 30th & 31st 
Bet 30th & 31st 
W of Dyer ST 


E of Dyer ST 


Near PANYNGJ, W of Intersection 


Near PANYN4, E of Intersection 


W of Dyer ST 
W of Dyer ST 


Bet Market and Forsyth 
Bet Market and Forsyth 
Bet Market and Forsyth 
Bet 1st & 2nd Ave 

Bet 1st & 2nd Ave 

Bet 1st & 2nd Ave 

Bet 58th & 59th 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
Detector Locations 
October 1, 2021 


Proposed Structure/Foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
Install on walls outside of tunnel entrance 

Install on walls outside of tunnel entrance 

Install on walls outside of tunnel entrance 

New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 

New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with drilled shaft foundation 


New modified M-2A pole on new overhead beam supported on existing roadway columns 


New overhead beam supported on existing roadway columns 


New modified M-2A pole on new overhead beam supported on existing roadway columns 


Connected between existing bridge girder and existing bracing member 
Connected between existing bridge girder and existing bracing member 


Connected to existing retaining wall 


Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Mast Arm Length and Pole 
Type 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
30-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 


25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


Comments 


Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4J property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

This Detection Point is required even if 
CBDTP goes on PANYN4J property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

This Detection Point is required only if 
CBDTP goes on PANYNA property. 
This Detection Point is required only if 
CBDTP goes on PANYN4J property. 
This Detection Point is required only if 
CBDTP goes on PANYNJ property. 
Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYN4 property. 

Detection Point not required if CBDTP 
goes on PANYNJ property. 


Location Description 


Queensboro 59th Lower Ramp 
Queensboro Exit Ramp 
FDR 

FDR 

FDR 

FDR 

FDR 

West Street, SB 
West Street, NB 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 
Riverside Blvd 
Riverside Blvd 
Freedom Place 
Freedom Place 
West End Ave 
West End Ave 
Amsterdam Ave 
Columbus Ave 
Columbus Ave 
Broadway SB 
Broadway NB 
Central Park W 
Williamsburg Bridge 


Williamsburg Bridge 
West Side Highway 
West Side Highway 


Direction 


EB 
NB/WB 
SB 
NB 
SB 


NB 
WB 
EB 
SB 
NB 


Cross-Streets 


Bet 59th & 60th 
Bet 1st & 2nd Ave 
At 53rd 


At 25th ST 

At 25th ST 

Near Old Slip 
Near Old Slip 
Near Battery Place 


Near Battery Place 
Near Liberty ST 
Near Liberty ST 
Near Chamber ST 
Near Chamber ST 
Near Gansevoort 
Near Gansevoort 
Near W 61st 

Near W 61st 

Near W 60th 

Near W 60th 


Near W 60th 
Near W 60th 


Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 60th & 61st 
Bet 61st & Columbus Cir 
Bet Pitt and Ridge 

Bet Pitt and Ridge 

57th St 

57th St 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
Detector Locations 
October 1, 2021 


Proposed Structure/Foundation 


Connected to existing bridge girder 
Connected to underside of existing superstructure 
Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 


Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 


Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 
Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 


Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 


Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 


Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 
Connected to existing pedestrian bridge 


Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 
New modified M-2A pole connected to existing bridge pier 


Cluster under the overhead bridge superstructure. 


New Standard Sidefire pole with new footing supported on existing building concrete beam 
New Standard Sidefire pole with new footing supported on existing building concrete beam 


New modified M-2A pole with combined spread footing foundation 


New modified M-2A pole with combined spread footing foundation 
New Jumbo M2A Pole with 50-ft Mast Arm with Spread Footing 
New Jumbo M2A Pole with 50-ft Mast Arm with Spread Footing 


New Sidefire on existing light pole and foundation 


Replace existing pole with new modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 
New modified M-2A pole with spread footing foundation 

New Jumbo M2A Pole with 50-ft Mast Arm with Spread Footing 

Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 

Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 

Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 

Connected to existing Overhead Sign Structure 


Mast Arm Length and Pole Comments 


Type 
N/A 


N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
20-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
Standard M-2A (SF) 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
25-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
35-ft Modified M-2A 
50-ft Modified M-2A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 
N/A 


Attachment 2: 
Detection Point Visual Simulations 


June 2022 


No Action Alternative 


CBD Tolling Alternative 


Rendering of CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 

Lower Level Westbound and Eastbound 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2-1 


3.7.22 


No Action Alternative 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view west 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 


Lower Level Westbound Approaching East 60th Street 
Figure 2-2 


3.7.22 


No Action Alternative, view southeast 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view southeast 


Rendering of CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Manhattan Bridge 


Westbound Outer Roadway 
Figure 2-3 


3.7.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


No Action Alternative, view west 


Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view west 


Rendering of CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Manhattan Bridge 


Westbound Center Lanes 
Figure 2-4 


3.7.22 


NS 


No Action Alternative, view west 


Tolling Infrastructure 
and Tolling System Equipment 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view west 


Rendering of CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Manhattan Bridge 

Eastbound Outer Lanes 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2-5 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Tolling}intrastructure) 
andiollingisystemjequipment 


CBD Tolling Alternative 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Lincoln Tunnel South Tube 
Figure 2-6 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Tolling Infrastructure 
and Tolling SystemfEquipmenty 


CBD Tolling Alternative 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Lincoln Tunnel Center Tube 
Figure 2-7 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


No Action Alternative 


lternative 


CBD Tolling A 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Lincoln Tunnel North Tube 
Figure 2-8 
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No Action Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 

and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

High Line at Tenth Avenue and West 30th Street 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2-9 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Parking Lot on Dover Street 

Figure 2-10 


6.15.22 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 

and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Vestry Street at Holland Tunnel Exit 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2-11 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northeast 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


West 40th Street West of Ninth Avenue 
Figure 2-12 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northeast 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Central Park East Drive near Grand Army Plaza 
Figure 2-13 
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No Action Alternative, view southeast 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view southeast 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 


and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Central Park Center Drive near Sixth Avenue 


Figure 2-14 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Central Park West Drive near Seventh Avenue 
Figure 2-15 


6.15.22 


No Action Alternative, view south 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 

and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Fifth Avenue at East 60th Street 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2-16 


6.15.22 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Tolling Infrastructure 


Tolling(System Equipment Pee 5 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view north 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Central Park West at West 60th Street 
Figure 2-17a 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 
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rnative, view southwest from within Central Park 
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ative, view southwest from within Central Park 
Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 

and CBD Tolling Alternative: 

Central Park West at West 60th Street — View from within 
Central Park (Leaf-on Conditions) 

Figure 2-17b 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


TRIMPINTERT A 


No Action Alternative, view southwest from within Central Park 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view southwest from within Central Park 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Central Park West at West 60th Street — View from within 


Central Park (Leaf-off Conditions) 
Figure 2-17c 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 


Comparison Views of No Action Alternative 
and CBD Tolling Alternative: 


Park Avenue at East 60th Street 
Figure 2-18 
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SEE DWG. S-213 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATION 
UNDER BRIDGE SUPERSTRUCTURE+. W60-1S ee oe ROADWAY PAVEMENT EL 16.93+ 
SEE DWG. S-213 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATION ee oe ack 
ROADWAY PAVEMENT EL 16.08+ oo 

NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 


MILLER wiceW aN WW = —_— 
ae 
ee oe CE-212 
(SEE NOTE 9) ee 


TC 17.55+ e 8 wy SEBEL = 
ae BC 16.95+ “E~3 12 fu oot, BR => antieese= Ale Be 
ee aa ON ee" Sra, RA OF75+ EXISTING STEEL FACED 
el eed eects Meee eee WT og at CONCRETE CURB WA a 
suc e? NE og Slee Waa AZ ME NN eet Be 19,854 c aie ee 
jg peg vane eps —=4---=|n Ms a2 \ a oe 4 as ie ae 7 (Uses aut _ae® ieee = iy a - ea . opnt, 319 —. —_— 
ood i as ' - io a= A u - ae=> A ale \ ‘ : ‘ —_== zl a : : ams oe ae ae 1 ii v - i ‘ = : 2 Zee i 7 : a a > } : 18) a - 
a eee ee Tit : = —= ao se = . iu = Me 2238 > Co We nae = _— ae . ; 2 sue" “ 22222 1F a . \ ae a ae ee 
ee a ae a ave alc = 24== =i =a Hi GE == = \\"int Sea as \ = = =\7 —_ i Mt . i 2a = “| : oat 4 WN = a Hf a a oun _ 
ee eee ae \\ ses ) Lee _ ' \ iM \ ; aes =< nat Lease = Tl y : eee hy eee ce e747 AMY —_— i 
2 WH aaa th U ogee Ve aes ae =o rr ; = . —_— fpf-- == 1 Live _ ise ee Wi eeeRee Wk gent, 329 aa SURVEY L ] MI T 
ae i WeeeedeSee TW AA Ohba == BR pee ee etn Maeees ire RA 1+89+ 
ee — er — \ a \ A= \ : re = =\\\o oe ao \ ‘eh, N75 GS LY /\/ ae -a= ie S Ae 2 ‘ogg Bair = BN ‘RAMP 
Po ae 4 | 2 == NEE a SSR VOL ei 2a ace = C 5 a=) ELEVA _ EXISTING CURB 
ee Ben Ay Gers eat) reas | A i cao (SEE NOTE 1) 
— Sh wise == 71 oN o SX pe ee | eee — 2 aim ON ap 
EXISTING STEEL FACED Pay ee TS UN stares - RIVERSIDE 
==he am 8% S\\ See | Be Bly ELEN © 
CONCRETE CURB Bs Bp STN Fg See OS ee a BOULE 
a wes = BSS > eo s&s 4 ~ “3 al 7 fcr 48] CONC SIDEWALK fet = 2S ee V A R D 
APPROXIMATE LIMITS MW TeeALER V1 \ Vea | = nee \ leap Rian ae = oe N 
OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK SURVEY LIMIT i ee wae Yo XR | 4 SURF ACE 
S oe = \ \ \ es is 
(SEE NOTE 9) con eee es a he ahi sk & & “I Se ss —— x 
See <n o NC 16. OE |, aI ; a ee Oo} ee ern se oa “ —\ erie NN \ | 
ee a _ BC 16 “Sey — RA +25 \WO RA 050 Q. = RA Q+75 : RA = nS re RA 1+50 RA 1475 ace 
leant ee _ 1221040, : ' ASPHALT ROADWAY gi fs ( — E: 986395. 70 © 
eee a — 44’ CHAINLINK FENCE NC_CURB Po — 
ae ae I SFL. 
_ S E39 leave | . | | moe wie | Clemens CA lewens H PAVERS ES. PAVERS | ae \ | FE] we SFC. = 
aon alee a ite i Oo CONC\ WALK 2 by s 2 PAVERS Oss 
~~~ SURVEY LIMIT pli sistant =! CONC WALK — L 
2 t >) 
eee a e-3 ee L Y Seca eee ae & \ Nie pe CONC CURB ‘ ra C 
_— a \ PLANTING BED " - t Y— \ / 
ot 4 ! 
STAN ost BLOCK x SURVEY LIMIT 
fo) ° ae ae anguEVaRD 40 RIVERSIDE BOULEVARD RA 2+02+ om) \ 
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STA RA 0423.50 EL 17.454 | 
NEW 25-FOOT MAST ARM ATTACHED 
ON BRIDGE PIER. W60-1N TC 17.79%. BC 17.194 NOTES: 
SEE DWG. S-212 FOR DETAILS SS 
Ce.5 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OR EDGE OF ROADWAY PAVEMENT OUTSIDE 
wwe?e/ OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
ca AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
12 
2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-212. 
3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY. SEE 
DWG. CE-212. 
4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWG. S-212. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-201. 
9. THE NORTH SIDEWALK ON WEST 59TH STREET WEST OF 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-212. 
RIVERSIDE BOULEVARD IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION. 
EXISTING CURBLINE SHOWN ON THE PLAN IS OUTSIDE OF 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN PROVI 
CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY ACTUAL SIDEWALK CONDITION AND DED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
COORDINATE INSTALLATION OF SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
ELECTRICAL POWER AND VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX WITH 
AG ENGINEER OF RECORD. SIDEWALK DISTURBED SHALL BE 8. 
er 10. OO 20 RECONSTRUCTED TO MEET EXISTING CONDITION. 
"2 20) a 
Scale feet 


CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


Riverside Boulevard between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
Page 1 
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STA. FS 0+364+— 
PCC TC 25.17%. BC 24.604 


OFFSET RO.62'+ 
BC TO MEET EXISTING GRADE A 
CE-201 


R=2', L=3.20’. ANGLE=91°34’. T=2.06’ L 
STA. FS 0+34+ 
PT TC 25.204. BC 24.63+ NEW CONCRETE MEDIAN 
OFFSET R2.75’+ WITH STEEL FACED CONCRETE CURB 


BC TO MEET EXISTING GRADE 


CHEVRONS WITH WHITE SHORT DOTTED LINES 
R=212' (CONCRETE MEDIAN). L=31.08’. ANGLE=8°23'55", T=15.57' 


4” YELLOW SHORT DOTTED LINES 


12” SOLID WHITE LINE FOR Reet" 
HIGH VISIBILITY CROSSWALK STA. FP 0+59.20 
NEW STANDARD SIDEFIRES. © 
SURVEY LIMIT W60-2N AND W60-2S. 


Es 255452 
STA. FS O+67+ 


24” SOLID WHITE LINE 
FOR STOP BAR 
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m LIMIT BC TO MEET EXISTING GRADE SURVEY LIMIT 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
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Scale feet DETAILS. 


Freedom Place between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER STA. WE 4475 
SEE DWG. SB-101 TC 25.444, BC 24.96+ L 
EL 25.30+ 
STA. WE 4+65.80 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
MAST ARM. W60-3N-. COMBINATION FOOTING SEE DWG. SB-101 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
EL 26.35+. MEET EXISTING GRADES STA. WE 4+73+ 


MEET EXISTING MEDIAN 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 26.26+. BC 25.65+ 


STA. WE 4+50 
Te 25.5126 BO 25.07F 


STA. WE 4+60.80 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 
MAST ARM. W60-3S. COMBINATION FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 

EL 26.41+. MEET EXISTING GRADES 


PC STA. WE 4+57.30+ 
TC 26.444. BC 25.82+ 
Vy ( MEET EXISTING GRADE 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. WE 5+01+ 


‘ . STA. WE 4+75 
CE-101| CE-101 TC: 26.25% 
MULTIRLE 4 i 


STY 
BLOGK BUMDING 
BLOCK 1/7 
ior} STA. WE 44+89+ 


TC 26.084. BC 25.48% 


BLOCK 1i7 
LOT 164 ‘ 
/WEST END AVENUE 


EXISTING SIGN 
TO BE PROTECTED OR REPLACED IN-KIND 


SIAMESE 


CONNECT iON © 
TRENCH WEST END AVENUE — CONNECT Ns 
SURVEY LIMIT CONC WALK 
nn a FA : STA. WE 34625 od \ a 25.56+ 
N- EQRE sc Lor oe ( ® we Mie _ Bre o Oye o Mee ; = 7 
© - a 
E 
STA. WE 5+00 
[6] ow © © TC 26.01+ 
W <a ~ 
STA. WE 44532 CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
TC 26.44+ , 
: BC 25.94+ 
CENTERLINE 0O = 7 os 
feces esha le eee ALIGNMENT Ja ther op en ren renee ee R=4 er nia 
WE 3+00 Bate WE 3+50 on WE 4+00 WE 4+25 © 4+50 i - CE = 01 
ee . Sr A 
oe ©® | EL 25.95+ 
; ce ee NOTES: 
ASPHALT ROADWAY EXISTING CURB 2 = Say : a 
a (SEE NOTE 1) MEET EXISTING MEDIAN 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
- ne — CURB AND SIDEWALK SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
© : TC 26.26+. BC 25.70+ AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
_ es L = = 
2 apne 2. eS ~ ae Edo PO sree pce ey “™ a 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-101. 
) 6" : # 
CONC WALK \ in coe wack / 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
= ROADWAY PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-101. 
TRENCH a 
SURVEY LIMIT BER be ae oa 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS, SEE DWG. SB-101. 
STA. WE 34+50+ 20 WEST END AVENUE Vy 
™ = nen One i" 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN, SEE DWG. T-101. 
~ in oo ier 28 - 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING 
zs = " LJ : 
: “ = |i or parnNe + poate fe ve aoe Y SIDEWALK ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES 
my ., 8 ts = PT STA. WE 4457.30 UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF 
“eS BS. ® RECORD. 
m§8 §Ss or WY) TC 26.40+. BC 25.84+ = 
So SVY ac a) = = 
: G se Lh bh 8] > MEET EXISTING GRADE ie 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
: 8 = 6 GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
; ‘ lS STA. WE 4450 ere ee AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
= = CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY 
LEGEND Bu < TC 25-40%. BC 24.915 - EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
— PEL ae : : _ i“ CONDITION. 
NEW STEEL FACED CONCRETE CURB 
5 NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID Y fe evgeeie une i wi cniseen — STA. WE 4475 = 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY THE EXISTING 
LJ TC 25.204 PEDESTRIAN ISLAND CONDITIONS IN THE FIELD 
- = ee ee PRIOR TO CONSTRUCTION. PROPOSED CONCRETE 
HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID EL 250112 BC 24. 70+ STA. WE 5+06+4 CURB AND REVEAL SHALL MATCH THE EXISTING 


CONCRETE CURB AND REVEAL AT DETECTION 
POINTS W60-3N AND W60-3S. 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE A\ 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FACE OF euEReONGE ON WEST END AVENUE BETWEEN oe 
LEARAN STREET AND WEST 61ST STREET. WG. 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE|) station SIRES T EUR Oe D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


We 4766.80 | CROSSWALK 23.0 FTE 20 10 0 20-40 
W60-3S WE 4+59.80 | TRAFFIC SIGN 4.0 FT+ = 20) 


Scale feet 


West End Avenue between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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Attachment 3 


STA. AA 0+98.00 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE NEW MODIFIED M2A JUMBO POLE WITH 50-FOOT 4 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) MAST ARM. W60-4NW. SPREAD FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-050 FOR DETAILS 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX EL 80.52+ 
ELECTRICAL POWER. 
SEE DWG. SB-102 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ook, Bacoeone TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
° = SEE DWG. SB-1 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK “- 
TC 80.36+. BC 80.11+ NEW STEEL FACED 
EXISTING CURB CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
(SEE NOTE 1) STA. AA 1405+ [— 
= MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK a 
Lu TC 80.55+. BC 80.26+ or 
ar A - 
CE-102 STA. AA 1425 a 
w TC 60.72 = 
STA. AA 0475 BC 80.38+ Y 
t TC 80.274 “pt 23" = 
= ( BC 80. Oo+ 20 AMSTERDAM AVENUE Ne) 
(O GATE 6’ CHAIN LINK FENCE/ TOP OF WALL V }— 
= eve ha eB WROUGH AN RENO TOK OV NAS of he Be VY) 
STA. AA 0+55+ = “ LW 
Y) e | JCONC WALK \, ie I CONC WALK = 
ae ro ry pS ny tose AD / \ 
— 1 SF. os ko 5 O = FL. fot 
AMSTERDAM AVENUE / rare « a — ze Se 
aa = HTC 80.464 = Ne snes LIMIT 
: 13 1 -~0 ENN VAULT e, 1 =f uBG 80. 1 EW \ ae - STA. AA 2+0/7+ 
= > a ae = =e . pc —s Q 
EL S81.11+ KN | o \ CONSTRUCTION 
EL 80.855—\ % K 0 BASEL INE 
= ANSTERDAM NE j= Eb. Bia soe CENTERLINE 
(ee ere See ee wee eos Ot __ ALIGNMENT ON IN Ta CEE SPAT RES UE | A mae ey ee ES oe ee ALIGNMENT i 
an 600 a0 rect ooh et ec re ee ces re 
—_ ee FL 80.80+ —=— aoe 
—— i en 7 Sa ee ee a SURVEY LIMIT 
_ 5’ y W ASPHALT RoADWAYa) W W STA. AA 2407+ 
— = —— @ 
a ¢ 
7 
woe WALK  @M PARKING W = oR Fo aw § oa 
/ ee @@e|7 \ a 
/ | conc PADW | ~ \ NOTES: 
SIAMESE BOTTOM 4.7’ CONC WALL 
CONNECTIONS Ws 8& Sos FENCE 
tS MULTIPLE { 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
GRANITE. BUILDING SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
aoe 
AEPaCNaE cn iat-Par BLOCK 32 ee Wer Ae eet 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-102. 
EXISTING CATCH BASIN eae eee 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
ROADWAY PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-102. 
NEW REBOUNDABLE DEL INEATOR 
SURVEY LIMIT 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-102. 
LEGEND ce Bee Oe 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-105. 
BP-01 e+ SIDEWALK ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES 
4; NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF 
a RECORD. 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 


CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY 
EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITION. 


9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 
SHOWN ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-O0O3 FOR 
TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


A GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
CE=102 AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE TO FACE OF 
CLEARANCE 
ETECTION POINT |= <IoT ING LIGHTPOLE| <crayjan |) oP e” WUNeRERE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


W60-4NW NO AA 0+97.00 TREE PIT 6.5 FT+ 
AA 0+99.00 TREE: PIT 6.5 FIF 

AA 0+98.00 IRON FENCE iTeOP TS 20 10 O 20 40 

BD —————_—— 


Scale feet 


Amsterdam Avenue between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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Attachment 3 


L 
A 
CE-103 STA. CA 11+31.70 
USE EXISTING STREET LIGHT POLE 
AND ITS FOUNDATION. 
REMOVE ALL SIGNAGE MOUNTED ON 
THE EXISTING LIGHT POLE. 
INSTALL NEW SIDEFIRE UNIT. W60-5SW 
EL 82.10+ 
NEW PULL BOX 
SURVEY LIMIT aor | LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
STA. CA 10459+ ee ae aaa TO MEET EXISTING SIDEWALK CONDITION 
GRANITE SURVEY LIMIT 
To) cnwire_srers crare concer | /,/ COLUMBUS AVENUE a a 1a one 
| | Ly 7 
i Le ie a 4’ WROUGHT IRON FENCE 
\ BUS G ~~ J 2 e { 2 
~ 5 SHELTER SPC: 0 ohn a) a aed. J © 
/ a " W : 
a SURFACE 
a (BUS PAD) 
@ EL 82.80+ EL 82.43+ CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
EL 83.10+ ee 6 NOTES: 
COLUMBUS AVE G 7 E L 8 2 “ 5 5 + © sien AVE (@) 
AY en, Se, OY 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
CA 10+25 CA 10+50 3 CA 10+75 S) CA 11+00 CA 11+25 CA 11+50 CA 11875 CA 12+80 cA ae SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INF ORMAT I ON 
m SAN es ee _. AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
E: 98870265 Io 
: NEW PULL BOXES- er le re wees - Z 
tN -— ° 
STA. CA 10+61+ o| @ si 1 TC 81.72% SURVEY LIMIT 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
J a ate BC 81.752 BC 81.33+ ROADWAY. SEE DWG. CE-103. 
EXISTING CURB a hae Pano — STA. CA 12+09+ 
ae (SEE NOTE 1) — ! = = JUMER SY KObK ee ay 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-103. 
N la: =" - ia UPS sia oO BS io 7 Sy ©_ io" —— © © ye 
\ @ mee TES. eps oT, AS come eS ; E 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-106. 
\ -— . CONC WALK = fe pf — iode CONC WALK 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING 
Lo 1 72 a iS =. ae an SIDEWALK ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES 
r n mE T mare we RS. ts ain Ee Nesp: H 7 ee OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF 
= aoe ef | —= _—_ em 
WY) STA. CA 11400 . A re = 7. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED 
one IRON FENCE, SKEPE gf ENCE Y OR RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK 
= TC 82.48+ Sry RELATED TO BIKE RACK REMOVAL MUST BE 
= BC 82,062 “mm STA. CA 11+64+ LK PERFORMED BY NYCDOT. 
Y 
LEGEND CO APPROXIMATE LOCATION OF MEET EXISTING = 8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
Ol EXISTING 24” WIDE BASEMENT STDEWALK LO GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
BP-O1 BLPCK 3 ! AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
sS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID — WALL» BASEMENT WALL 45 WEBT 60 STREET NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL _ CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED 
a - TO BE PROTECTED. SEE CE-103 POWER. SEE DWG. SB-103 Y) ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID = ere eewecN VEraneS ABANDONED FOUNDATION Lu 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 
= SHOWN ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR 
ane, CE, eels TREE PROTECTION DETAILS 
MEET EXISTING SIDEWALK NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE SEE DWG. SB-103 10.SEE NYCDOT STANDARD DRAWING H-1046 STREET 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FACE OF NEW STANDARD 5° X10 TREE PLANTING DETAIL AND NYCDPR PAVEMENT 
DETECTION POINT See oN ela Sn, tea aoe CE-103 BE PROTECTED OR COORDINATE WITH FOR 5’X10’ TREE PIT PAVEMENT DETAILS. 
CA 11436.20| NEW TREE PIT NEW JUMBO MZA POLE WITH Gxt ee 11.COORDINATE WITH NYCDOT FOR PARKING KIOSK 
W60-5SE CA_11+38.20| PARKING KIOSK 50-FOOT MAST ARM, W60-5SE. ee ee WORK RELATED TO PARKING KIOSK MUST BE 
CA 11+38.20 BIKE RACK SPREAD FOOTING, (SEE NOTE 10) A PERFORMED BY NYCDOT. BUREAU OF PARKING. 
CA 11+38.20| NEW TREE PIT 3.5 FIt 7’-1" + FROM CENTER OF EXISTING PARKING KIOSK TO REMAIN AND SEE DWG. GG-008 GENERAL NOTES. TRAFFIC 


THE POLE TO FACE OF CURB. BE PROTECTED OR COORDINATE WITH eae 
BACK OF SIDEWALK 7 SEE DWG. SG-O050 FOR DETAILS NYCDOT FOR RELOCATION (SEE NOTE 11) 
A — 
(GARAGE) WALL ° ~ 


20 10 O 20 40 
= 20) en 
Scale feet 


Columbus Avenue between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX — SIDEWALK (TYP. } 
oo2 ge, “—e-cap ADJACENT TO VAULT AND CELLAR DOOR 
STA 124+34.00 
A NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH eee > 
CE-202 ELECTRICAL POWER. SEE DWG. SB-202 35-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE EXISTING 
LIGHT POLE. W60-6S. SPREAD FOOTING 
STA 124+24+ SEE DWG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS 
MEET EXISTING EL. 80.10+ 
CURB ane Sees TC 80.04+ 
TC 80.014, BC 79.51+ eis 
Vi 7 oN y / NEW STEEL FACED 
7 y / (i CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
) EXISTING BUS / ) a 
yA STOP SIGN f BLOCK 1113/ 7. STA 12+42+ 
Peg (EXISTING / 2B / y MEET EXISTING 
ELECTRICAL FEED y 7 y 
i) j / 4 TC 80.054. BC 79.614 
i SHELTER TO REMAIN) , oe f , re 
18 - 4 STORY MASONRY / / / 46 io AT 
LA REPUTED OWNER Z SEEING a REPUTED OWNER’ / REPUTED OWNER 
fe 25 WEST 39 ST ASSOC. f ra NYI 7 NYIT 
‘ _ #1855 
(A 12 STORY MASONRY | ) bir Mp 0. i 12 STORY 
/ i) BUILDING \ \ iy UILDIN i cee MASONRY BUILDING 
‘i Ly eA 20 \ \\ \ : \\ 
, ww \ \ 
, ~ WS \\\\ 2 X\ \ \ & adds VA A\ J 
i SUBWAY eles © CONCRETE N SURVEY LIMIT a 
© ENTRANCE W Nee ea ~ STA. 13+04+ a 
| a : a C | . 7 
\ STEPS STEPS 5 BUS dd CG W ra 
XY | DOWN . DOWN \ SHELTER ~ Y 
“= SFC a 
—e NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
Sa 15° -O -— STA. 12+50 (SEE NOTE 8) 
SURVEY LIMIT | gy OT a0" 19’-10” TC 80.074 EXISTING CURB 
STA. 114+47+ — v7] “ BC 79.69 
——— BC 79.46+ ASPHALT ie (SEE NOTE 1) 
STA. 12+00 | A id ee eer rr “GTA. 12450 nl 
BC 80.104 _ Se a EL 80.33+ 
ierets ee 80.21+ 
~ aa STA. 11450 BD o- G8 2" * 2 
were aa ec ee 2 | conorere | S400 a eee Ane 1 ees 
7 7 12¢ ‘ LANDSCAPED AREA 18” co 7 | 
i N ee 26-9 E53 2 eA N 21971329 \ 
7 a - ‘ . CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
i oe PL 7o.e7e . I — E 989203. 
TC 79.18+ an STA. 11+50 STA. 12+00 STA. 12+50 
Bc i fe Ae BC 79.97+ BC 80.16+ EL 81.88+ 
—- SUBHRY TUNNEL WAL © 
SURVEY LIMIT a ee —s OTES: 
STA. 10+99+ 15 ~6_ r—STA. 11425 4S5PHALT ° NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
ee TC 79.19+ - SURVEY LIMIT (SEE NOTE 8) 
-19% r) Fi Gatos 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT IS 
© | pen. BC 78.99+ v 7 © BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
an Tf © 0 
ad © | ere ae MLP - as ig f/f ¥ & y : 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-202. 
A w —o Tt ° 
MW-06 ; T 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
@ © | Cb ~202 al ‘7 aaa anata PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-202. 
= AN STOP SIGN 
= = = = ® 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-02. 
ORAN/TE WALL GRANITE WALL 
STA 11+00+ BROADWAY : 
STEPS 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-206. 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 7202 A 
TC 79.17+, BC 78.914 REPUTED OWNER 44 5 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
STA 11 a —_ ———————— EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
tes ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
ee MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK LEGEND 
ELECTRICAL POWER. SEE DWG. SB-202 LEMEINY 7. EXISTING CITI BIKE STATIONS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR 
TC 79.18%. BC 78.96% RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK RELATED TO CITI 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE BP-01 BIKE STATIONS MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE CITI BIKE/NYC 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF Ss eapiNiee EXISTING CITI BIKE DOCKING STATION 4 NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID BICYCLE SHARE. 
STREET FURNITURE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) NYCDOT (SEE NOTE 7) @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ee ee onan te tae oe eerie: Oe a nve 
12+33.00 | SUBWAY ENTRANCE 26.0 FI+ 9. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
12+35.00 FIRE HYDRANT STA 11+07.00 INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
W MODIF M TH 35- PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
12+54.00 BUILDING LINE OE OO a Nene on) Del ee VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
77208.00 FIRE HYDRANT W6O0-7N+ SPREAD FOOTING. SEE DWGS. SG-014 
ITIBIKE STATION FOR DETAILS. EL. 79.24+ 10.CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
ara : SRENTTE WALT soit ee a PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


Broadway between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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_ L 
4 ae a W & G | a 
/ # vw. |e G 
/ oe ag ; 
4 a, cE-203 _ Gs 
/ VY) © Se ee 
y _ PF. 
\ : - : ne 
/ O.1D PIPE T ae ae 
~ 2 . 2.50 BASE FOR STATUE BLOCK 1113 YM} s Rea eh 
w= THE GL R row 
mat BA ea NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS “oe nce (O| =]H HE Basie 
7 (SEE NOTE 7) TRIOMPHE RESTAURANT _ = ae S oie b 
= S 
CONC, WALL W/3’ # Y) © HH 
CONC. WALL W/5" ticle bises Sonne LI : SUBWA 
SURVEY LIMIT METAL RAIL ~~ = aS VAULT 
aanea NN LOY BOOTH ; a 
SUBWAY T ps 
N SS GRANITE _WALL STP GRANITE WALL 
© SUBWAY TONNEL WaT 3 - 
ELEVATOR v 2D DRAWING oy. CONCRETE ee 2 ..—- Ol @ qh 
SHAFT | ween ‘@) : METAL GRATES GRATE METAL GRATES BOL(2) an ; MLP METAL GRATES 
_ GRA TE} e : att © 
\ a ane! &. oe | NEL, : FO SAC I & Oe = oe 
“| She Fa] 
i = ; EL 78.42+ © 
\ ae © co wfe STA. 11450 @ 
\ 4 4 ba .. STA. 10+75 78.50+ . C 
| O in 78.36+ = \ e G e 
7 aa = 
© 
Y a i” er ee se whe oe ae acc tel ae ee a ee ee 
_) A “ ‘ 
26 -3 
aa) ) ASPHALT | 
= . ro : STA. 11450 P 
DZD y 219281163 BARRIERS) = : o TC 78.064 - 
_ S ads 5 JH] ) eft BC. 77.552 vl oN . 
OC Si CONCRETE or Mm ~( Jy 
; O 8 r mS ere =| CC. _— oO; wo) YY = - GRANITE CURB 
at. 7M GR 77.30 . LP t E 4 wp T] payers ore 1 of Re | | © 3\ | ° BRICK PAVERS 6 VAULT | 
BRICK WALK J - 7 PAVERS t © 
MHS x vA —| BENCHES, Bivens BENCH BENLAES BENCH © © BENCH © BENCHES BP, 
VEY IMI T RIM_ 78.21 
SURVEY L © jth : STONE WALL BI 7 © 
See ce) | | CENTRAL PARK WEST 
x xt 
i §/ BS SUBWAY ENT. BLOCK 1 1 1 1 = ® = 
Ray 1 & 
EXISTING CURB ; ai tee ao Oe = 
(SEE NOTE 1) ° 
ON TC 78.07+. BC 77.474 NOTES: 
STA 114+22+ 
ri oie 
/ STA 114+06+. MEET EXISTING MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 1. ae Fe Geant ok AnD Do eee ee IS 
CURB AND SIDEWALK TC 78.12+. BC 77.62+ NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
TC 78.104. BC 77.58+ (SEE NOTE 7) 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-203. 
LEGEND NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
—¥—_—_ “= PROTECT EXISTING BUS STOP SIGN POWER. SEE DWG. SB-203 PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-203. 
BP-O1 25) ERIS ON Si pewhek SeLiee ean 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-203. 
NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID WAL L , 
i ms i TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-209. 
@) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID RPOTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING aoe WOES aeeUe 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 


EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


GRANITE CURB. RESET OR REPLACE ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


GRANITE CURB TO MEETING EXISTING BU ee oe nae 


—~ FOR DISTURBED EXISTING BRICK PAVER. RESET AND REUSE EXISTING 
7. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 
et eno ke SaaS be ee ee! BRICK PAVER TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 
—~ FOR DISTURBED EXISTING CONCRETE PAVER. INSTALL NEW CONCRETE 8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 


DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


TO FACE OF 
STREET FURNITURE 


PAVER TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 
CLEARANCE 


STATION 


BUS STOP SIGN | 6.0 FT? 
NYCT STANCHION | 25.0 FT+ 
12412.70 TREE PIT 


STA 11411.70+ 
A = 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
CE-203 NEW MODIFIED MZ2A JUMBO POLE WITH 50-FOOT PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
MAST ARM. W60-8NE+ SPREAD FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-050 FOR DETAILS. EL 78.14+ 


W6O-8NE NO 


BACK OF SIDEWALK 11.5 FT+ 
114+11. 70 = 


Central Park West Avenue between West 60th Street and West 61st Street 
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| | 
| | 
| | 
| | 
EXISTING CURB | 
! ! (SEE NOTE 1) | 
| | 
— | | SURVEY LIMIT 
LJ l | STA. 10+27+ ee / 
oc j 
a 
VY) | Tl | f 
r per / 
| | Lol / 
on | : REPUTED OWNER ba NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS e 
a | INLEL—— nn NYC PARKS Re wh S : ee 
! be 79.00 \ \ vAU hh, (SEE NOTE 7) UC 
wD | | att GRASS ath, SURVEY LIMIT we 
oo r aray STA. 12455+ a 
= a e o WEST DRIVE ok ~ CONSTRUCTION 
TH AVENUE @ © { \e er BASELINE 
( . saeseae METAL GRAN. BLK. C. 7 9 
aa | ae COVER d ! adic’ 2 coe 
| NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK oe GR 78.17 oC at Fer aaa 
78 ; : S 2 
| © SPLICE BOX TO BE o 7 we 
———* INSTALLED BY VERIZON ‘ oO gO 
10+00 << 11+00 ASPHALT os ee owe 7 a 
| eens mi . i a a ae ee ee aes eon 2 a ae a a C--- sail jana ees aie erie ae ~~ -- -+ -- fe: ‘aah i 
STA. 11425 - 
BXE TC 76.08+ = PEG 74.90+ 
4 21867785 FIBER + | BC 74.48+ SURVEY LIMIT 
4 BC 75. 74+ 7 MLP 
E 990037." e ~ co i STA. 124+42+ | 
(co = + MEAL FENCE 
PROTECT AND MAINTAIN ] (eae Bee On ( a | 
EXSITING GRANITE CURB | CORB BxE eee | 
ASPHAL T TC 73289%s BC 73.535 
f=4 QO" + 53'-0O"+ | 
5 STA. 114544 | 
© © . \ MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
. z NEW ELECTRIC TC 74.67+. BC 74.23+ | 
ee . PULLBOX | 
Lee ~*~ Z—REPLACE GRANITE PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING CONCRETE CURB. | 
ee Px & BLOCK IN-KIND ae RESTORE IN-KIND OR REUSE EXISTING MATERIAL | | 
8 me, s Sor teen as: TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS | 
- b Ir ee eee Yn, IF CURB IS DISTURBED \ | 
Be: : % PROPERTY LINE BOX as 32) \ | 
© — A REPUTED OWNER . &.& STA. 1 1 +49 e 30 \ | 
j 8 pas \ae FIRE. TO REPLACE EXISTING 
Ww 7 i cK 1111 NEW SIDE | 
= op Biz | (@)_ BLO LIGHT POLE. CP-3S. SPREAD FOOTING \ NOTES: 
ce ‘on, Tea |\ NES 
° ny, | Pk A SEE DWG. SG-010 FOR DETAILS 1. EXISTING CURBLINE QUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
PRL CE-104 EL 74.90+ SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
es : | AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
LIMIT OF NEW PLANTED AREA 
SURVEY LIMIT TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS | 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-104. 
STA. 114454 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-104. 
MEET EXISTING CURB AN WALK 
a se ay ae ep oavenne 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-104. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-110. 
6. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC 
SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE 
FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
LEGEND VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
—_— 7. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
eo) NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID fee aeenies 
‘a ; 20 10 O 20 40 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL TREES 
“2 20) i 
HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID m= 20 =e ao SL TIN. OO CECT Or WORk Sle 


SEE DWG. 
D-O003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


Central Park - West Drive 
Page 8 
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PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING 
CONCRETE AND GRANITE CURB. 


RESTORE IN-KIND OR ~ 
REUSE EXISTING MATERIAL STA. 114+50.90 
TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS NEW SIDEFIRE. TO REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE 
IF CURB IS DISTURBED CP-4N, SPREAD FOOTING. SEE DWG. SG-010 FOR DETAILS 
STA. 114564 EL 58.72+ 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 58.734. BC 58.46+ LIMIT OF NEW ASPHALT SIDEWALK 
A TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 
STA. 11475 €~ 106 
TC 59.114. BC 58.994 STA. 11448+ 
. MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
SURVEY LIMIT taihepiees PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTIG GRANITE PAVER 
STA. 13+03+4 AREA : . RESET GRANITE PAVER TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS IF DISTURBED 
: ; : \ TC 58.724. BC 58.38+ 
— BENCES OF cone OO O\ \ BLOCK 1111 
= urlW oe | STA. 11425 
: ASPHALT CEE aay ° hat - z TC 58.49+. BC 58.104 u 
c pee ielal FOUNTAIN Ke >> —= Ze ; = ; 7 REPUTED OWNER 
8463.86 GC \ &O ~g4 eS = NYC PARKS 
. te Mayer @ Ax \ ; 2 STA. 11425 
13 ES Sa eee Gp, . Ly 
a “= ie ee STA. 11475 . ea ely eek 
ee i a. Meee JEL SOa dla | | ee: 
(ag ee, (| NEW ELECTRICAL PULLBOX 
CC “Oh 
NEW COMMUNICATION PULLBOX 
CENTER DRIVE by, 
SURVEY LIMIT 3 
STA. 13+03+ beggar LS NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
& BLOCK 1111 BC 38.412 TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
GRASS 
= STA. 11450 : aeons NEW ELECTRICAL PROPERTY LINE BOX 
REPUTED OWNER EL 58.60+ 
NYC PARKS O BENCHES NOHES BENCHES REPLACE GRANITE PAVERS IN-KIND 
Cay < 
okted a 0) —— Z 
ae os : PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING GRANITE CURB 
GRANITE. PAVERS oe 
= CITIBIKE. RACKS a rn SURVEY LIMIT 
a ee ‘ \ - a 
A ; N 
“E~ 10. \ Sf ‘ ee 4 / -8 u 
—_ __17B \ . SUphar 
Tn {@) _ \3te L x BC 3tt 6 GRAN C. MAD, FERN YCTA eis i ane 
“2 a \ . 5’-0"+ *o OR ATING 
EXISTING CURB SURVEY LIMIT er Bw kk oe-——______ ® | 
(SEE NOTE 1) STA. 10+66+ \2B <3 \ 3%, ita 7 SUBWAY Tunyey 
: , & eae RECORD | ae 
‘ = © WIN, 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS . es @ 
(SEE NOTE 7) . oo 
e = CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE NOTES: 
ee 7 \ 8 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
| \ O82 SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
7 - SE AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
~ . _2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-105. 
ic ® © MLR [opaTE| CRAN C6 
\ OQ & FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-105. 
e 
© 


FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-105. 
FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-111. 


Dn oO BR WW DN 


| | 
| | 
\ | \ | FFE=55.50 
WEST 59TH STREET "i | | \ | 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
LEGEND AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED 

BP-O1 


ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


¢. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE 


ie 1S APPROXIMATE. 


@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


6TH AVEN 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL TREES WITHIN 
50 FEET OF WORK SITE. SEE DWG. D-O03 FOR 


TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE TO FACE OF 
CLEARANCE 


DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| sTaTIoN once PCBNILEIRE 20 10 O 20 40 
LOCATION (YES/NO) A 0 ns 


scale feet 
Central Park - Center Drive 
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L 
STA. 12+43.70 
NEW SIDEFIRE. TO REPLACE EXISTING 
RESTORE CONCRETE CURB IN-KIND OR REUSE EXISTING SEE SG-010 FOR DETAILS 
MATERIAL TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS A EL 51.00+. MEET EXISTING GRADE 
IF CURB IS DISTURBED (TYP. ) CE-106 ~ 
CENTRAL PARK LIMIT OF NEW GRANITE BLOCK 
(FROM STA. 12+39+ TO STA. 124482) 
oe 4a) ooh. apenas TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 
Bae eal fi MEET EXISTING CURB y, ae a 
REPUTED OWNER AND SIDEWALK in MEET EXISTING CURB 
NYC PARKS 1c 51 : 16+, BC 50.96+ AND SIDEWALK 
TC 51.114. BC 50.914 Sever Lan 
STONE WALL 3 3 4’ PE. STA. 13+47+ 2 
WSL W2) = Ge 7 axe! = ae 
Ww SURVEY LIMIT oh PAVERS ae P ASPHALT ee 
* STA. 94734 oo - GRAN. BLOCK zp | ae 
= = GRAN. BLOCK W @ Me Wg SR , vv aus COBBLESTONE CC. 
as pe = ie I DC ee, ee 
13/-6" 
> C 25 ) ; - 1 COBBLESTONE 
J = BXE GRAN. BLOCK GRAN. BLOCI 
a7 oo Ba. STA. 12+25 CC LSTA. 12475 ng 
Sa oot OL o TC 51.244 TC 51.14% TC 50. 86+neER vaulT 
NEW COMMUNICATION PULLBOX Coxe? % ean i BC 51.03+ BC 50.945 Bc 50.64+ EL 51.65+ NYC EXISTING CURB 
217994.79 bay m STA. 12+50 = a ELECTRIC 
E 991654.11 Noro . | 12400 FL 51.79+ \ 134 (SEE NOTE 1) 
NEW ELECTRICAL PULLBOX ° BOL ° BOL ASPHALT BOL” —soSTA. 124251 BOL” TC 51.344 BOLBOL : 
1.90+ BC 50.94+ . 218301.07 ae 
PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING CURB eS ae —— o - 99189350 = 
2, - eee: 
ie - ! CC. = ee a 
a a LPF. 
G « ne Hp 4’ PE. UP, Nd J aisestne 
SURVEY LIMIT om REPLACE GRANITE S| _ Sunvee crs, 
G ere SneROne a) see eee STA. 13+46+4 
ey = ly F + a 
a s|| 3 BLOCK 1111 eee 
e || § BC 51.20+ STA. 13+09+ 
| le 
BLOCK 1111 a (L__ REPUTED OWNER STA. 134004 Wea aie esl 
\ S NYC PARKS AND PLANTED AREA 
A Hh MEET EXISTING CURB Bed dae Ge CO Ge 
REPUTED OWNER z|5 § CENTRAL PARK EXST DRIVE AND PLANTED AREA ea ee 
an er ae S| x TC 51.374. BC 50.98+ 
0 = STA. 13+04.30 
85 LIMIT OF NEW PLANTED AREA NEW SIDEFIRE. TO REPLACE EXISTING 
TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS LIGHT POLE. CP-5N. SPREAD FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-010 FOR DETAILS 
=a] < TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON CE-106 FROM STA. 13+00+ TO STA. 13+09+ 
§ EL 51.34+. MEET EXISTING GRADE 
NEW ELECTRICAL PROPERTY LINE BOX 
NOTES: 
9 BLOCK 1111 —— 
ae a =s NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
a” LS, ae See CEE NOTE 7) SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
Kx A FOR REFER Y. 
ap bee, OS \ : =e ND IS FOR REFERENCE ONL 
AS x) A, — SUBWAY : ’ ° = . 
Fone wath..\| Ccey éa no, OO Print ne srans FIFTH AVENUE 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-106 
ZO eS oe Se eee 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-106. 
CONC. WALK ,. i“ | go? 2 PAVERS as BENCH bse a - 
ALE ae PAVERS 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-106. 
© 7 CONCRETE s 
SURVEY LIMIT a oo SURVEY LIMIT 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN, SEE DWG. T-112. 
: se ® eMLP | oA) 18" Lo 6. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
BOL? 60, (Oe Ue GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
ge a AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
= CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED 
© DETAILS FOR DETECTION POINT E60-1SW ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
— CAN BE SEEN ON DWG. CR-107 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 7. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
Laine tea = APPROXIMATE. 
Seaeed apnruae | CLC ARaNee REPLACE PAVERS IN-KIND 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL TREES WITHIN 


20 10 O 20 40 SO FEET OF WORK SITE. SEE DWG. D—-003 FOR 
CP-5S YES 12442.70 TREE PIT 12.0 FTt PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING CURB {*« OO ————— TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
12+44.70 TREE PIT cale ee 


Central Park - East Drive 
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PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING 
BLUE STONE CURB. RESET OR REPLACE 
BLUE STONE CURB TO MEETING EXISTING Lt 
CONDITIONS IF CURB IS DISTURBED. PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING GRANITE BLOCK. 
RESET AND REUSE EXISTING GRANITE BLOCK 


TO MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 
SEE DWG. CR-106 FOR THE 


INSTALLATION OF VERIZON STA. 12+40+ STA. 12+45.20 
FLECTRICAL PROPERTY LINE BOX CURB AND SIDEWALK A ae a eels SHAFT. SEE DWG. SG-010 FOR DETAILS 
TC 51.48+. BC 51.25+ CE=107 EL 91.594 
S NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
See SEE DWG. SB-107 
saa 
So 
STA. 124+51+ 
STA. 12425 MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 51.34+ : , BLOCK 11/11 TC 51.57+. BC 51.334 
SURVEY LIMIT ate BG 51.102 si 1 
BO STA. 11765" NL ; ee. O epoca R STA. 12+75 
Ps . ALL N NYC PARK TC 51.734. BC 51.44+ 
Bo 25 N \ A WING ST oe ene arene NY 
FOS BE . SUBWAY /\ 
STONE WALL Ay oe BOL oe op) (ON ' PLP PH. AVENUE 
4” BOL — 


CONC. WALK 


—_____——— 
PRA S 7P 
PA cpa” BENCH ace 
A VERS 


@ 
29'-3" 


| CON TE we 


, (Aa 4” e 
Tr ve) st ‘ %oL BOL 


77 
o SURVEY LIMIT 
L TA. 134+08+ 
GRANITE \ GRANITE Bol SMP 3 y0" payers B.W16" SLU | S O8t 
CURB STRIP \ — © ES Od ! 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS | cm :: | 


q 

s 

x 
U 
cS 


© oS) C 51.534 
(SEE NOTE a © FL 51.24+ ear 4 BC 51.294 STA. 12+75 
— . : \ << a ieee STAs T2425 2" 51.85+ _ a BASEL INE 
4 ‘ . + £69 ie 
setae OO es lee oak ah ee lange te gate Meecipeeacerneeaatet  aeas tae este: ep Senet hn cancetbappatuadal fe Suse Oe gee OW eadbetetncnst ait i te a cee ee Oe, eee nee eee a 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. 11+75 TC 50.95+ oo aa! - ao J 
7864.35 © © STA. 114+45+ TC 50. 792 BC 50.58+ _ EL 51.654 i. 
1802.44 | © BC 50.33+ J D © 9 — = Ln 
STEEL PLATES pio 14° =0 . 218170.51 
GRANITE | ° FE 991972.05 
CURB = af ay 
d ye 2 ic l We ) 10 p COMMEMORATIVE |e ye 
BXE, a aie Gc LA \|enayrt PLAQue a 
/ : Ch P ELEC. OUTLET ae / 
: OUTLET a CP | pecoranve CONGRESS: 
| ASPHALT 
BPI-O\7 SIP + SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. 134+23+ 
[— Foundation Depth is 10ft i ES a alas -— 
Li] 14.2’ AT PEAK Lu 
LJ #790 #797 Li NOTES: 
or 6 STORY MASONRY 41 STORY . ‘a ———— 
= BUILDING | MASONRY BUILDING = 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
- it, : 67 Y) SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION 
REPUTED OWNER BLO '13%5 REPUTED OWNER AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
THE METROPOLITAN CLUB 795 FIFTH AVE CORP. = 
= STA. 12+25 Y) 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-107. 
TC 51.044, BC 50.834 — 
O Tae 6 3{ FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
WO = EXISTING LOADING SIGN ROADWAY PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-107. 
(SEE NOTE 1) L 4. FOR F AT TAILS: WG. SB-107. 
GENS AND SIDEWALK Sean isc - OR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-10 
——- —q 1 90.95%. BC 50.522 < 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-114. 
BP-O1 LJ | SlA« 124112 LJ 
1A | EXISTING GRANITE CURB. | AND SIDEWALK UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID | | RESET OR REPLACE GRANITE | TC 50.98+, BC 50.67+ RECORD. 
| | CURB TO MEETING EXISTING : 
A 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
CONDITION IF CURB IS DISTURBED CE-107 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC 
S aacenee ER TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE 
_ FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF ele eas aa aa peo ne ene VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
STREET FURNITURE 
DETECTION POINT] EXISTING LIGHTPOLE EXISTING CONDITION NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 8. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
NCOCAT LON. CYESZNO) LA SEE DWG. SB-107 APPROXIMATE. 
E60-1SW veYyYyes” ¥ j 
STA. 124+04.00 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 
SHOWN ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR 
et eee Veo eee ee TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
30-FOOT MAST ARM. E60-1SE. DRILLED SHAFT 
SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS 
a EL 50.98+ "= ae 10. © 20 40 
12+04.00 BUILDING LINE 18.7 FT+ Scale feet 


Fifth Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 
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| A 
| CE-204 


16 BLOCK 1375 7502 


oe ea is 
AGT GROUP INC. 


ASSOC. | fi 
ts ‘. my #660 


EAST 60TH STREET 
EAS! ‘ola. SirRee | 


O52 22 STORY 
21 STORY MASONRY BUILDING 
MASONRY BUILDING 


EXISTING CURB 
(SEE NOTE 1) 


a rs : WAIN “ : L SURVEY LIMIT 
| STP SANITOR Y (@) Cw . 13403+ 
© \ ‘ae oe ie J STA 3+032 
yo | | \ mae ° SEC = q = # ~~ 
_ | Shee tas = — —N_247923.37 
© © © - EL ame F 992418.177 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS | — SURVEY LIMIT © © 
(SEE NOTE 7) STA. 114504 EL 49.07+ EL 49.112 U 
NO i ee. renee —peSTA. 12450 
10+00 11400 (S , / EL 49.20+ 13400 er ae ce 14400 
N en a | STA. 11+75 TC 48.614 @ ee Galea e 
ee ~~ £ 992297.02 TC 485 9F, | BC 48. 41+ : a = 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS ) SURVEY eens BC 48.26+ oe 7/9” fw wn >> — CONSTRUCTION 
(SEE NOTE 7) STAs) Wl ee= ! = z let SURVEY LIMIT BASELINE 
| (© METAL GRATES aly @®|e< 2 _ 1 STA. 124+97+ 
~< a ar an a kos is me ~; © x a 
\ 3 x e S / ele GRATES | — “i CONCRETE 6 \ S 
MADISON AVENUE . $667 STA. 12+50 
—S Gh ree ee : MA Sayer "BUILDING TC 48.532 
: i Ne “4 \ gg BC 48-312 x ( 
REPUTED OWNER ! REPUTED OWNER 
PLAZA MADISON LLC ' 667 MADISON AVE. DE 
BLOCK, 13 NOTES: 
EXISTING BUS STOP SIGN 
eS fa ee @ocrec ics 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT IS 
(SEE NOTE 7) oi wees BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
FUST 
MEET EXISTING | 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-204. 
CURB AND SIDEWALK A | STA 124+18+ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS - : u 
ea TC 48.58+. BC 48.39+ CE-204 | MEET EXISTING PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-204. 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE | CURB AND SIDEWALK 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-204. 
. p : TC 48.634, BC 48.43+ 
ce om ea | 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-213. 
: 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
EXISTING GAS VALVE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
NEW VERIZON TO BE PROTECTED ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX TO 


(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TOP ACE DF SEE DWG. SB-204 CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 


DETECTION POINT FXISTING LIGHTPOLE STATION STREET FURNITURE INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 

Caps) GSCI STA 12412.30 PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 

ieee Sei ee ek Cece wit oobi VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
; — MAST ARM, E60-2NE. SPREAD FOOTING 
E60-2NE NO 124+13.30 BUS STOP SIGN BP-o1 SEE DWG. SG-050 FOR DETAILS 
124+13.30 STREET LIGHT 4 NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID EL 48.67+ 

BUILOING LINE 1A = 20° nF” 

O HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ie ae 


Madison Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 
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STA 84°40; 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 

35-FOOT MAST ARM. E60-3SW. DRILLED SHAFT 
SEE DWG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS. EL 47.13+ 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL 
POWER. SEE DWG. SB-205 


LIMIT OF NEW 
CONCRETE SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX TO BE 
INSTALLED BY VERIZON. SEE DWG. SB-205 


RELOCATE EXISTING PARKING SIGN. 
COORDIDATE WITH NYCDOT 


PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING 
STONE CURB. RESET STONE CURB TO MEET 
EXISTING CONDITION IF CURB IS DISTURBED 


STA. 1+88+,. 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 


A 
CE-205 


4 


STA. 1+80+ 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 47.07+,. BC 46.87+ 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 


TC 47.084. BC 46.88+ 
STA. 1450 
"520 Park Avenue’  [C-46.93% [— 
N/F ee BC 46. 70+ ia a Lot Y) 
* agumais pe oF 
esi1dentriad : re yl 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS oe 4 
(SEE NOTE 8) J oy : ~{Foundation Depth is 1Oft ee 7 
® S| a LU WY 
PARK AVENUE \ 3 *o < 
. : CONC. WALK Te \O- J a .f [fF Aer C. WALK © 
/ 6 \I ELEC. | ‘ ~ ao \ AS. 5” aa a \ 
— | HS | 9" B97]! ome 2] & Ea [OLA ds |z \ 
4" © | a: | I = > SSARSTONE a ) CURB 
| Iu SURVEY LIMIT 
MNRR TUNNEL LIMITS ©) TC 40.077 STA. 2474+ 
(SEE NOTE 7 ©. © BC 46.87+ /\ © 7 
Ww 10.0) Ww Oo ae 
I 
- | I 25 Ail STA. 1475 : : 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS ™ BC 48.57+ Saar aies 
(SEE NOTE aN STA. 1450 A 
BC 48.43+ _\ sr0¥ CURB STONE CURB 
RS 
IN | at 
" io” HAN ZAN Hn ae 
oe. BO oaaeoe 3 ee. 
ee a 
la | ERVERS 
- i | STONE CURB | STA 1450 —s CURB STONE CURB 
STA. 1+75 
MNRR TUNNEL LIMITS Be Sn OrS . Se aii CONSTRUCTION 
(SEE NOTE 7) : EL 48.76 le BASELINE 
oP J20--0" _ g/-3”" 
_— een ee SS SO mere. on aye I ke tee STA. 2400 > 
EXISTING CURB | FIRE - le age 3| tn ree © a 
(SEE NOTE 1) SURVEY LIMIT es ee BC 46.62+ SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. O+47+ | STONE CURB ! STONE CURB a STONE CURB STA. 24+74+ 
a eS, © © ae ae @ , CONC. Wace a C P] hac f wi —_ @ . EECSLSECaY Zo 
. CONC. WALK 2.5": é. 6/' 9” 1g” i 
3 ' : CONC. WALK ceatd GRATE / 
© © se 3 3 Eee el 1: 
a5 © ® : STA. 1450 FA. arf : + 47. u ae 3 Foundation Depth is 10ft NOTES: 
= 4 Z “ VINY 
= 7 Nr. TC 46.632 T _GaNeey 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT IS 
ie i Fer. 48.3 BC 46.254 ee sieges ect BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
Oc fo) 7503 
_ Wwe \ entgoa oo OLR. 8.6! STA. 1470+ a 525 Parke Avenue 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN, SEE DWG. CU-205. 
. N/F 521 Park /@ Avenue Condo - 
Yo * alan ie gee X ) 15 Story Bui Iding 5 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY PAVEMENT. 
i ee m Te Soe ne CURB AND SIDEWALK Residential - SEE DWG. CE-205. 
2 Res! dential TC 46.824. BC 46.39+ STA. 1+80+ 5 
Saas eee cee EX Tene 7 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-205. 
| LIMITS CURB AND SIDEWALK 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-214. 
, is TC 46.864, BC 46.47+ 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE (SEE NOTE 8) NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE — 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) — BOX seni POWER PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING TESS oo cece UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
OWN NSTRE NRIN FOR : - : 
DETECTION POINT] EXISTING LIGHTPO STATON : Bn Deh ee? STONE CURB. RESET STONE CURB TO MEET 
LOCATION (YES/NQ : A EXISTING CONDITION IF CURB IS DISTURBED Ts (eee a NORTH RAILROAD (MNRR) TUNNEL STRUCTURE 
PARKING SIGN ; 
E60-3SW NO te89+40" | (To BE RELOCATED A oe he 
1483.40 TREE PIT CE-205 STA 1+75.00 8. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 
= NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
1483.40 FIRE HYDRANT LEGEND 35-FOOT MAST ARMs EGO-4NE. DRILLED SHAFT 9. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
1485.40 TREE PIT 5.5 FTt : INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN V 
A 1KB4p40a IA BUIWDING DINA LA 1Q-&FlA | BP-O1 SEE DWG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY 
=G0ZANE 0 ay NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID EL 46.90+ EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
- = 1A 
1+76.00 TREE PIT 20 10 O 20 40 10. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
oa T+75.00 BUILDING LINE pore Ao uur eee cengncenen aie Eiceaee: 00 2 20 PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
SS het See Scale feet 


Park Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 


Page 13 


v6EL 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 


NYCT SUBWAY — 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 


SIDEWALK 


(TYP. ) 


NEW STEEL FACED 


CONCRETE CURB 


(TYP. ) 


NEW SIDEWALK 


ea Were Ye LIMITS SPLICE BOX 
{SEE NOTE 7) ELECTRICAL POWER 

SEE DWG. SB-206 

STA. 014244 


PAS] GOH SIREET 


MEET EXISTING 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 


Block 1395 Lot 17 
770 Lexington 


Avenue 
N/F 770 Lexington 
Associates 


20 Story 


Building 

Zoning C5-2 

Residential / 
Commercial 


A 
CE-206 


Oo OW 
6 


/_|01 
Z-G9 


Burprrng & 


Attachment 3 


STA. 1+30.50 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 
SOUTH OF EXISTING POLE. TO REPLACE 
(UNUSED WITH NOQ LAMPPOST MOUNTED). 
E60-S5SW. SPREAD FOOTING 

SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS. 


MAST ARM 1° 
EXISTING POLE 


EL 46.97+ 


EXISTING SIGN TO BE PROTECTED 
OR REPLACED IN-KIND 


EXISTING PARKING KIOSK TO BE 
PROTECTED /\ 
STA. 1437+ 

oIMEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
~© TC 46.98+. BC 46.54+ 


Block 1395 Lot 56 
782 Lexington 
Avenue 
N/F Samuro 


Partnerships LLC 


96% 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 7) 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 7) 


( TC 46.834, Pp STAs 1450 2 story Bulging 
aC 46.3 Te 47.108 “dene” 
STA. 1+00 2 é aes 7) L BC 46. 68t 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS TC 46.56+ gr oN, aa METAL CANOPY 
. ao a Som Te F 7.4 EMT. ; ; CLR. 8.3" VINYL 
(SEE NOTE 7) . ‘peBC 46.054 N] Of ele \\ar\: Be pte ey oy eee i 
) CONC. WALK | | M i eee CONC. oe : _ oe a : ONC. WALK 
a a | =e SELEEGEEEEGeG| GEEEGEOEEEENENEE) ova gS 
| eae ein TC 46.91 e 3 SFC I cag eet FACED CURB 
ee ~~ (pe 46.464 Birsiy - A\ © © 
ee - ro) C© S W 
MEL 46.974 i el si EL 47.34+ " 
| EL 47.16+ nS 
0400 | oso nn 2+00 ‘ en. ee ee _ 3400 
re <= | sta. 1400 -. EL 47.10+ vu a 
E: 993175.59 STA. 1425 U 
TC 46.83+ EL 47.164 TC 47.04+ CONSTRUCTION 
© @ BC 46.43+ a7 =97 BC 46.72+ és BASEL INE 
© © N 6 
| © | 8 STEED FACED ae | ~ ae ‘ _ = mi STEEL FACED CURB 
q &} ie — ef” = a) (@ac a cel | 8a" eee: a 7, ef) ON 
\ a aaa | ‘=: Eval SONG. WALK Ce om BIKE RACK =e uae \ 
. | zi | F DUANE READE 
7 to ae: ee ee ena 0073248 o 
y VINYL \ YINYL v v v 
fi © Ter Lexington clr. 3t2’ |] cil\'S.6 ee sae 
i L UR. js Pa Abs oF. , 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS Lr 60eye a1 Lic wo] > Qe ee 
(SEE NOTE 7) 6 Sfory Building fia LEXINGTON AVENUE 
oning - 
"Commercial : STA. 1450 
TC 47.11+ Block 1395 Lot 50 
Block 1395 Lot 120 773 Lexington 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS ve easiest BC 46.844 N/F Rober? Adams 
(SEE NOTE 7) 5 story Building. 16 Story Building 
ee ie STA. 1440+ Resicential’ 7 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. OF13+ 


EXISTING CURB 
(SEE NOTE 1) 


TO FACE OF 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) 
STREET FURNITURE 


DETECTION POINT | STATION 
yA Roonaan 


p K\ 
(—\7 EN 


E60-S5SW 


— S77 = — = — — 7 — — 7 —I —I So —I 7 Se — —— 


EDGE OF CANOPY 


1+32.00 


Commercial 


STA. 


BC 46.65+ 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 


14232 
MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 46.9924, 


A 
CE-206 


Commercial 


MEET EXISTING CURB 
AND SIDEWALK 
TC 47.08+. BC 46.78+ 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX ELECTRICAL PQWER 
SEE DWG. SB-206 


STA. 1+32.00 


BAS) C15! SLRGE | 


(SEE NOTE 7) NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT 
PT MAST ARM, E60-5SE. SPREAD FOOTING 
SURVEY LIMIT SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS 
STA. O+46+ EL 47.10+ 
CLEARANCE NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
/\ BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-206 
LEGEND EXISTING OVERHEAD CANOPY TO BE PROTECTD 
BP-O1 
SSS SS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1A 
@) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID fe ge ee 
Scale feet 
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96¢lL AO001E 


NOTES: 


1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


IS 


2. FOR UTILITY PLAN-s SEE DWG. CU-206. 
3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY PAVEMENT. 
SEE DWG. CE-206. 


4. FOR 
5. FOR 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 


EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-206. 


SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. 1-218. 


7. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 
8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED 
AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY 
EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


TONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


COORDINATE WITH NYCDOT FOR PARKING KIQSK REMOVAL. 
REPLACEMENT OR RELOCATION. ANY WORK RELATED TO MUNI 

METERS MUST BE PERFORMED BY NYCDOT. BUREAU OF PARKING. SEE 
OWG. GG-O008. GENERAL NOTES. TRAFFIC WORK. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL MAINTAIN AND PROTECT EXISTING CANOPY 
DURING CONSTRUCTION. 


Lexington Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 9) 


STA 1+36.00 


NEW M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 


MAST ARM 


» E60-6NW. SPREAD FOOTING 


SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 


EL 56.61+ 


EXISTING BIKE RACK TO BE RELOCATED AND 


COORDINATED WITH NYCDOT 


NYCT SUBWAY — 
LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 9) 


(SEE NOTE 7) 


Gyn JALAYONOS 


Attachment 3 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 


NEW SIDEWALK 


(TYP. ) 


SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 


SEE DWG. SB- 


207 


EXISTING WATER VALVE TO BE PROTECTED 


gyno ALSYONOD 


A STA. 1443+ 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE CE-207 MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED TC 56.59+. BC 56.22+ 
| BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-207 a 238 _* z2.2 s 5.2 a 
Block 1395 Lot 33 2 sy BSCS OONY 35 7N6 Dw Sol pw TOo9 
1010 3rd Avenue Bot & OR OVOg FC NX eon TSS] sony 
STA. 1429+ NYF_ 66 East 61s e239 5 5% Saat Toa. 2298 ak Stsce 
MEET EXISTING ale goa< role O83° bSas «aSa< rokGy ¥BS< 34 
rm 7 TNrHoQ 
20 obo C1 /3'"F Oto Zm* | S206 Boe” Jozae oF, 8) cite aoe 
CURB AND SIDEWALK bee aeat rat 7 oS aa ie O50 aor Se) peo mer 
Cormmercial ~ 08 9354 wf a=34 —~ba 280} 2-145 a0 
“N EVE =a 
TC 56 49+ ~ 5 tee DI opnaw N VC wR. oo 
e a Qo 2A0W a & oS 2 Aw SS Low 
BC 56.13+ _* a ee a 
> VINYL 
| STA 1425 oO VINYL CANOPY | 
Pa TC 56.46+ p| | 7 “a sie. Gans ade 
| ° — ene I ay : ae =e ve NG ; oe GF F.F. 5848 
: Fear srs PsP. Fer. 58.7459,9¢, 
| ! BC 56.10+ F.F. 86.7 m|—Ke ce. 57.5 58.3458.758.2 C1E. S817 ¥ Ce a 
ceeds! © Xx ZA “ ys | PA | Z Z ' Pa. 7 b. = <s ‘ ; 
CONC. WALK pel ft // G RAMP ELE. Posto? | ae 
PaO h | a oes fo 16.05': | Leeeee 
CONC. WALK CLR. =e y i LR. 15.85 l CxO CoD 
_ pot? =p eReeS | fi 7 Raw aie Por bee — , W CONC. WALK 
| LTT} supway pom os [8] yop cede emf, 20" 0 7 re _ 
| SFC A 


= 
Li 
Li 
O- 
| 
Y) 
= 
Y) 
WO 
= 
Y) 
< 
Li] 


96ElL A0O71E 


BEGIN: 
N: 216934.07 
E: 993619.54 


NYCT 


Sie ay) : STEEL FACED CURB SFE ; 
co. | oe 207 STA 1450 | : © -_ 
I 4'-0'} \23'-11" |9" Tce 56.73+ 
+ 
EL 57.14 ee ora oO 
TC 56.55+ STA. 1475 ae 
| EL. 67258e BC 56.182 a 57.83+ o 
0+00 | ae ee git. 2 — oy ee ne ae ee) ee 2 a ee 2450 
STA. 1425 () 31 \—EL 58.134 3 
— 26'-6" @) ~ () 
FL. Ste262 -1C 572078 - oe (oe) 
C 57.07t = — CONSTRUCTION 
SUBWAY LIMITS BC 56.64+ 97-9” STA. 1475 BASEL INE 
(SEE NOTE 9) Foundation Depth is 10ft tem = TC 57.32+ 
© — © i) |] Ona, °° © 
~ BE 563962 | “peteees 
G \ sec © _ 1 sF¢ © | 
= - 7] eek 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 9) 


blob Y901¢ 


EAST 6OTH STREET 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO 


EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station STREET FURNITURE 
DETECTION POINT) LgcaTION (YES/NO) 


E60-6NW NO 1+35.00 TREE PIT 10.5 FT 
BIKE RACK 

eae (TO RELOCATE) 
1437-00 SIGN POST 
0 


FACE OF 


1+37.00 FIRE HYDRANT 
1+36.00 BUILDING LINE 


E60-6NE N 1+50.00 TREE. PUT 
1+52.00 TREE. PIT 
1451.00 BUILDING LINE 


= —— — a5, Se eet FACED CUR Oia 
| SUBWAY |PO" SCAFFULD!_ &S_ hb ae ee par 7 ‘) —=+—-34- 4 a La — 
eae OO vad ol 4 FOUL p 
STAIRS WEDGE 18.41! ? & va aU | be ss ED & 
| CONC. WALK 14" 8 XK 6” CLR. 17.27 9 
, 6) er C. WALK GRATE 


@ 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-207 


B.7 Pohs 
58.6 
- 1456. 


TO THE EDGE OF TREE PIT 
MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 57.124, 


+51.00 


\\\ANS | 


EXISTING BUS’ 
STOP SIGN 
a2 


BC 56.694 


NEW M2A POLE WITH 35-FOQOT 


if” \ 
4 ENT. Se fo ENT. ENT ch 
aS Fake Bifsc4 a FI.F.\58.8 F.K. 58.2 F.F. 5 
2 3RD AVENUE / 52.4 hs 50'-6" 
2 STA. 1447+ ETAL @ GLASS 
CLR./13.7’ 
O THE EDGE OF TREE PIT — 
MEET EXISTING 
CURB AND SIDEWALK OOO cost BOxh | 
TC 57.044, BC 56.614 N/E, 3rd “AND, 6btn 
NEW STEEL FACED © Zoning 01-8." 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) Comercia 
o STA 1 
A MAST 
CLEARANCE CE-207 SEE D 
ce 20 EL 57 
LEGEND 
BP-01 
§ NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1A 


HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
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ARM. 


EGO-6NE » 


DRILLED SHAFT 


WG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS 


Pal Pe es 


gyno 3L3YONO9 


i 


9lLyl A0O1E 


NOTES: 
1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 


LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 


REFERENCE ONLY. 
2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-207. 


3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
REPLACEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-207. 


4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-222. 


6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
BY ENGINEER. 


tf. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR 
RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK RELATED TO 
BIKE RACK REMOVAL MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. 


8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


SB-207. 


9. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 


APPROXIMATE. 
10. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 


THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-0O03 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
DETAILS. 
20 10 O 20 40 
Wo = 200 en _ 
Scale feet 


Third Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 


Attachment 3 


EXISTING BIKE RACK 

TO BE RELOCATED AND 
COORDINATED WITH NYCDOT 
(SEE NOTE 7) 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE — TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON. SEE DWG. SB-108 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
CE-108 


STAs 1413.20 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE — NEW JUMBO M2A POLE WITH SO-FOOT 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS BOX ELECTRICAL POWER MAST ARM, EGO-7SW. SPREAD FOOTING ey 
STA. O+47+ EL 68.63+ } 
2[ \ | | — 
; | es EXISTING PARKING SIGN | a 
s 1143. 2nd Avenue TO BE RELOCATED AND | ~ 
Second LLC COORDINATED WITH NYCDOT | = 
6 Story Building 
STA. 14+06+— weehases'o1°/ NEW STEEL FACED | 
g|[MEET EXISTING CURB aia CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) | = 
Z AND SIDEWALK 
i TC 68.61+ vas Masia | 2 NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
i seek Se eee ! LO BASED ON SECOND AVENUE SUBWAY PLAN 
S ~ : TE G8sa55r BC 66.10% | AND PROFILE ALIGNMENT - NOV. 30, 2005 
EXISTING PARKING EXISTING BUS STOP SIGN | — (SEE NOTE 9) 
oe hee BEC SECOND AVENUE | S 
PROTECTED GENT,/ ENT.Y.~ “ENT. ENT. | ie 
E pape Pals PoP sf es ENT. ENT. ENT. ia 
F.F pe y 56 . 8 ef 68-468.0 F.F. 68.1 F.F. 68.0 F.F. 67.6 | 
( — ctr Tat t 7 a 2 | LF Ee, | 
LR. 1473 \ wa YN eg! iT y'q) 
CONC. WALK gy ayy - 60 BUS conc. walk CUR* 14-8 —e CONC. WALK | 
aa © ake | j Lo \ 
| ! © STEEL FACED] CURE aS SFC SFC . 
| 
| — STA. 1+00 © STA. 1+50 Os © oe 
Tc 68.70+ iy peels 1 
| BC. 68.32+ BC 67.73+ : 
| ©) 2574 =< = 
| | 68.154 FL 68.524 4 CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
AA a : 
a eet en ieee MOT too GY ts ee Fe BL. 
eee EL 69.074 \_sta 14 = 
STA. 1425 ote Tht 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS | . 
@ EL 68 FL 68.80+ Pl 6Oe21e  yencoe: 
BASED ON SECOND AVENUE SUBWAY PLAN AND L 68.80% | 
PROFILE ALIGNMENT - NOV. 30, 2005 © , a. 
(SEE NOTE 9) | rena 5. ae IG = P _ EXISTING CURB (SEE NOTE 1) 
: ome ! . © ; /\ GREEN Sue : ! - 
© | STEEL FACED CURB : ! = SFC — ASPHALT = _ a aaa | i 
Z {| : 4 Ue pee [ea ‘@) : [ea ese. [Sy fate y — NOTES: 
fo | CONC. WALK W Gide. - em a fe ade CeO C.D. os Coco. CONC. oo 
/ th V ( | ee a ees fore og PEER (eel WALK ( / 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
/ NCTE ; Srva7iae TROLL pare SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND 
/ | ENT CANOPY ENT. ENT. ENG 2 ee ENT. ENT. YENT. canopy &.p_ CANOPY BNE canoPyy eM IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
/ | | ocuerar SLR 8-5 59.3 68.3 69,3 09-1 69.1 640 65.0 Yea.g CUR. #8 seh Teg. sR: 8 Yea. 
— VINYL” VINYL : 8 gig) MINYL ETAL - 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN, SEE DWG. CU-108. /\ 
Chi CANOPY, | CANOPY eae Pee D 
a oe oe ers : CLR. 8-$" CLR 847 ' S 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
\ oh Ulla 24 : ee : ROADWAY PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-108. 
LEGEND a = tp 8086 88 ges TER Bae SeEg Be 788 Pe Sak oR — a8 an 53g n° ES SURVEY 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-108. 
: SURVEY LIMIT : aos §-8e = [gaa Faye gag 8 ws Zarb Ftv f8o39 ea, 8528 eon (838s | 98Ss Se LIMIT 
oe) za a+ 2 248 g3aq $Ray BQI* O20 O32) SUAS Fard[eS2~ oagaleos< FG2a/ Sasi Fon- STA. 2474+ 9. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. 1-118. 
NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 4 To geNz % 2 2260. foe Otc Faye OFeg Cae lOtae © ys tae ee letnc 2 xl s2em Soaet : = 
& t— —da =3$0 ao” “ogo ONT OPK<_— AON) PO<rl ag ouecFon— OCs ane Oe Oc Fe ee 
r O \ 7 ae ao a - bo 28830 = oo o§oOf-ia 699 ——La eso e158 Bao OON7 Ok >—~—“~—_ 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING 
a +0— ~ 2 282 ae eG ~ Bl BS SS 8G) SF 855) S75 Be ea 988 OS SIDEWALK ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES 
@ > = HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING 1D O 8 ee acs aby) SYS 35 a UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF 
= ie RECORD. 
WY 7. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR 
lq | | | | | | | RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE RELATED TO BIKE RACK REMOVAL MUST BE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF PERFORMED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
STREET FURNITURE CLEARANCE /\ STA. 1460.70 TRANSPORAT ION. 
DETECTION POINT/EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station USE EXISTING STREET LIGHT POLE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
=GOnTEW sO TS SARK ING STOR 5 FT AND ITS FOUNDATION, A GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
Seiad ee REMOVE ALL SIGNAGE MOUNTED ON AND HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
(TO BE RELOCATED) CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON 
PARKING METER 7.0 FT+ THE EN TOTING Crom l POLE. ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
Thee PIT RE: INSTALL NEW SIDEFIRE UNIT. 
aoe E60-7SE 9. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
APPROXIMATE. 
i eee CE on 10. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 
—1 * 
TREE PIT Ob SHOWN ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE 
BUILDING LINE 10.8 FT+ ioe 20,10 O 20 40 PROTECTION DETAILS. 
= “0 90) = _ a _ 
Scale feet 


Second Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 
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Attachment 3 


STA 1+37.80, NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK (TYP.) SEE DWG. D-002 
MAST ARM, 1’-6” FROM CENTER OF THE POLE TO FACE OF CURB. FOR SIDEWALK TREATMENT ADJACENT TO VAULT AND CELLAR DOOR 
EGO-8NW. SPREAD FOOTING. SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS. EL 48.59+ EXISTING SIGN TO BE REMOVED AND RELOCATED. 
“ccno TO COORDINATE WTIH NYCDOT Lt 
PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING BLUESTONE CURB. RESET OR REPLACE eo mee PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING GAS VALVE 


BLUESTONE CURB TO MEET EXISTING CONDITION IF CURB IS DISTURBED STA 1443+, MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 


+ 
STA 1434+, MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK TC 48.384, BC 48.14% 


TC 48.69+, BC 48.42+ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
I: | | | ELECTRICAL POWER. SEE DWG. SB-208 KA 
: | | F || | 
| | . : Li || | 
EXISTING CURB “Bur 538 | eo 53h) apde S38) cane [S8/| Lele 38] cau 728 | cae 8 | cae 28 | 
O%0 NX OM OG o O%04 = of0dg [| wa, a 29% | Good CN* 00g cO* | OMog 2>A 
, (SEE NOTE » | dant §2o- | das§ S2e~\| dank S2z- | decd B2ef | / 2428 AS-— | 3988 of o- | sash o8e- 1 esd Soe | 
| | q2ee Cote |) ea ee h eal oe | Om a fea a een aa ee ge seo. Y) 
+ SURVEY : eofs 259 | 22fa Yoq | Sofa \ Sag ) 22fa/ 289 /) /S2%6 Shaq | S°fs zag | 22fs gq | 2275 Seo |. 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS = cit Ne ~ 32 86n ~Z 84] \ 3 \aom | > gf doy Ya 7 BN] 3 589 ~3 soy} +2 by Y) 
| LJ 7 a] TC 49.01+ = TC 418.14+ LO 
TA ae BC 48, 72+ vi BC 4I7.90+ LK |o 
ft | NYCT SUBWAY Tr ae are y ee Yr ie 
uw LIMITS cle stlg — A RN \Z fee [fp MOP ares Ue Gass NT 60h ay JE IE 
(SEE NOTE 8) 4 50\4 My 17 Vio is 45,3 47 G47, 4169 4 46.2 46 2 46 of F.F. 46.4 7% 9 
| : J leeks FLL SENN [¥ fe 7 ee ae aa TE EC eee & 
V CONG. WALK: De cea) SP DA a cay / Bike /e- . CD Dikep c.D Ske yy CONC. WALK ( 
: D | CONC. WALK : 
a ee as oV Sk. Tyee as ie bae-d co” FY oc,RACK G 
; > STONE CURB Y! A) | rat STONE CURB (qa | ONE CURB I N 
© P) tolTE 48.564 8 on 
© q ef CL) S| 33 BC 48.30+ 3/-9" r \ 
| PARKING 6g! Een os STA. 1+75 G \ “ 
| a EL 47.69+ 
pote SE 49.41e=7 |. 2 os pees | © 
| | | © bao | 
1 ee ee noe ee ee es ei ee ea  -e eg ee ee|” S e 21 acini gcabe : _ 3700 
Ne =P ASPHAL T = 
E: 219228-b2 | STA. 1425 eat 48.60+ : 
+ 
eo De es EL 49.224 : 5 
BASEL INE TC 48.63+ = = © 
| , BC 48.254 o’-2"|10'-0" Tf 2 
(SEE NOTE 8) ye UU | STEEL FACED CURR __ ae na SEC STEEL FACED curRB 1 N - 
| i 8) ovine alo] OME, HERR Teh: suse} Sek” [el BP e - 7 
| | CONC. WALK ‘a < H INN CONC. WALK CONC. WALK 
aera aN a(S eee le eee = . 3 
= a BRK. |p aff 7 « mp ‘ae mp ey,» ny Og [r BRK. mip ate Nim ea | Kk ts rn Fy raf mBRKES) } ath BRK. mm 23 PLANTER 6 ( 
. CONG. WAL ) ; a _ CONC\, W - a _— 7 CONC. WALK ee —_— | (|r 2 NOTES: 
NYCT SUBWAY 3 FIRST v Arq asi OOTITITTIT IIT ITITTITITT 77) m = 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
aanne y oe ee ON ae a LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 
AVENUE / oe, ee ee REFERENCE ONLY. 
(SEE NOTE 8) " n 
UG, Seles, BS enya 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-208. 
STA 1425 
TC 48.95+ STA 1+402 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF RoaDway /\, 
aa és é PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-208. 
BC 48.57+ «81 Fo “88 bFress MEET EXISTING CURB 
STA 1427+ setae ne 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-208. 
= 38 Story Ruildikg TC 48.41+, BC 48.02+ 
MEET EXISTING Resident\al / : ~ 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN, SEE DWG. T-223. 
Commerc ial 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE CURB AND SIDEWALK NEW STEEL FACED = 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FACE OF TC 48.874. BC 48.49+ CONCRETE CURB 2 THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE z BY ENGINEER. 
DETECTION POINT EXISTING LIGHTPOLE} station NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 2 
LOCATION (YES/NO) NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK — i cae Cou . 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
= ; aa SPLICE BOX TO BE INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
oo wee me oo Ue ew INSTALLED BY VERIZON SEE DWG. SB-208 PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
1+38.80 2.0 FTX SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
1438.80 GAS VALVE 3.0 FI+ SEE DWG. SB-208 
1438.80 BIKE RACK 5.5 Fle A STA 14+33.50 8. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
1+38.80 TREE PIT 14.0 FT+ CE-208 NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH ° 
+37. 80 CELLAR DOOR LEGEND 35-FOOT MAST ARM. E60-8NE. SPREAD FOOTING 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
aT-85 SUTLOING LINE oe ae, <e-Cae os DE eLaKS THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
ere 1+32.50 TREE PIT BP-01 a. Aenea /\ 
1434.50 TREE PIT ay NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ae 
1+33.50 BUILDING LINE 1A A 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
20 10 O 20 40 
| © 1 
Scale feet 


First Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 
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NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 


WALKWAY RAMP 


Attachment 3 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 


TC 21.27+H, 
EXISTING CURB TO BE 
MAINTAINED AND PROTECTED 


STA. 
B NEW SIDE 
CE-209B EXISTING LIG 

ATTACHED ON 

BARRIER WALL. 

SEE DWG. CE-209B FOR 


STA. 1464.00 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH > LIMITS OF NEW CONCRETE 
25-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE A 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS EXISTING LIGHT POLE. E60-9S. CE-209 = 
aoe DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 1193 \vork avenue, BOX ELECTRICAL POWER a 
O FL 17.13+ eal ty SEE DWG. SB-209 oO: = 
(SEE NOTE 8) Or eC STA. 1+69% os 
i" Hesiveni lal MEET EXISTING CURB oy Ge 
kK LJ STA. 1459+ AND SIDEWALK a al 
Yo MEET EXISTING TC 16.90+. BC 16.274 a. 
i CURB AND SIDEWALK STA. 1475 y 
Ll WY) tc 17.304. BC 16.73+ ; 
oe STONE WALL STEPS TC 16.684. BC 16.01% 
Oym o STONE WALL l ci 
aoa e _ Foundation Depth is 9ft Sey? = = 3 ( 
oS ce She im ie CONC. WALK 
hs CONC. WALK CONC. WALK \ Di Sans TRUCIHON —] | : SURVEY 
L ‘ O oO 
4 NA iL 7 ‘i = LIMIT ‘ 
: © se SAVERS ww 7"e " ANA PX) APPROX ee i w UNDER CONSTRUCTION 
| Ww : of 0 | QB: ar NO ACCESS STA. 24744 S~ 
© ‘ e STA. 1450 Te! —3 "oer CONSTRUCTION adhe RENSTRNOTION 
TC 17.664. BC 17.144 
oS a= 7 er on EL 15092" CONSTRUCTION 
G ° 
aaa ® : 2 BC 16.50% © © © ac STA. 2425 BASELINE EXISTING CURB 
0700 . 7 aioe 4] eta et ee OO pe en aie el es Batts Ons a eee eee ee Ae ee ep en eg ees ae a 7 _ 2750 Lf 800 
eee ® _ 7 EL 18.194 a EL 15.754 JN = 
E: 995520.39 a © © © STAs 1415 1 ” TC 15.20+. BC 14.764 
EL 16.97+ a = ~~ SURVEY LIMIT 
PEDESTRIAN =e 314°-3" adi STA. 2402 MEET EXISTING STAs S214 
@ BUS STOP SIGN ae 1274 CURB AND SIDEWALK 
. | : ’ = TC 14.894, BC 14.474 
EN i ae © — 5 a: e { Kany e mI 
SURVEY LIMIT © ie a G 3S PLANTER AT iver PILE Jon) 5) ~ SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. O+07+ : Sane Re 0 ieecuae STAs 34104 
7 CONC. WALK me 7 > cS Nt a ( 
Hi “AT MW-1O _ (‘Q\ 
= a v8 © al oars Te | savers | & PLANTER ae 1 ey] TA TER PLANTER C) 
Me zs ; a Ws ae fener ok PAVERS J : 
Be Py ~~! 7 FRON FENCE" wormoraers eee ee eee 
F af & NYCOPH REGION 2 ee FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
- 3], 8 YORK AVENUE lee ato eens (BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FACE OF 
1453+ es S|) > in TC 16.124 A CURB (TYP. ) STREET FURNITURE CLEARANCE 
: | -|| © 2—NYCT SUBWAY + | CE=209 DETECTION POINT|EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 
BC 202772 = oe care oe ene a 15.634 '— NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE LOCATION 
Br | Ll Block 1474 Lot 21 BOX ELECTRICAL POWER E60-9S YES 1+63.00 TREE PIT 17.0 FT+ 
‘| NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK WE ae Socks SEE DWG. SB-209 1+65.00 TREE. PLT 1230: PT 
' SPLICE BOX TO BE 14+64.00 BUILDING LINE 16.0 FTt 
| EXISTING PARK ING— 

—|i| INSTALLED BY VERIZON Tew: Wa Ek — STA. 1495.20 E60-9N NO 1+94.20 PARKING SIGN 8.0 FTt 
1+70.50 ani epee cach NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE TREE PIT 16.0 FTFt 
ae Oh “tl oc_oBop WITH 25-FOOT MAST ARM. 1+96.20 TREE PIT 7.5 FTt 
eae ‘ oe ee ee 1+95.20 BACK OF SIDEWALK | 16.0 FT+ 

i SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR 
E60-10E B LIMIT OF NEW SIDEWALK. ri. Wee DETAILS 
DETAILS = MEET EXISTING CONDITION 7 EL 15.234 


NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET 


SEE DWG. 
FOR 


GROUND 


AA 


STAs 27272 


TO ROADWAY BARRIER WALL. 


TWO (2) NEW BOLLARDS 


JTED OWNER 
JF NEW YORK 


MOUNTED 


CE=-209B 
DETAILS 


MOUNTED 


WALL 


1 bC&B 
SYusAW 


BRICK PAVERS 


NEW SIDEWALK 
SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 


SEE DWG. CR-510 FOR 


MEET EXISTING 


CURB AND SIDEWALK 


TC 15e8592 
BC 15.124 


INSTALLATION 


OF SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
AND VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX FOR 
DETECTION POINT FDR-1-1S 


PLAYGROUND 


CONCRETE WALL W/ CHAIN LINK FENCE 
x x x x x 


x 


x x 


SFC. 


TRAILER 


18” 
BRI 
ay wy, 


CONC. WALK 


er 
CK PAVERS © 


Om, 


BOL 5 QA 
“BOL 


TRAILER 


TRAILER 


——NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK 


SPLICE BOX TO BE 
INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-209 


BXE 


TRAILER 


COLUMNS SHOWN AT 


PIER 


NOTES: 


1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE 


ONLY. 

2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-209. 

3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-209. 


FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE OWG. SB-209. 

FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. T-224. 

THE NORTH SIDEWALK IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION. 
CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 


THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
BY ENGINEER. 


SEE DWG. 


N DO ON SB 


8. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 


CROSS MEMBER HEIGHT 
NOT AT THE BASE. EACE_OF-PARAREL 
CONC. BARRIER 


STRIPE 


| 


YX Be 
UPPER CORNER OF BARRIER 


LEGEND © 


LOCATION AND BORING ID 


4S NEW BORING 


@) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


20 10 O 20 40 


1" = 20' 
Scale 
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APPROXIMATE. 


9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL 
THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR 


STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


10. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


York Avenue between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 


AN 


Attachment 3 


STA. 1+82.50 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 30-FOQOT 
MAST ARM. LT-2-30NW. DRILLED SHAFT 
SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS 

EL. 22e222 

NEW CUSTOMER SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER. SEE DWG. SB-308 


EXISTING MONTORING WELL TO 
REMAIN AND BE PROTECTED A 
STA. 1477+ cE 808 
TO THE EDGE OF TREE PIT 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
EXISTING TREE TO BE PROTECTED 
TC 22.164. BC 21.89+ 
EXISTING CVS 
MAIN EXTRANCE 


<o 


WIVMACTS 


WM 
CG 
a 


O70 Lot 29 


EXISTING CVS 
SIDE ENTRANCE 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
(SEE NOTE 9) 


TC 22.16+ L 
BC 21.89+ 


STA. 1+87+ 

TO THE EDGE OF TREE PIT 

MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
EXISTING TREE TO BE PROTECTED 
TC 22.15%. BC 21.88+ ; 


DO 
GO 
3 
3 
ad 
O71 
0) 
+-- 
=O 
Qa- 
»~ 


N@U1 
Oc — 
a) 

—-—N 
2 O= 
ao-0 
= 
Oo0< 
N 

| @© 
ao — 
Q 
0) 
1) 


@yND dGsdV4 1338S 
@YyND G39V4 T4a51S 


+ S Block 1 
ron 561 Oth Avenue 
> Oo N/F 501 West 41st 
< - St AS 
oF Ce a Bak 7070 Yer 
9 Zoning 6-4 STA, 1450 200 West génd 
5 TC 22.18+ N/F/ £0 est/42nd 
a BC 21.91+ tory By‘ick 
= Zoring 26-4 
: f MTA Nar wonirorine / ASEM: 94\// 2 TAs 2 +00 
_ CLR: 12-6 \ WELL TC 22.13+ 
. tian seae F +P. 22.5 FIFy 22.7 \ “7 BC 21.86+ 
CONC, SIDEWALK FBE: Teor Z 
SURVEY LIMIT pat See ene ee Scant er aiKe ge \ cone. iu 7 AZ. CONC. SIDEWALK 
o‘\ RACKO O |g | b & | a'S* >| @ won te BEN ay Br] | G32" | & 9" 32" \ 
STEEL FACED CURB 3 CD Da 3 STEEL FACED CURB \ 
@ Foundation Depth is 10ft—— - y Se 
S @ @ 6 | A cS CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE 
W oO _ | 
<= © == 6 hoe sae 
@® STA. 14+75 8 -10 te me -10 = =e mz 
e + o> 
eer e EL 22.91+ 3S 0 
ya De fe oe ie a © ee ies —_ oe ae oo2 eect aks . 2+00 a © al 2450, _ sO ep 
eee STA. 1425 ae nie EL 23.04% 
— EL 23.39+ 28-4 32-10 i 
@ =e = 4 3°23 " 90° So" _ ~|—[Foundation Depth is 10ft A = 
Xolto . U 
6 © Oe 7 © 
STEEL FACED CURB = \ reg STEEL FACED CURB ! @ © yer 
ate & |h rp | & B rp | @ / 
BENCH 5" 57 7a" a7 
© CONC. SIDEWALK CONC. SIDEWALK | 
IK rR ° | 
ra : coe : nee a m2 3) | 
a e ‘aie AL \ att x | 
= 10TH AVENUE aon ae " t NOTES: 
Y) ac 1. EXISTING CURB LINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
[— LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 
K- ( STA. 1425 STA. 1475 Y Pe REFERENCE ONLY. 
ul TC 22.852 cae a oe 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-306 
<r BC 22.60+ BC 22.30+ = STA. 2+77+ : ’ . . 
SURVEY LIMIT A ~ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-308. 
a STA. O+75+ STA. 14514 CE-308 +t 
a = ; + STA. 14644 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-308. 
MEET EXISTING 
= MEET EXISTING a 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-305. 
= CURB AND SIDEWALK Y) 
TC 22.734. BC 22.46+ daria Ly © 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
e _? e — + + - 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE TC 22.67%, BC 22.56 = THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) 1D Pace. eupAPANce NEW STEEL FACED BY ENGINEER. 
STREET FURNITURE NEW CUSTOMER SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
DETECTION POINT) EX! STING UGH TROLE| STATION CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) pee tee paver. cee ic. ce oee 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
LOCATION (YES/NO) : : INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
LT-2-30NW NO TREE PIT 4.0 FT+ NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX STA. 1458.60 PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
1483.50 TREE.PIT AO. FT TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON Sur (epi icone eon: Wid: Soseaen SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
1+82.50 BUILDING LINE 9.2 FTt SEE DWG. SB-308 MAST ARM TO REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
STEPS LT-2-30NE. DRILLED SHAFT THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS ; 
EL 22.76+ 9. BUILDING VAULT(S) EXIST FOR BLOCK 1070. LOT 7501. 


B 
1+59.60 TREE PIT 27.0 FIt 4, NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1+59.60 SIGNAGE 21.0 FIt (A 
1+58.60 BUILDING LINE 11.5 FTt @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


-2- AC 22.008 
LT-2-30NE YES 1+57.60 FIRE HYDRANT 9.0 FT+ LEGEND : 
BOLLARD ———— BC 22.40+ 

1+57.60 TREE PIT 22-0 FIt P-01 
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LIMITS AND NATURE OF THE VAULT TO BE FURTHER 
INVESTIGATED. SEE DWG. D-OO02 FOR SIDEWALK TREATMENT 
ADJACENT TO VAULT AND CELLAR DOOR. 


20 10 O 20 40 
= 20) en ee  _ ee 
scale feet 


10th Avenue between West 41st Street and West 42nd Street 


Attachment 3 


STA. 2435.50 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
25-FOOT MAST ARM 


LT-2-31WN. SPREAD FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
EL 24.174 
TC 24.114. BC 23.97+ LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 
A SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
LJ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX CE-426 NEW STEEL FACED 
= STA. 24+29+ STA. 2+41+ 
CURB AND SIDEWALK CURB AND SIDEWALK 
= TC 24.064, BC 23.92% 518 10th Avenue. TC 24.144, BC 24.014 
Plaza Inc. 
© 46 Story Brick STA. 2+50 
= STA. 2+00 Zoning C6—4 avn TC 24.234 
1G 23.03 Residential GANOPY BC 24.09+ 
WEST 42ND STREET BC 23.644 fewr.* oe eet 
F/F A246 oe STAs 34152 in SEE NOTE 9 
Hae | ne\ stpewalk | / 4 us ee 
FLEC. GRATES RPA V1 : 
\ SURVEY LIMIT CONC. SIDEWALK | i i ‘s = {a S CONC. SIDEWALK a 
8" Ga 15 Ea a 
STA ogee i 7 ae Za ee wea Z 
© © ISTEEL FACED CURB ‘| = ae STEEL FACED CURB = @ = 
| o : de a5 7 11 l 3" | LW 
| a : : 
N ron) - e 
4.73+t 
0+00 0+50 1+00 1+50 E L 2 4 © 2 . + 2+00 2+50 EL 2 , 3+00 3+50 4+00 
OS a a Fa NP pe Rn 
ee Boned 0 ov ee STA. 2+75 
“| SURVEY LIMIT is GL 24.494 _ TEL 24.71% EL 24.954 
STA 0+96+ =e No) Foundation Depth is 9ft 35)’ -9 u = 15738" © = 
© ELEC.| GRATE ee eo . 
© ! "STEEL FACED CURB es O YEN P sTEEL IFAceD |curB © " © 
© a \ CONC. SIDEWALK | 8. ‘ e : PRR ‘Fxtose +p  @ | 8 | 
EROS GPUS RE RE SRS Hee Meee R RETR REE PAGODA TREE : ed aa: \ 7" PARKING 5” 9 
SURVEY LIMIT METAL AND GLASS 10808 cM eee METER CEs SU Eabe 
< STA O+77+4 : CLR. 17.0" : 2016 NYCOPR Ep ee SIDEWALK 
| 2 : eee? fps ase Ms ; 
i 3 | i ” CONC. SIDEWALK ENT. ENA / aes CONC. SIDEWALK ve SURVEY LIMIT EXISTING CURB WI | 
er 3 R aa iad Aeicie el isetttistae STA. 3412+ = | 
S) Ty x (SEE NOTE 1) > ! 
Pats 2308 | c Se 6 STA. 2475 Lil 
oF @ fo STA. 2425—/ di cet ee a ate > 
: Street O BC 24.12+ <I 
| TC 24.00+. BC 23.71+ / 4 a NOTES: 
& 59 Stor : . + 
ap Stk. Sine Zoning tek _ STA. 2450+ GQ 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
5 MEET EXISTING jdt “ MEET EXISTING Li) IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
> & CURB AND SIDEWALK 
“lk CURB AND SIDEWALK TC 24.25+. BC 23.90+ M 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-415. 
ai | TC 24.114. BC 23.794 ~ 7 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-418 


A 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
sia NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-426. Bb a Ree ene 


ELECTRICAL POWER. SEE DWG. SB-418 
4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-418. 


TC 24.19+, BC 23.86+ STA. 24+44.70 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-422. 
aad — NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
25-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE — Se a ae ae TE cote Ane cone. LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ae nine EXISTING LIGHTPOLE STATION STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE —— Pi 6 oro. UR ECLey Sarl 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE P 
DETECTION POINT LOCATION (YES/NO) | STATION SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS : LAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 


INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
LT-2-31WN 2+34.50 PHONE BOOTH EL 24.254 PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 


| =2+36.50 | 50 TREE PIT LEGEND VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


LE’ CONDITION. 
a 50 BUILDING LINE 

LT-2-31ES 2+43.70 TREE PIT BP-O1 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
| 2445.70 | 70 KIOSK sS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


aaato— 70 PROPERTY LINE 1A 20,10 0 20 40 9. THE AREA ON THIS PLAN IS WITHIN 200 FT BUFFER OF NYCT 


Scale feet REQUIRES NYCT REVIEW. 


West 42nd Street between 10th Avenue and Dyer Avenue 
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STA. 


Attachment 3 


1+26.00 


NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 


MAST ARM. LT-2-32WN. DRILLED SHAFT 2'-6” 
FROM CENTER OF THE POLE TO FACE OF THE CURB 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS A 
EL 28.59+ CE-307 
TC 28.57+ 


BC 28.40% 

NEW CUSTOMER SIDEWALK 
SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-307 


STA. 7+21+ 


PLUCK. ae 


LIMIT OF NEW 
CONCRETE SIDEWALK 


NEW STEEL FACED 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 


STAs (+542 
MEET EXISTING 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-307 


MEET EXISTING TC 28.63+. BC 28.46+ 
CURB AND SIDEWALK pre 10th Avenue, eta. eee 
TC 28.534, BC 28.33+ pee 
C 28. = ° ~ Story Brick TC 28.764 
iTdin ENTRANC 
STA. 7400 an ne, BO -eBeaile EXISTING BUS V 
TC 28.32+ on CANDY STOP SIGN 
BC 28.03+ oo ae ae CONC. SIDEWALK 
es ENT VINY F. 129 eth 
F.F 7 _ CANOPY Vv F.F. 29.3 
v Sire eee ee on oe ey eee oe ae PLANJER PLANTER PLANTER PLANTER = 
oe S @)... 
SURVEY eee CONC. SIDEWALK BIKE Bake aha - ONC. SIDEWALK PLANTER CONC. SIDEWALK de 
STA. 6+784 1 | CE fo) 2" aie INLET “B” yi % 
p a to — Ae =28. 
sent eeliae ica 2 = ae = ~e Be se 
E STEEL FACED CURB SFC 
: g/ le" ven = —Foundation Depth is 9ft BT supyey LIMIT 
Ve 
CONSTRUCTION BASELINE | . STA. 84454 
19’ oO" foe) 16‘-0” = 
— 2 - ® 6 STA. 7475 © —— 
EL aa EL 28.83+ sng 29.554 & 
oe sa 7+00 7+50 i ite) 8+50 9+00 
17 ~ ~ 7 ~ e 7 7 7 = 7 ; i ~ 7 ~ 7 ~ 7 ~ 7 ~ 7 3 . ~ . 7 ~ 7 7 . 7 F . = ? = 7 7 7 7 - ~ . 
eee tA naps” Eh 29.144 EL 29.224 
. * e 26' -6” 27! -1 1 “ 
EL 28.96+ = =] 
— = 
Foundation Depth is 9ft SURVEY LIMIT 
Ww 
STEEL FACED curB © SEC © ! pen 8+43+ ox — 
& OW YE AL ___ PUN 1 1 RF a we 
~ i i PS x =o") —_ Z 
a = SURVEY LIMIT is” 2 = ! i j CON: SIDEWALK / 
. Ly ANARM 
\ = STA. 6+70+ CLR. ye Cae Aree fo’ raat its L] PT /CAMERA CONC. SIDEWALK 
a SS eee i 2 A. 6 \4 _p Ove 
= i on DCA # a VP FLUSH Ny in 
< WEST 42ND S  REESM F.F. 9.3 F.F. 29.2 FF. 29.6 dr. bo. F.7, 30.0 » Pie 3O% F.F. 30.9 _ 
Be ENY. 
or aes achat “| = eB q8chest aise" *° rar AAS A, BABE 1081 tM ees 
Street 60 0 Dv CoG _ a 29.8 20.\8 29.8 : es n e aw 
th aa lees ne) ee Development C- ae TC 29.25+ = 1. EXISTING CURB LINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
6 Story Buildin Of ur GE 5 Story Building 28 Story Building i‘ =< LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 
7 Zoning ce4 8 eget: cGrnoee$ eT 7 ae aE REFERENCE ONLY. 
OF Free Bul ine ae ee ae Office Building peniden: ial" > 
SeESo So a <[ 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-305. 
STA. 7+25 STA. 74+58+ 
TC 28.57+ MEET EXISTING = 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-307. 
BC 28.04+ CURB AND SIDEWALK m 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-307. 
TC 29.08+. BC 28.60 
STA. 7449+ 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-304. 
MEET EXISTING NEW CUSTOMER SIDEWALK 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
CURB AND SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
TC 28.944, BC 28.494 SEE DWG. SB-507 es ter 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 5 nee Re 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) A 
T 1 T CLEARANCE 
DETECTION POINT|EXISTING LIGHTPOLE] station | 21 REET FURNITURE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


(T=2-32WN NO 
12.0 FTE 

(T=2-32ES YES 
7.5 FTE 


STA. 7452.60 r 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT MAST CE-307 


ARM 2‘'+ EAST OF EXISTING LIGHT POLE TO REPLACE 
EXISTING LIGHT POLE. LT-2-32ES, 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 


LEGEND 
BP-O1 

& NEW BORING 
1A 

@) HISTORIC BO 


LOCATION AND 


RING LOCATIO 


DRILLED SHAFT 


EL 29.06+ 


BORING ID 


N AND BORING ID 


Page 21 


TC 29.002 
BC 28.544 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 
SIDEWALK 


tf. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR 
RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK RELATED TO 
BIKE RACK REMOVAL MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION. 


8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-O003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 


DETAILS. 
20 10 O 20 40 
= 20°: en ee 
scale feet 


West 42nd Street between Dyer Avenue and 9th Avenue 


Attachment 3 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 


IC 18.78+ SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


BC 18.47 
STA. 3+97.40 


NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
30-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE 


BLOCK 10/0 


NEW ELECTRIC 


AMTRAK RAILROAD LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 10) 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-419 


NEW ELECTRIC 
SIDEWALK SPICE BOX 
SEE DWG. SB-419 


STA. 7+10+ 
MEET EXISTING 


STA. 7+17.00 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
25-FOOT MAST ARM 


BLULK 10/0 


SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
en Gwe. caeanG EXISTING LIGHT POLE CURB oe es _T-2-28WN. DRILLED SHAFT 
alae a PN eee: ae TC 20.994, BC 20.49+ SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
NEW STEEL FACED a ae ve on ee eevee J STA. 7+00 EL 21,155 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) oo TC 20.864 ee ee TC 21.07+ 
as NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BC 20.414 Roe SOP Hee at ot BC 20.55+ 
STA. 3+92+ CE-428 BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON / Block 1070 Lot 20 oe . _ 
MEET EXISTING SEE DWG. SB-419 / re | guiiging STA. 7421+ 
CURB AND SIDEWALK / Sr eet Bele Resident tal MEET EXISTING 
Block 1070 Lot 5 STA. 4+04+ / 3 Story Brick 
TC 48ni3%s BC 16.442 521 West 4184 eeu ec TaNe / Building. CURB AND SIDEWALK 
ee AF sce nse) idated CURB AND SIDEWALK Commer ¢ ia! ae | Seay : TC 2Ziei0te BC 20.577 
a vee Stee! TC 18.80+. BC 18.49+ AMTRAK RAILROAD LIMITS | CE-427 STA. +25 
TC 18.512 eh one 6-4 ~ = | TREE PIT 
Zeoing (6-4. (SEE NOTE 10) TC 21.134 
BC 18.304 +i Ay STA. 3+75 = 
ENT. ENT TC 18 75+ SURVEY LIMIT BC 20.604 
Fir. 18.7 ee as es SURVEY LIMIT STA. 5496+ | ENT. —— EMPTY TREE PIT 
Vv 7 Vv BC 18.53+ STA. 4475+ Pers 20.6) 0.8 : Pirate? 
- Gone ere A 50150108185 CONC. SIDEWALK ——— ee CONG. SIDER ~{ ace: ae - ° Fo —_ Depth is OF 
Y eee 1 U I IS 
® | Qo PA eee a ee [e| ae Oo’ ee F 
STEEL FACED CURB = & We STEEL FACED CURB ——— / STEEL FACED CURB DC BPL27 _M2 AJED CURB 8 = 
SURVEY LIMIT shies ea S) LSTA. 4425 ee / area o sade CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE 
STA. 3+20+ <= Sed es | ~| £L 19,525" <a = 24° -8 ag ; 
) 3+00 3 +50 ha 4 +00 © . 50 5 = 5+50 6+00 aa ASPHALT — 7490 7+50 
e Saeeas STA. 3475 ——— 25 0 sata | | os cea . ae ee eee 
mae EL 18.90+ FL 19.23+ os | © =e E: 985107.52 <a | Ros 2105+ EL 21.12+ 
© ~~ FL 19.01+| 4 © | STEEL| FACED CURB _Y_ EL 21.154 STEEL FACED CURB 
a STEEL FACED CURB = STEEL FACED CURB / ce SURVEY LIMIT Fas oO | an 
een . ee / * / CONC. SIDEWALK CONC. SIDEWALK 
SURVEY LIMIT see ae eee eee AB eae ane eee OE Et j ‘, STA. 6417+ Si O O° fo) 
STA. 3+46+ es / ___ \f — VENT EFRON __LRON FENCE [RON FENCE WALL Ss = 
ie | ee 7 a FENCE STEPS = STEPS 
EXISTING CURB WEST 415T S TREE SURVEY LIMIT J a - f H Lj) FF e1.4 l r 
(SEE NOTE 1) a STA. 4+75+ PA ef | | @ a, | B08 West 07h. 24 ~ 9 2 » 
- JF wet J 4 | : Blom, 1069,Lo fs f= NEF pot gpopnael s A “5 § =o 
| 3 oe 30 TS — : : /Block| 1069. Lot 43 : N/F Port | LJ | heaucnoe ow ve 24,98 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS FOR N/F eee of FON el al earcet pesher ity Ss Z Story Bul ding CE-427 S68 8825 
7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION A ey a / ne be Yacan’ Cand a Bub ig coi lity f ysgre Seer 
pane La / Zoning eee | OWNLLE NCODH 
(SEE NOTE 9) ; PA ik Land | = Bose wre’ 
P BLOCK 1069 ge 7 
“a a | — BLOCK 1069 
Pa B ee \ | : - NOTES: 
4 = a | 
Pa peor a ‘ ; = 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
: a ee Oo IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY 
we 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION EME AK 
we (SEE NOTE 9) RAILROAD LIMITS = 9, FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-416. 
oe | (SEE NOTE 10) 
| 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
| | PAVEMENT. SEE DWGS. CE-427 AND CE-428. 
| 
4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-419. 
: 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE OWG. T-420. 
: | 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
EXISTING LIGHTPOLE STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
DETECTION POINT STATION VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
LOCATION (YES/NO) CONDITION. 
LT-2-29WN YES 3+98.40 TREE PIT 21.0 FTt LEGEND 
3497.40 BUILDING LINE 7.9 ETS ————— 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
=> 255 v7 =e 00 =uPTY TREE PIT ee aE: a PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
of 7418.00 EMPTY TREE PIT 6.5 FIt & NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 9. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
7+17.00 BUILDING LINE 7.8 FIt 1A ea aa. APPROXIMATE. 
20 40 
7+17.00 STAND PIPE 10.0 FTS @ HES TORE BORING LOCATION ant Senn oe "2 20! OO 10. LOCATION OF AMTRAK STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 
Scale feet 
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West 41st Street at Galvin Avenue 


Attachment 3 


7 = q - 
©) 2 ax 
m8 ae 
@ wer,e - 
os : = BLOCK 1051 r 
© ; O Block 1051 Lot 2 U1 Sole BOE. 
ek eS aeons SIE ro = ig EE 
3 Zz SURVEY LIMIT Sireet iashony Brie 2 sao! oShs 
8 ™ LJ a aa NF et ae ——EXISTING CURB LI 
Le ak > S$ A. O+ a See: Glass A Transpor tat ion / (SEE NOTE 1) > 
r ~.g Zoning €6—4 ce-495 UY <I 
a : SURVEY LIMIT pacer thi 
9 ee al STA. 10+40+ @ @ a 
a ae S sik ee ae NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS FOR 
Hy 8 ENT. FF. 24.5 ENTS oo ENR ee | a 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 
| : aaa F.F. aes 24.4 = ae FoF. 24.7 ae ge ge | | WEST 41 ST © REE. | (SEE NOTE 8) 
: 4 it 3a Pr ae oe 
} ~ A | Aig Be R. 10.8 0+00 
a i © x CONC. SIDEWALK : = eee ee ee 
re ns a a i BEGIN: 
STEEL FACED CURB STEEL FACED CURB a ae er E: 985808. 06 
EL 25.26+ LIMIT 
+| 
spon ASPHAL T = < 
Sg) ‘ l EL 25.61+ 
“ TA. 11475 
| . CONSTRUCTION a - Paes a FL 25.65+ 
| BASELINE, \ << = = aan i oe 25 4. a ea, NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS FOR 
H0006~CUTm@®hLUUUe ie ae oo ae eee fas NO. ; = ; a ee = -—-—-—-X.-—.—--|}—#-—- =-----=- = - 5-5-5 5-5 5-5-5 fe n-ne f SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 
hee = SO} ro ee STA. 12425 (SEE NOTE 8) 
co) E: 985501.13 ee ice) | y 24! =e? 
CONC. WALLS, ee és 32° =10" TC 250872 
STEEL FACED CuRB | as ! Bhan? zi STEEL FACED ¢ fa © BC 25.572 
a SS aS 4 P arog oF So a (Ki Cie Tee ae so LIMIT ‘. 
| Je CONC. SIDEWALK ee oe — — l _ Meer CONC. SIDEWALK 
° ae F.F ne i ° 9 en. 
Block 1050 Lot 1 C.E. 25.2 STA. 11+4+75 a al ae Block 1050 Lot 49 NOTES: 
538 10th Avenue Block /106¢ Lbt 6 P' O 440 West 41st 
SURVEY LIMIT Nae Covenant: Houge Blodk, 1950 Lot] 158 TC 25.30% 495 Wesy fojp . RUF west 41 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. 10+40+ Building. ppeneeet g BC 25.004 — Sayeo I]? pr Te inne IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
pone a : niererises, ics UG ices Bui Iding 
\— SURVEY LIMIT Institution “ SStory, auiaing Sohieg feed i" ESmnercts! / 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-414. 
oning C6-3 P fp oe ach ity 
STA. 9477+ ogommercialy BLOCK 1050 ? 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
THE SITE IS PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-425. 
STA. 114+88+ CURRENTLY UNDER 
= 4. FOR F : , SB=477. 
ee ae nc eis Woes Ca cack OR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-417 
CURB AND SIDEWALK MEET EXISTING 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-421. 
+, .114 CURB AND SIDEWALK 
Me Eee oe ene oe ee ee eae 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
-O3t, -23+ THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
NEw EEECIRTS ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX F NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
SEE DWG. SB-417 CE-425 BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
SEE DWG. SB-417 INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
Sew Steet cee PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) TC 25.474, BC 25.164 VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE STA. 114+93.00 
oe Buen OF ee eee 8. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE LIMITS IS 
BERIT OM OE Us SNSEORVER aoe? ieee; FURNITURE | CLEARANCE LEGEND SIDEWALK (TYP. ) NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH APPROXIMATE. THE AREA ON THIS PLAN IS WITHIN 200 FT 
DETECTION POINT] EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 50-FOOT MAST ARM BUFFER OF NYCT 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION. 
LOCATION (YES/NO) a : ; LT-2-27W. DRILLED SHAFT 20 10 0 20 40 
1149300 BUILDING LINE 8.0: F [+ 1A FL 25.53+. SEE NOTE 8 Scale feet 
@) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


West 41st Street between 10th Avenue and Dyer Avenue 
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STA. 2+06. 30 


Attachment 3 


EXISTING LIGHT ATTACHED TO 


NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 35-FOOT MAST ARM TO THE BUILDING WALL (TYP. ) 
REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE, LT-2-26W. DRILLED SHAFT ~ 
SEE DWG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS LIMIT OF NEW 
EL 28.66+ CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
TC 28.60+ NEW CUSTOMER SIDEWALK 
BC 28.324 SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX SEE DWG. SB-306 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-306 NEW STEEL FACED 
STA. 14992 CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
R 
wie sth, 2412 
TC 28.52+. BC 28.22+ A MEET EXISTING 
ee is CE-306 CURB AND SIDEWALK 
| TC 28.664. BC 28.41+ 
= MONITORING WELL TO REMAIN puock \o51 
LJ AND BE PROTECTED Block 1051 Lot 29 
© ee omnia 41st oes 1051 Lot LJ 
a 7S ee = 6 0 re RF 43nd Street 400 West 42nd =) 
fo) 3 U0 Oo Zz. =i) -€ - N_ Block 1051 Lot Development C see 
Wy ik aeeeee Lid - a 1-0 7501 Rete: MaSone SlA«e 2425 zZ 
meg moe Se Grae es 420 West 42nd But aie ” 28 Story Glass / ve 
S825 pb = ~ 8. bE oes Eee ey Cees) eee > ‘7 
( pio ee = B5oty OS Eky 40 Story Brick peace BC 28.564 |  forrscei94,/ q 
OOLN NCO - =ONEN ODOOO Buildin 
ee) oots OorwnzZz Taence Zoning @6-4 ‘4 ash 
a arc ACS A961 7137 a 7 
> CLR. 8.3 201 YCOPR REGION 1 2" 2019 NYCDPR REGION 1 + 
la SURVEY LIMIT ENT. ENT. EN 20190017736 - ae SURVEY LIMIT Oo = 
STA. 1430+ ea eee eo 2019 NYCDPR REGION [ Yoo STA. 2+84+ 
e m 7 NA: * 7 o 
\ WEST 41ST STREET . een a yh ty ." By] CONC: DEWALK ft (@), 
a ee [| SIEEL FACED © [S| STEEL FACED CURE _ 
ol | 
I |< 
0+00 0+50 1+00 1450 > pan 245 3+00 
hv }--- n-ne -a-f n-nonane 5-5 --- ao: Sa SS ee Se ae Se < 
NP 21559739 STA. 14+75 io) Ff Mg 26 -4 t 18° -9 — OE 
irs TC 28.264 1] STA. 1+75 a 2425 CONSTRUCTION 
C 26+ EL 28.63+ ; 
Beeler || = ae ene EL 28.40+ EL 28.90+ BASEL INE 
_— EEE | STEEL FACED CURB STEEL FACED CURB xe. 
ee ae Cain iLike 7 CHAIN LINK FENG < 
—— SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. 14+33+ CONC. ROADWAY 
Tess : SURVEY LIMIT yo 
oe ae ‘ STA. 2484+ 
pare ee =— CE-306 o> ) 
| “ad —_ 
\ ae ees CONC. WALL ‘) | 
ae oad wee CONC. WALLit | 
ae ae | 
‘“ ZO Block 1050 Lot 13 
. 4 441 West 40th / 
, ra RIF Port Author ity St | 
/ Zoning C1-TA 
Z cou 
a _— NOTES: 
/ Zee 1. EXISTING CURB LINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
i we BLOCK 1050 LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 
/ Pe REFERENCE ONLY. 
ae 
i we ee lt 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-304. 
| aie ee oe jf 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-306. 
af ‘i ee Se 
UF (oe 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-306. 
ae 
feo 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-304. 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
BY ENGINEER. 
7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FACE OF LEGEND PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR 
SE TECTION POINT EXISTING LIGHTPOLE] station STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE ————— SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
BP-O1 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 7 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
[T-2-26W YES 2405.30 | MONITORING WELL | 7.5 FTF ee THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-O03 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
2+05. 30 TREE PIT 22.5 FIt . 
HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
2+07.30 TREE PIT 13.0 FTt @ 20 10 0 20 40 
2200320 BUILDING LINE io0 Ele 20 ———— 
Scale feet 
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West 41st Street between Dyer Avenue and 9th Avenue 


Attachment 3 


STA. 1413.00 LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
NEW MODIFIED REGION 10 POLE WITH SIDEWALK UNDER CONSTRUCTION RN 
50-FOOT MAST ARM 
LT-2-21E. SPREAD FOOTING NEW STEEL FACED CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
SEE DWG. SG-041 FOR DETAILS NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
EL 20.784 BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


TC 20.71+. BC 20.25+ eee UNG: Sede 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX STA 1424+ 


ELECTRICAL POWER : oe nt >IDEWALK 
SEE DWG. SB-415 sel os 85+, 37+ 


STA 1404+ 


MEET EXISTING Sn 
CURB AND SIDEWALK ‘ee 
TC 20.58+. BC 20.15+ NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS FOR 
_ = 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 
7 
= YW, BLOCK 1069 ieee a) 
<< be we ow 
Ow & re 
a S ws NN 
= = SS ve 
a {© © se 
© = ae Block 1069 Lot 1 x SURVEY LIMIT <a 
. — er Nr Stiverstein ee STA. 24+38+ x 
y mi were MB LLC € 
= OS Zo EXISTING CURB 
i502 SITE IS UNDER (SEE NOTE 1) 
BC. 720.12 CONSTRUCT LON 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS Ss , WOOD FENCE “WOOD FENCE og a RE eds 
(SEE NOTE 7) = Ge, ae ate CONC. SIDEWALK ai ee ono 
FC L FACED CURB y UC] sre ; ARE 
© G ar STA. 1+50 © G 
W ; ae TC 218155 Ww : 
+00 0 00 = w|O!| 1480 BC 20.6/% 2+00 2+5 >) 3+00 
ia et aa ae ae : Sas gsi ch) a) ae ee ay -p-—-5-—--=- 5-5 - 5-5-5 - 4-5-5 - La ---5-=---=--$---- 
ers 70 ROR 2 \ 
E: sea EL 20.84+ se S CONSTRUCT ION 
| a BASEL INE 
‘“ me EL 20.70+ , 
g STA. 1400 a 
< ep ures EL 20.83+ 
> g <— 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS b, iy EL 20.64+ - 
(SEE NOTE 7) “~*~ .. SFC DC SFC = ! STEEL FACED CURB 
Y, ~ f f 
s f CONC. SIDEWALK x b CONC. SIDEWALK 
BP-45 | 
omy od } 
CONC. WALL oe ae CONC. WALL 
(FONE, GATE, « WEST 40TH STREET 
% a 
i LL & ieeecne © SURVEY LIMIT 
ef & £é = Marte STA. 2+38+ NOTES: 
S we = Zoning C6-4 
= : xe = Ter aeee Carton? 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
F a Seg g§ IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
~ mo S80 y 
& t z a il & 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-412. 
& eiae aan 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-422. 
A 4 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE OWG. SB-415. 
CE-422 - 
# 
we 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-417. 
ae 
PA 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


¢. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
APPROXIMATE. 


8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


LEGEND CONDITION. 
9. THE NORTH SIDEWALK IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION. 


TO FACE OF 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) 


CLEARANCE 


EXISTING OHTPOTE] STATION | STREET FURNITURE BP-01 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 4 NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
[T-2-216 NO iA 20 10 0 20-40 
ree ee @ = HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 9 EE EE 
Scale feet 


West 40th Street between 11th Avenue and Galvin Avenue 
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APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF NYCT ? SUBWAY 


Attachment 3 


BOX TO BE 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BQX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-416 


TC 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-416 


STA 9+74+ 

MEET EXISTING 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 
24.534. BC 24.304 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE \ 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


STA. 9+82.00 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
25-FOOT MAST ARM 

LT-2-23E. SPREAD FOOTING 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
EL 24.554 


TC 24.49+ 
BC 24.27+ 


NEW STEEL FACED 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 


LINE EXTENSION 200 FT BUFFER (AREA NORTH STA. 9+87% 
OF THIS LINE IS WITHIN THE 200 FT BUFFER) MEET EXISTING APPROXIMATE LIMITS OF NYCT 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 7 SUBWAY LINE EXTENSION 
: TC 24.48+, BC 24.25+ 200 FT BUFFER (AREA NORTH 
BLOCK 1069 A CE-424 BLOCK 1050 OF THIS LINE IS WITHIN THE 
CE-423 i 200 FT BUFFER) 
Block 1069 Lo 7 LJ 
SoStest aoe 13h sew 21 5 Bick 1050 Lot 
ye - Raphaels N/F ] rd N/F Covenant House 
Re en n 51 Story Glass ‘ Lil 8 Story Brick 
2 Story Masonry a pes as - ou !din 2-8 
Buildin oning & 6 > on tng is 
Zoning C2-8 Commercial / O Public Facility / 
Public Facility / Residential <L Institution 
nstitution x 
© ange 
: , WEST 4201W STREET ; » | of 
vee re EN ENT. - ogee 5 a =] STA. 10+00 
F.F. 25.9 25.9 mo 25.9 ra ys » ae M PAVERS ZG ZI PAVERS © . © ~ _ TC 24.46+. BC 24.22+ 
VENT a q oe amar a CONSTRUCTION FENCE ae 
SIDEWALK CONC. SIDEWALK |“GRATES | GRATES S Ge SIDEWALK pre ||1"GRATES |! & se y CONE . SIDEWALKT — ear ea eae 
re! ! GRATES Miers GREE i ES aoe Be | | ORO i x w_\ Be QI y | $tt Esme Stat soot 
=URB = | BC cre aiid 3 <a STEEL FACED CURB EE i ow CURB 3 _ — §TEEL FACED CURB STA. 11+09 
: ae sta® 7425 EL 24.724 cal : eo PT) Plow CONSTRUCT I 
W - EL 24.81 EL 24.91+ Mee eooae BO eres wo! im nee 
as va) 7+00 Aan is nae 9+00 e) 10+00 ASPHALT =< 10+50 ie cia 
Sn ale RS a ara i Bat ns Oe ee Re ae ) om oe a ee Ree Ce a) oe ee ee a oS aI eR ce 
oe |S ee le Aaa ——_ N, Baes8ec 8 _/ oe ~— EXISTING CURB 
: i tacts 2 <i 9475 EL 24.80+ i (SEE NOTE 1) 
® oundation Depth is 9ft FL 24.84+ 
i 2 = % ih SURVEY LIMIT 7 aA EL 246 11F creer ence curs ei ! STEEL FACED CURB 
nee CONC. SIDEWALK GRATE -~ STA. 9+63+ yer p a eaten = aug ava _ 
x a © a 
= — : © 3 A 6 SURVEY LIMIT 
ON ‘jee OW ay OE a - 5 Prax, | STA. 11+09+ 
STA. 7+00 STA. 7+50 Z - : ees 
TC 24.78+. BC 24.41+ TC 25.05+. BC 24.67+ is \ ae 
STA ¢+214 ss SIA 7535 i Block 737 Lot 1 ra — 
MEET EXISTING MEET EXISTING 2 \ NE Borg Tee! a a 
CURB AND SIDEWALK ation y CURB AND SIDEWALK is 2 7 meee . we go _ 
TC 24.91+, BC 24.55+ TC 24.99+, BC 24.61+ / 3 \ ees » NOTES: . 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ” \ / 
ELECTRICAL POWER - Oe Ee ee ce : B \ / 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
oe CE-423 BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 6 CE-424 | / F IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
. = SEE DWG. SB-416 
ueee ee / 2, FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-413. 
TC 24.95+ BLOCK/ 711 ra / 
a ae STA. 1+26.00 Po 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
2982 NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH / : PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-423 AND CE-424. 
25-FOOT MAST ARM TO / 
4. FOR FOUNDAT , : S416. 
siete eaas6 SS SAGE EV CTING 41Gb MOLE ( OUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-416 
LT-2-22E. DRILLED SHAFT 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-418. 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
FL 25.01+ 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
-O1F PAE NG ec one LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
LeanTonl oe GREE ZORIER G1Ges TO FACE OF INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
SAGAR CCIE STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
Se ReCTICH aE ach ieceNn VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
LOCATION (YES/NO) LEUEINU CONDITION. 
[T-2-226 7326-00 | FENCE BASE 
TIOSE va aR OO SHONE-BOOTa BP-O1 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
pe Era TREE PTT sS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
. : = 1A 
9+82.00 | BUILDING LINE @) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ce Zz 
Scale feet 
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West 40th Street at 10th Avenue 


Attachment 3 


ON-HOLD 8/14/20 


Page 27 


STA. 15+79.60 
ioee GE New CaNeeere NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH STA. 18+04.00 NN 
" SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 25-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
‘ EXISTING LIGHT POLE 25-FOOT MAST ARM 
e + =-/— -/-— ° 
- - Ae LT-2-24EN+ SPREAD FOOTING - ae Oa nee NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
ae ee ieee BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
NEW STEEL FACED aia ae SEE DWG. SB-413 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX TC 32.064 STA. 18+09+ 
ELECTRICAL POWER BC 31.54+ MEET EXISTING 
Sor. eose4e SEE DWG. SB-413 CURB AND SIDEWALK 
NEW SIDEWALK TC 32.244, BC 31.724 
/ MEET EXISTING Se. NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE i = | 
/ CURB AND SIDEWALK  \ Bae SPLICE BOX He oe 
y, Lee BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON —— oe | 
TC 23.66+. BC 23.234 ee ELECTRICAL POWER a a 
C 23.66+, 23.23+ | we 7 
ee SEE DWG. SB-413 nae are 7 oe Ko II 
STA. 154+56+ Be oe apse oe ae ~ 
_ a ae ~~ a ee 
PT TC 23.764 - a Agee tes Tee Se 
2 2 LOE = MEET EXISTING ee 
PT BC 23.274 = ZA = —— 
ir ea STA. 15+88+ CURB AND SIDEWALK Te ONS ok 
ae oe we MEET EXISTING TC 31.874, BC 31.36+ = OA 
wa we CURB AND SIDEWALK Zz iL 
Lu ie. 
> a a : re | TC 30.924 B < STA. 18425 
/ 2 = STA. 16+00 | BC 30.45+ CE-419 TC 32.614 
w x \ 4 : a oh 
APPROXIAMTE LIMITS OF fa 4 tio TC 25.582 mau Lo | BC 320152 
NYCT 7? SUBWAY LINE Je i ao) a a CBBC 25.282- | =e | Foundation Depth is 9ft ee - op) 
EXTENTION 200-FOOT / SURVEY LIMIT “| An nen Ost | Soe nese ae | cunTOn Housel vst sae oe 
BUFFER (AREA NORTH OF STA. 15+384 / #4#l | CLEMENS | OWNERS | #541 9TH AVE. ee ae 541] 9TH AVE. STA. 18+664 
, ASPHALT y409 4407 x ey \ 5 STOR \ STORY 
THIS LINE IS WITHIN ? Ronee pao MASONRY BUILDING ae ASONRY BUILDING 
THE 200-FOOT BUFFER) Zz BUILDING BUILDING 
ra LIDING GATE 
(@) va a o 1 chwerete \ 
7 © ye 1S 1: BOL : eu = B go plot ys N 215125.48 ‘ 
iad . / > a : : =) _ _§% eid Axe ie L OM | : i ; ds Oy E 986032.30 et. 
Z Z = = 10 CO oO : leita: eas eee 8 STA. 18425 
/ vault 7 ). a pce a2 7 W ©® EL 32.65 
y _ ae ~ 6 a ; = |. ee CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
mee 15+00 - Po = ASPHALT 17+00 ~ i 18+0 at V Lo 
a amie ta ace efesa me gacs See aan aie So seep ets ee Sees SS ee ee ee ee ein fee Geer me or ee ee ee er St pe Oe etre Spe rs oe eg ir eee ola Fae lake iaitaaenial temic somos Fes Sse i ee eee ees 
y . EL 23.58+ = STA. 17475 EL 32.04+ | 0 © 19400 
es EL 23.42+ EL 31.00+ - 2 i © 
ere STA. 15475 zs EL 31.98+ ~ 
- ea EL 23.54+ 1 @ © sc Sey SFC W__ SFC = ! = 
EF 985638/74 BP-25 = OW aa, oe Sen Gee = ge © | a 
y - ° oc i 0" Paks ty Zz Well 2 © | 
f : CONONE TE: WE S il; 4 O il: : S ili R E E y CONCRETE FILL re | 
EE XN Se oo "7 ° © | 
ae ee \\ 4402 
/ —. = ‘ VIATATTTTATITIN | LY) 2708 | 39 aon aN | 
: os #408 ¥ MASONRY | REPUTED OWNER MASONRY 
/ hee ss \ \ 4 STORY \ BUILDING | 400 WEST PARTNERS BUILDING | Paes 
an x Ses \ MASONRY #404 \i Booch tesmessts slave a cahuttoenstnded ad deteeaces teu! \| 
rs a BUILDING 4 STORY \! ‘ | 
“P| ee \ MASONRY\ ¥ 38 #537 9TH AVE. 
/ 17 ra ae ee: \ | 43 BUILDING \ik \ BUILDING. 40 —— 4 STORY 
/ Sa ue ance ! a REPUTED OWNER MASONRY | 
ee PANYNS | we ee PANYND Vy METRO BAPTIST CHURCH 0 Ot OWNER | ee BUILDING 
/ us oy A geo MOCK For. REPUTED | REPUTED | CNGER | 
SURVEY LIMIT | ee CE=418 < | METRO} PEARLBUD | ae B ee | 
| BAPT ; 
SlAe Totals vA ‘ | | CHURCH | one | | CE-419 SURVEY LIMIT NOTES: 
EXISTING CURB / \ : : : cea STA. 18+66+ 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
(SEE NOTE 1) i \ | ee | ee IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
/ Be OO COO OE eee———— eee 
j : | 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-410. 
fi 3 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
! : : PAVEMENT. SEE DWGS. CE-418 AND CE-419. 
| ! 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS, SEE DWG. SB-413. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-419. 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE rotEuee we EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) eee ice ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE] station | >/ REET FURNITURE 
ORTON VES eS 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
' INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
L1-2-24EN YES 15+78.60 CATCH BASIN LEGEND PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
15+80.60 DRIVEWAY 13.0 FIt —— VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
15+79.60 | CHAIN LINK FENCE| 8.9 FT+ BP-01 
8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
Li=2=25E NO 18+03.00 TREE PIT 5-0 FI+ & NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
18+05.00 TREE PIT 4.5 Fit 1A 
18+04.00 BUILDING LINE 7.7 FIt @) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID es 20 10 O 20 40 
10 OE 
Scale feet 


West 40th Street between 9th Avenue and Dyer Avenue 


Attachment 3 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE NN 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


STA. 14+00.00 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH L\ 
35-FOOT MAST ARM 


LT-2-20WN. SPREAD FOOTING ee 
Uo SEE DWG. SG-014 FOR DETAILS re 
y EL 23.40+ 
TC 234312 ae" 
BC ease ae NEW STEEL FACED 
os CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
oe NEW SIDEWALK A\ / 
ee SPLICE BOX | 
# NEW VERIZON 
oe ELECTRICAL POWER q 
—-7 SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
a SEE DWG. SB-414 B SEE ONGs: SBeai4 EEOCR 7141 
ae =e STA. 144075 REPUTED OWNER 
ee STA. 134924 MEET EXISTING PANYNJ 
/\ MEET EXISTING \ CURB AND SIDEWALK 
CURB AND SIDEWALK BLOCK 71/1 TC 23.374. BC 22.96+ METAL 
TC 23.244, BC 22.844 Sa es ie _ Mera AE __—_ee_ 
ie REOTED OWNER ge GRASS 
ee ae is aia p— STA. 14425 — SURVEY LIMIT see 
we 1C 23420% BC 22,778 STA. 144+78+ a CONCRETE €3 8" 
ee ° = é S LD 
STA. 13+75 /\LZ\ S ;a S /\ oe CBxER cash BXER 
“STA. 134034 BC 22.695 TNT Bel | 2 SS _e ere ce 
Z ; = © | Las Wis na > 
rt Som 55.5 oe = tf 
DONZRE RE N 
© : cecal, = SS SURVEY LIMIT 
De 7 Gena tf & CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE . © 
ASPHAL T 
© 29 1 =F u © © 
aoa STA. 13+50 ASPHALT STA. 14+25 W 
13+00 EL 22.86+ \, f EL 23.194 15+00 16+00 IZTO0 18+00 
ee A STA. a a EL. 2ieee" 7 215579.09 215530.60 a 4 S 984945.40 
: = F 984770.49 
F 984508.11 FL 23.08+ EL 23.06+ /\ = © E 984683.03 5 Je LIMIT 
DC . SFC en 2 DC SFC, BE. DC ; 
GRASS [oss ew | crass [2296 _suRVEY LIMIT conc, = 06 oy o 
CONCRE TE W BXE 
"BP-22 Bxu AM STA. 144+72+ STP(2) BOL SIP BOL 5 BOL 
© CONCRETE N AAA 5 \\\)} ako WA Si WAY 
BXU " 
opevey iM = CLs WW’ SLIDING CATE * net eats euieer 
STA. 13+02+ ee = ae #501 
| sae ee ees Sf. =e Teaily Ween’ au nbine \ 73D) 10TH AVE. 
BLOCK 710 ASPHALT /\ ie MASONRY BUILDING sa ley 7 Sy A ae 
58 mel AS 20 UNKNOWN 29 
REPUTED OWNER REPUTED OWNER REPUTED OWNER REPUTED OWNER W ee ST REPUTED OWNER 
540 WEST 39 LLC B JERRART VENTURE JERRART VENTURE MORLOU REALTY 37 STORY 500 LINCOLN OWNER LLC 
$536 W. 39TH ST. CE-421 \ MASONRY 
7 STORY BUILDING 
MASONRY BUILDING BLOCK 74 O 
NOTES: 
1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-411. 
3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-421. 
A 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-414. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-414. 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF bi PAR ONGE ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
STREET FURNITURE 
DETECTION POINT] EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
enrol hye Nos INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
LT-2-20WN , NO 13+99.00 SIGN POST 28.0 FIt LEGEND ee ce FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
LEMEWNY ADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
14+00.00 BRICK WALL ezigg CONDITION. 
& NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1A 20 10 O 20 40 
@) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 2D ——E==_—==——EEIE 
Scale feet 


West 39th Street between 10th Avenue and 11th Avenue 


Page 28 


Attachment 3 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-412 
STA. 25+89.50 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
25-FOOT MAST ARM ELECTRICAL POWER SEE DWG. SB-412 
LT-2-18W. DRILLED SHAFT " 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS elke £otIe= 
7 CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 37.09+ | | TC 37.064. BC 36.72+ | | | 
BC 36./75+ ! 7 | i, is ——— 
| | | | 
STA 25+86+ : / 7 
MEET EXISTING | yo 7 
CURB AND SIDEWALK | a | | | 
TC 37.09+. BC 36.77+ | 4 fy | eee ee 
| re / 3 
= TC 37.09 | a y / 
~~~} BC 36.834 : ae Y / : : 
= ae a rea STA. 26+00 | A Fe es ee Be te 
— ey ieee 3 : . | 
Slt Pa Foundation Depth is 9ft ae i ea | | ne | | 
—— = 3 ge? BC 36.714 — | | | Lu 
7 ET Ss ee ae _-BLOCK 7-7 | 27 28 REPUTED OWNER Zz 
— — [a —— ee ’ 
A REPUTED OWNER 2 <L ee | eee _ -REPUT£D OWNER ae | REPUTED OWNER | REPUTED OWNER ica | = 
oe PANYNJ =f qr he ee F PANYNS / Eker REAL HELL'S RITCHEN ING Pe ll v S 
x a ee = _ : FAP 3 see) r STA. ecw | a ik Pear \\ 1 STORY SURVEY LIMIT 
he So TC 36-86% \ | St \ masonry A mason STA. 274762 azz on we Ot 
as mm &x< Gna Qn oi bi ae | 4 MASONRY BUILDING [— 
| 7 an fh iw Nee” AN a) | a o 
es : ee . ie , AAAS \ 
EXISTING CURB SH GE ern ay: ay on : 
(SEE NOTE 1) / Katy “ CONC ag” y © 
\ A] CY J S& 9 OH Woo Hoc GG y ‘ 
wid Y | —_ End wo G Sep _ ad i 
5 ee STA. 25475 ~~“ o=] FI oe. oP EL Soeaee | 
SURVEY LIMIT EL 37.02+ : oe, _ STA. 27+00 ie eee bennll ne sateiuct 
STA. 244+72+ oe S = cS EL 36.142 \ ge = ee ae ran ee eee 
S = : 
—<—— CONCRETE = = EL 36.89 —+—__ cra. 26425 © s o oO 2 a © © 
SURVEY LIMIT Sy EL 36.95+ AORHAET. e) -3G op — blo E 985863.72 
a BXE —— : | . _ BXE 
STA. 2ae2t FL 36.82+ Foundation Depth is 9ft}}-© _ ache co} _ a a 
; = oC ee | SFC " = oc _ 7 sa 
Va 7 o@ @ : 4 Ane) ee @ SURVEY LIMIT Se ff 
es \ a =e oN he ETAL (ac )\ "58 VAULT STA. 274+77+ x / 
Y iad STEEL GIRDER BOL CLF W/ SLIDING GA TE ; Koved | ernie \ | 5 \ 
of | ee aa ae ASPHALT STA. 2/+00 | NY, : | 
a ! = ie . BUS LOT TC 36.18+ | | | WEST 39TH STREET 
| ee _ CE-417 BC 35.69+ \\ / 4408 : pase \ | oe 
Z | ce STA 27+22+ {\ 5 STORY 5\sToRY \ #511 OTH AVE. 
i oa 53 Ss 22 — 1\) MASONR | MASONRY | 12 STORY 
a | hi a _ £e MEET EXISTING | ub | BUINDINE | MASONRY BUILDING 
a ee ae REPUTED OWNER ' 14 oa REPUTED OWNER ' ' ' 
7 ~~ —_/]h- Q panyng ee C ee PANYNd CURB AND SIDEWALK | ko | 39 7501 
] ; ee ee 74 Ts Ny ao BLOCK 736 TC 36.044. BC 35.49+ | rgbuyED Wer: REPUTED OWNER\! REPUTED OWNER NOTES: 
/ ie loa ae ne 408 W /39 ae Me SETH UNKNOWN ‘ 
ee Ly J eh 04 “Uy “SS. NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX- a STA. 27450 
; aes oe : — CH Ney Se ELECTRICAL POWER | : | TC 35.61+ 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
) je 2 7 ae ae Fay —_ SEE DWG. SB-412_ | oe aes IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
ri Ne — i / | ——s ae ~~ | ! | 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN, SEE DWG. CU-409. 
7 — | ae \ | | | 
yo // / : a ee Se | | | oh Atle 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
, / : . | | 3 MEET EXISTING PAVEMENT. SEE DWGS. CE-416 AND CE-417. 
a a | | * | | | CURB AND SIDEWALK 
fe , 2 ~ | | | TC 36.924. Bc 36.4904 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-412. 
/ es ‘ 7 =* a 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE A 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-416. 
a, ela NEW STEEL FACED 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
STAs 274+27.00 CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) EAC TEES Oat al PRG St Senna: ee aMONee ee 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF WITH 25-FOOT MAST ARM NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE ~. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
ce LE Cueare STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE Pe en en INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
DETECTION OU ea STATION ' BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
LOCATION (YES/NO) LEGEND SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS SEE DWG. SB-412 VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
LT-2-17W NO 21+26.00 LIGHT POLE 27.5 FITt EL 36.04+ 
e7-38-00 [ORIENT [8:0 FE] sn re 35.908 rr ae 
2(+27.00 BUILDING LINE & NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID BC 35.45+ 
LT-2-18W NO 25+88.50 BRIDGE JOINT 42.0 FITt 1A 20 10 e) 20 40 
25+89.50 CONCRETE WALL @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID U2 20 
Scale feet 


West 39th Street between 9th Avenue and Dyer Avenue 
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Attachment 3 


L 
NEW STEEL FACED— 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
STA« TA 41466200 
STA. TA 1462+ NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
MEET EXISTING A 30-FOOT MAST ARM. LT-2-36NW 
CURB AND SIDEWALK CE=44" DRILLED SHAFT 
TC 30.92+. BC 30.57+ SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS 
EL 30.92+ 
= = | 
mM LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE mM | 
Cp SIDEWALK (TYP. ) VY 
—| — i 
| 
an ON 
oo NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX O 
— ELECTRICAL POWER + 
BLOCK 709 - SEE DWG. SB-431 - 
oa el STA. TA 1472+ piece 
505 WEST 37 STREET = MEET EXISTING BLOCK 710 = LOT 
™M 5OII0 AVENUE % CURB AND SIDEWALK Mm | 
I] Foundation Depth is 10ft|_! / a TC 30. 77+ BC 30.302 50110 AVENUE ™ i 
=A ~ SIAMES| O = SIAMESE 1 OTH AVENUE =I | 
1) _ a CONNECTION GONNECTION : : 
a ‘06D OPEN CANOPY 
EXISTING CURB j fee / | 
(SEE NOTE 1) / \ re /UNKNOWN UTILITY — OTT. : ee / \ / | 
ae \ shims KR VALVE CFL. ol Vv Sy wa | 
SURVEY Limit eae s 4 SURVEY LIMIT / | 
. a3 Es .86+ : + | 
STA. TA 1+00+ © Ow TC 31.214 TC 30.864 STA. TA 2+00 gan STA. TA 2+98+ H 
@ BC 30.86+ ee gene: / | 
az 3 TH AVENU 
je EL 31.44+ a peer o | BneriNe 
Poe ef eh Pe a ee a el Pee ae bee ee ed ee af ef | 
TA 0+00 CENTERLINE TA 0+25 TA 0+50 TA 0+75 TA 14#25 TAZ I+5O TA 1+75 TA 2+25 TA 2+50 TA 2+75 oO TA 3+00 TA 3+25 TA 3+50 / TA 3+75 / 
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| STA. TA 2+00+ = 
BLOCK 735 MEET EXISTING | 
CURB AND SIDEWALK BLOCK 75 Or 73. 
7 ee TC 30.31+. BC 29.86+ 
EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT 502 10 AVENUE eee 
TO BE PROTECTED \ 
| | NOTES: 
NEW STEEL FACED ae 
CONCRETE CURB 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
LEGEND STA. TA 2411+ 1S BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
oe ee te pois | H 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-422 
BP-01 STA. TA 2404.00 CURB AND SIDEWALK / | | ° : : ° 
SS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH TC 30.07+. BC 29.59+ / | | iI 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
; | | | I | PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-441. 
1A 30-FOOT MAST ARM 1‘ TO THE 
HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 7 
NORTH OF EXISTING LIGHT POLE. sew VeevaN SOAR Soiice eae 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-431. 
UE NEE ee ee TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-415 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE LT-2-36NE. DRILLED SHAFT Spe awe. Ga : : , ‘ 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF ere SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS ; 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
EXISTING LIGHTPOLE EL 30.28+ HE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
PETE ON ee ena] eee PORN ae fi NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
LT-2—-36NW NO TA 1465.0 TREE PIT 8.5 FT+ CE-441 SEE DWG. SB-451 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
TA 1467.00 TREE PIT 9.5 FIt INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
OVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
TA 1+66.00| BUILDING LINE VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
LT—-2-36NE YES TA 2403.00 FIRE HYDRANT 4.0 FI+ 
TA 2+05.00 TREE PIT 28.0 FTt a 4d. © ” i 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
LAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
TA 2+04.00] BUILDING LINE 20 ————————— el 
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STA. 12+67.30 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT 


MAST ARM TO REPLACE EXISTING —-EXISTING METAL FENCE TO BE Lt 
LIGHT POLE. LT-2-16SW. SPREAD FOOTING REMOVED AND REPLACED IN-KIND 
SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS TO BE COORDINATED WITH NYCDOT 
EL 42.97% —NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) SEE DWG. SB-411 
TC 42.91+ 
B NEW ELECTRIC SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
BC 42.46+ 7 
CE-415 SEE DWG. SB-411 
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a2 i mN MEET EXISTING SIDEWALK 
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2 EG Bs ea eal BC 42.26+ \ 
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STA 11421+ @) OO0O0O000000 00000000 C000 O oO (@) (0) O O O O oO Oo O oO oO O!O 
° ~ REFLECTIVE TRAFFIC DELINEA TORS 7 © 
214180.93 + BS N 214443.30 
roo scons tao OR too S| TE e850 HOO 
ea aoe. asprar Ff f ~ 
© © sta, 12450 © — CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
© © EL 43.80+ ork. ete © 
( \ wa C EL 43.65+ ) A . 
e 43.452— \ 2 


Sri cana’ a a 
SURVEY LIMIT 7 © o © 
STA. 114+18+ = Bee oe — SFC — BOL(2) 
~ aN (* | ere 4 BIKE ° BIKE ees a 5 2 6s rh BIKE a iene Lops ° oe i ey? 8” wt er 
RACK RACK = Ace CONCRETE / 
( CD CD CD CD CD 


\ 
#472 : #474 3 #476 : #478 | #480 = i 
}— Pee 4 STORY | 5 STORYN|: 2 STORY | 3 STORY 1 STORY Li NOTES: 
LJ MASONRY BUILDING MAS. BUILDING | MAS. BUILDING | MAS. BUILDING |MAS. BUILDING | MASONRY BUILDING tal ‘ 
ae ! ! | | | 7 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
i 4 : = : 4 | a7 | 76 | 74 Y) IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
VY) repurep omen EG me een een we 3ee eT | aM AVENUE mSS0C =p 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN, SEE DWG. CU-408. 
LLC REAL LLC 37TH ST. 
LL | a 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
es BLOCK 760 ae PAVEMENT, SEE DWG. CE-415. 
N) | = 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-411. 
—_ Y) 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-413. 
Y) LJ 
ES a = 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
= EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


B SURVEY LIMIT 
CE-415 STA. 134+40+ f. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
: = INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE om hee HE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
A 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) ae es 7 EN aRIEE CLEARANCE LEGEND 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


BP-O1 
LT-2-16SW > NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1A 20 10 0 2040 
12+67.30 BUILDING LINE @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID Wo = 200 == eee 
(ENTRANCE ) Scale feet 


9th Avenue between West 36th Street and West 37th Street 
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STA. 134+45.20 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 30-FOOT 
MAST ARM 1° WEST OF EXISTING LIGHT 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE POLE. TO REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) LT-2-13EN. DRILLED SHAFT 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX SEE DWG. SG-013 FOR DETAILS 
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s _ . 1‘ _Q" | el 
0p spoo RR tatoo EE OEE Zt ff 
ean = © re 30-7" oN STA. 13450 = 214467.09 / / N 214370.¥ 
E 984920.67 STAs 13425 = EL 37.07+ E 985095.59 f ye EC 985270.5 
27 / 
© EL 37-69% EL 36.95+ . EL 37.194 3 y / Pa 
so — aa ae ay = a ~ a (@) / i ———a. v4 
/ SURVEY LIMIT—— *® EO \ = y a Ny 
CONCRETE Bane @ ‘ / fy \ 
STA. 124332 | STP BXU VENT PIPE |ve* s1P 8 / / / \ 7 / 
TEP) ECG r a ma, 5 / ta y 
( | | | | | | = OVERHANG é 00 a a P / = j, ; L 
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MASONRY bi MASONRY | MASONRY es MASONRY INN MASONRY 7) _ STA. 13471 Z / / / Li | / / fi 
BUILDING Me BUILDING BUILDING “BUILDING #442 “ BUILDING f / / / / > # vA / 
: MASONRY yj a, / a ae a 
/ / |i 
| | BUILDING | | ay if | cA vA y i y i 
60 / 
64 | 63 : a | = : —— | | / 156 7 55 a / on Pa / / / 
5 — | REPUTED OWNER } REPUTED OWNER } REPUTED OWNER ; #453 W. 35TH ST. Z / — — P ; Li] / 
| REPUTED OWNER | REPUTED OWNER | METROPOLITAN | KESLOW | 36TH ST. | 59 12 STORY REPUTED OWNER = REPUTED OWNER | a NOTES: > 
Peace Wee ee ee PBQEERE - 9) 2 eayaesenuneee MASONRY BUILDING | PANYNJ | PANYNS | WUE. dD 
ee | | | | | | 8 | | 
| | | BLOCK 7355 | eS set cue a wa 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
CARE REALTY CORP,” / / | / IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
A | ff / : 4 _ 
ce-413. fd J fo 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-407. 
| yo 7 ! Z| / 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
i C@ : aan es PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-413. 
4 | z 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS, SEE DWG. SB-409. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-412. 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 

TECTION P f. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
Bhai digs . oe iene TO FACE OF INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
LEE BEC alata STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE LEGEND PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 

LOCATION (YES/NO) BP-O1 
LT-2-13EN YES 134+44.20 TREE PIT 24.0 FTt s NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ic PLAN. SEE DWG. 0-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. a 
13+46.20 DRIVEWAY 1A ‘ 
13+45.20 | BUILDING STAIRS @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID " = 20 
Scale feet 


West 36th Street between 10th Avenue and Dyer Avenue 
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MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 46.25+, BC 45.97+ 


STA. 17+16.50 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT MAST ARM 
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SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
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REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE. LT-2-11W. DRILLED SHAFT beeen ae eee ace oe oo PACE Ge INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE. BEEN 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS. EL 46.99+ eaecey Aeneas | Ceance PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK (TYP. ) YES TREE PIT 4.0 FTt 8. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR RELOCATED 
STA 124814 . = BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK RELATED TO BIKE RACK 
ecu esac TING Glee. ANG cen TREE PIT REMOVAL MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
LEGEND Pe AG 6k. BO deeeee BUILDING LINE 8.9 FTt TRANSPORTATION. 
_ ~ ~ LT-2-12W BIKE BALK 8.0 FI 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
% eu BERING LOCMEet ANG Beene iB TREE PIT 12.5 FTt PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
E L ELECTRIC MANHOLE 5.0 FI 20 10 O 20 40 
“ 174+17.50 EMPTY TREE PIT VQ ——_—— 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 17516250 BUILDING LINE 5.9 FTF Scale feet 
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West 35th Street at Dyer Avenue 


| 
WEST 34TH S$ 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. 12+65+ 


EXISTING CURB 


(SEE NOTE 1) 


ON-HOLD 8/14/20 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOQX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-406 


EXISTING 
REMOVED 


MAILBOX TO BE 
AND RELOCATED 


USPS TQ BE COORDINATED 
NEW STEEL FACED 


CONCRETE 


MEET EXISTING 
CURB AND SIDEWALK 
a Oe s a Merwe oo aa 


14 


REPUTED OWNER 
PANYNJ 


oP 


CONSTRUCTION 
BASEL INE 


ES 


TREET, 


CONCRETE WALL 


CURB (TYP. ) 


STA 13+60+- 


BC 50.89+ 


STA. 13450 
TC 51.36+ | 
BC 50.87+ \\ 


BUS STOP 


N 214047.64 
E 984748.72 


LOCK, 732 


-—STA. 


13+64.40 


CONCRE TE 


| 
| 


13400. ’ 


STA. 13+50 
EL 51.42+ 


Foundation Depth is 9ft!{- 


SFC 


SURVEY ree ee 


STA. 12+66+ 


2 


REPUTED OWNER 


PANYNJ 
#448 


Attachment 3 


STA. 


16+07.50 


NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FQOT 


| 


| 


TC Sl4352%% 


STA. 13+50 
BC 51.002 \ 


STA 13457+ 


MEET EXISTING 


CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 51.37+, 


BC 51.07+ 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
TO BE 


INSTALLED 


BY VERIZON \ 


SEE DWG. SB-406 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) 


DETECTION POINT] EXISTING LIGHTPOLE 
LOCATION 
NO 


LT-2-9W 


LT-2-9E 


LT-2-10W 


LT-2-10E 


(YES/NO) 


NO 


NO 


NO 


70 


REPUTED 
OWNER | 
GREENPOINT 
CONSULTANT 
446 


4 STORY 
BUILDING 


: A 
CE-409 


TO FACE OF 


STATION 


13+63 
13+65.40 
13+64.40 
13467.50 
13+64.50 
134+63.50 
134+63.50 
16+06.50 
16+08.50 
16+07.50 
16+01.00 
16+03.00 
164+02.00 


- 40 


STREET FURNITURE 


BUS STOP SIGN 
FIRE HYDRANT 
BUILDING CANOPY 
DRIVEWAY 
TREE (PLT 
CELLAR DOOR 
BUILDING LINE 
BIKE RACK 
TREE. Pai 
BUILDING LINE 
MAILBOX 
TREE. PLt 
CONCRETE 


STEPS 


NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH MAST ARM, LT-2-10W. SPREAD FOOTING ihe: ae New eaNGRete NY 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
25-FOOT MAST ARM oe SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX BC 48.92+ 
EL 51.43+ ELECTRICAL POWER 7 
TC Sie Stte IBC 50.87% SEE DWG. SB-407 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
EXISTING BUS LANE ENFORCEMENT Seer ee) ne ee ue oe 
re ee ces REMAIN AND BE PROTECTED See oe Se ae 
(SEE NOTE 10) SEE NOTE 8 NEW STEEL FACED 
STA 16+02+ CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK STA 164+13+ 
STA 13+70+ TC 49.28%. BC 48.967 | MEET EXISTING 
MEET EXISTING ul CURB AND SIDEWALK 
CURB AND SIDEWALK | = 3 TC 49.18+. BC 48.88+ 
TC 51-34+. BC 50.844 | aa CE-410 
> | 
1 STA. 13475 21 i 23 : BLOCK 732 36 
REPUTED/ OWNER TC 51.31+ REPUTED OWNER PUTED QWNER | REPUTED OWNER 
433 W BATH ST = PANYNJ ' oO THE\ WEBSTER, APT CBP 441 NINTH AVE. 
OWNERS BC 50.817 pan 
ABS CANOPY HEIGHT FROM SIDEWALK i> 
20 $TORY “AT FRONT CORNERS 5 
ASONAY BUILDING /11.5° AT PEAK 
FAIS #433 9TH AVE. 
13 STOHY Zi 8 STORY 
| 2 ae ACs oes ASONRY BUILDING MASONRY BUILDING 
\ | | 
Foundation Depth is 9ft : ee = oe = oe SIDEWALK SHED SURVEY LIMIT 
. 7 | CONSTRUCTION FENCE STA. 174+68+ 
= AO! ‘ a SURVEY L ] M | T Nw Oo _ 4” ec | - 4 CONCRE TE 
> E45 2ey ae STA. 154+45+ So gexr co ON fr —}_ 4 Vi 2 MLP W 
© 7 ff : SFC "DC DC SFC 
x STA. 154+75 6 ae” sal W —- —STA. 164+25 
a SURVEY LIMET TC. 492532 RG) TC 49.08+ © 
=pTA. 13475 STA. 144292 213926.46 BC 49.21% 6) 49.734 - BC 48.774 
ee r-EL 51.81 213974.94 E 984967.57 : ~ STA. 16+25 N 213853.73 
14+0 Je 984879.91 15400 FL 49.82+ 16400 EL 49.69+ woe 985098.56 18400 
: a aid cama aac a aca on nn nn nn NG) oo oo ge rr St Qc ne nn nn it pe enn sn nn no re -—--=4-—-- 
> R . + 
2 he ° SURVEY LIMIT | STA. ao a oe —_ es 
l | = 
: STA. 154+18+ ; ae: rata? _ 
& @& a) eee : an. STA. 16425 © 
STA. 14+27+ 5 ode BC 48.90+ 
a ” : ofc 7 SFC 
1_t- : et | 
a fitos OTE (El | tee cae Ld [ele Ale * |e. 
se SIDEWALK SHED | . Foundation Depth is 9ft > Aor Q SURVEY LIMIT 
foo 2 BR 4 rel J sreks \ Conorere sae ee 
: PEN ey STA. 17+68+ 
O 2 Ie / 
ways TIT. y 77 a 
Deo CANORY HEIGHT FROM SIDEWALK cron 4424 VILLIPIEUPL LAID PLD EE PEEL, V, Acne 
6 STORY Pia Mie Ma | MASONRY BUILDING | 5 fTo#yY ey #408 B.A ERONT CORNERS i MASONRY BUILDING 
MASONRY BURLING. 65, ee eee ee SIDEWALK SHED (SITE 60 MASONRY BUILDING 54 MASONRY BUILDING Waeiges eis ie AT PEAR 48 
EPUTED OWN UNDER CONSTRUCTION) REPUTED OWNER STA. 15475 | ae co REPUTED OWNER a REPUTED OWNER 
440\CO. CONVENTION OVERLOOK | TC 49. 64+ REPUTED OWNER RC CHURCH ST. MICHAEL NOTES: REPUTED OWNER 402 PRASINOS LLC 
TEMPORARY SCAFFOLDING BLOCK 731 BC 49. 38+ RC CHURCH ST. MICHAEL STA 16+06+ » MADISON GARDENS APT C 
FOR CONSTRUCTION AND STA 15497+ MEET EXISTING 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
THEIR LOCATION IS APPROXIMATE (TYP. ) Hee CR TING CURB AND SIDEWALK IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
STA. 13+75 CURB AND SIDEWALK TC 49.33%+ BC 49.08% 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-405. 
TC: 314402. BC 516092 TC 49.414, BC 49.17+ TC 49.374 
. 41+, 217 BC 49.12+ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
STA 13+67+ EXISTING MAILBOX TO PAVEMENT. SEE DWGS. CE-409 AND CE-410. 
CURB AND SIDEWALK an Re NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWGS. SB-406 AND SB-407. 
TC 51«397+ BC 51.092 25-FOOT MAST ARM. LT-2-10E 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-410. 
18.0 FIT+ TC 51.38+. BC 51.08+ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX B DRILLED SHAFT 
1Sad. FT= STA. 134+63.50 = EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
. + ; ‘ SEE DWG. SB-407 EL 49.432 ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
1335 (F T= NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
6.5 FIt 25-FOOT MAST ARM. LT-2~-9E 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
12.0 FTF DRILLED SHAFT SHOWN ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
; as PROTECTION DETAILS. PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR 
= U CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
1569 FF T= SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
5.5 FT+ FL 51.444 LEGEND 10. THERE IS NO CAMERA MOUNTED ON THE BUS LANE 
10.0 ETS ——————— ENFORCEMENT POLE. 8. EXISTING BIKE RACKS SHALL NOT BE REMOVED OR RELOCATED 
= at BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK RELATED TO BIKE RACK 
16.0 FT+ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX REMOVAL MUST BE PERFORMED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF 
Soo FTE & NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID TRANSPORTATION. 
= ELECTRICAL POWER 20 10 0 20 40 
ce SEE DWG. SB-406 a 
: = "os a 
3.0 FTL @ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID ms 20 aL = 
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West 34th Street at Dyer Avenue 


Attachment 3 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE Seeee ae LEGEND 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) TO FA 
T F T CLEARANCE BP-O1 
DETECTION POINT|EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station | > REET FURNITURE 4 Sie 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


O| OC 


EW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
LT2=7W N 12+06.00 BIKE RACK a 
19506. 00 TREE PIT 620 FT @) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
12+08. 00 TREE PIT 


STA 144+20+ 

MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 47.15+,. BC 46.90+ 
MAINTAIN AND PROTECT 


2+07.00 BUILDING LINE 


ig) 

LT-2-8W NO 144+24.60 DRIVEWAY ; 
14+26.60 FIRE HYDRANT ; 
144+25.60 TEMPORARY ‘ 

CONSTRUCT ION 


| | Co] CN 
CO] CO} CO} CO} © 
mI} 7] | 4] 
s} 4} 5] A] 4 
IFPI pity ity ity yy it 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY 
VERIZON. SEE DWG. SB-405 


(o)) 


EXISTING DRIVEWAY 
FENCE LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 
\ \ SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
\ \ 
\ \ 
ae : : STA. 14+25.60 
\ \ NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 
\ \ MAST ARM, LT-2-8W. SPREAD FOOTING 
i : SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
\ \ 
: \ \ a | | NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX A\ 
( \ \ \ \\ \ : Cc a | | ELECTRICAL POWER 
| \ , 2 44 an | B | SEE OWG, SB=40 
Lu | \ ae | in Z | CE-408 | 
= | \ re On rr (2 : : TC 47.364. BC 47.064 
= A ! \ St eae ‘2 2 : 
LJ CE-407 \ \ \ \ i. \ \ vo T STA 144+31+ 
> : \ \ VN \ ) \ : MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK 
<I | \ ~~ 4 \ STA. 14+00— TC 47.494. BC 47.194 
+ | . \ : " \ : \ TC pas | BLOC 44 EXISTING FIRE HYDRANT /\ 
L- \ \ \ i : \ : ee. | p2 TO BE PROTECTED 54 
OC BLOCK 731 | \ : . io an a ene ee 
— Pode ae . 72 ‘ | ‘ \ a LIMIT | 7 Te AN Ny - STA. 14+50 ® MORCH ST. MICHAEL 
RY BUILDING STA. 134394 |} 7 
MSO Rone eee «= WEST 33RD STREET| | SURVEY Lit ea | Nae me 47.84% J mckilthok. UNDER CONSTRUCTION) 
. es #448 W. 34TH ST. \ \ \ CATE f ° _ MASONRY BUILDING 
; | \ er AR. £98. @. As 
GRATES 21P STP — VAULTS __CONSTRUCTION SHED / CLL, BP-14 \ Pa \ \ | : : ~» COE / ZLIEND YONS TRUCT ION Mt SURVEY LIMIT 
aa | = : i - - 7 | oeral CONCRETE ON " " 
f \L <4 a eeot(2) = es EL 40.66+ a _ Z _\ | = - wi, qi OC ST. 1o+42e 
Oo I j — VO De =a Tore 
= © EL 40.37+ : ” 213829,22 | : 
SURVEY LIMIT—~“ | STA. 11475 _\22'=1)"/ = 98457044 on yee > feaes7.20 ~ : : ee CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE 
STA. 10+93+ 11+00 m 9 EL 39.202 \ eer EL 40.73+ > FL 41.64+ ised \ | | al 14+00 6 =0 | oa ASPHALT = 15+00 ra 
FO et ee we a Raa TT ETD Ft ag A ee ee a ee eg ee Rage Senge Gee tn mete ght gen ne gt eee eee ge a ee re ee 
SR 213926.20 m0 : Saal 12-10 Lo \ : oe { iS 
© E 984395.53 me le \ \ | | © JERSEY BARRIERS 
: aaa © \ \ | fe STP(3) 8 
—— 5 TREE = ie oN) ; a = ae \ \ | © " CONSTRUCTION SHED = a aa ° 215685.76 
© . G3 oe BIKE RA (re De i i a\ nike Lee3 9) \ \ | EL 47.79+ ne Ie var | WAN ea © [var E 984832.82 
e" oh 50.55 gel (PLZ) /f TBA \ \ \ EL 47.73+ — CONSTRUCTION _\ _ 
> 7 V 4 PRAT 1G CHES 3 > = aS - 
\ SURVEY LIMIT Siete Vtroe 163 BUILDING SURVEY LIMIT 
EXISTING CURB ee ie BUANE ONDER COT MTTTTI. STA. 134814 peso sist sr. EL 48.464 | NOTES: Sraues owe UNDER STA. 154414 
(SEE NOTE 1) TG 39.12+ CONSTRUCTION \ _ : Pe aol CONSTRUCTION : + 
), BC 38.52+ 1 \ STA. 14+00 | 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT IS 
REPUTED OWNER Sines “Nee | EL 47.05+ 61 ! BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
SURVEY LIMIT — ee arte: SURVEY LIMIT! \ of REPUTED OWNER 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-404 
STA. 104934 BLOCK 729 BC 41.132 STA. 12+75+ \ l | BROOKFIELD PROPERTIES | ° , . : 
STA 12412+ — | | | 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
EXISTING BIKE RACK TO MEET EXISTING , | BLOCK 729 | PAVEMENT. SEE DWGS. CE-407 AND CE-408. 
REMAIN AND BE PROTECTED | | 
CURB AND SIDEWALK | bo B | 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-405. 
TC 41.084, BC 40. 45+ | : CE-408 : 
STA 12402+ NEW STEEL FACED | | | : 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-409. 
MEET EXISTING CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) | — | 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 
CURB AND SIDEWALK : ie Gao EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
TC 40.56%. BC 39.934 CE-407 BC 40.194 ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON ELECTRICAL POWER SEE DWG. SB-405 
SEE DWG. SB-405 8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
ea. a0 s00 INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
: in EXIST 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT ay Reto ize By tLe anak eTOR ne wae VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
ssa ge act has RELATED 10 BIKE RACK REMOVAL MUST BE 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
e — J e + 
en ae - ghee, Pelee eae ee a PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
10. REFER T TP- - - - : 
—LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE ‘ pote 10 0 20 40 BENCHES WILL BE PROPOSED AT 450 WEST 53RD STREET. 
- a 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) Sane ar DEVELOPER TO BE COORDINATED FOR MODIFICATION TO THE 
l NI NI 


West 33rd Street between 9th Avenue and 10th Avenue 
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A 
CE-405 


Attachment 3 


B 
CE-406 


EL 23.43+ —STA. 15425 
fom ai ester, BLOCK 729 | EL 30-97% , f4\sray ete 
CONSTRUCTION EL 23 : 58+ | | GLASS BUILDING ies GLASS BUILDING = 
BLOCK 729 ‘I 12450 ; | \ | | REPUTED OWNER g REPUTED OWNER 
, ae 4s | it WES! 2197 SIREE! UNKNOWN imei: 
= EL 23.64+ | — + iy, iv, 
SURVEY LIMIT REED Ome eee CLANS MEEMENEE DEDEDE LLLLLLLLLLLLLL LAA L LLL. 
450 PARTNERS LLC ea 
STA. 114+70+ STA. 12+75 | ii STAIRS OVERHANG ° RVEY IMIT 
EL 24.35+ | ) | =e . — coe 
7. P . FI45 
EXISTING CURB : EL 30.60+ _ = 
(SEE NOTE 1) OS MLP BOL(3) BOL(: 2) CONCRETE BOL(2) _ Bou 2) eae VA : : \ CRATING BOL(23) “on® as ° ~ 
sg G . a ‘\ o 0 9 606 606 6 0 60 0 Oo °o 0 0 90 ° 0 of 0 0 0 Go 6 M2) ae DC 215209.10 
eS —_ x ! a 213330.32 ie eee se i E 984626.84 
DC 
ae STA. 12+25 oe _ G F 984408.19 BXU we El. SOs 10+ © STA. 15+50 
ASPHALT EL 22.96+ 7 CONC. STA. 15+00 G = | ASPHALT EL 31.584 W 
: 5 : 6 EL 30.254 om} § —— 
eS ~ 12+00 “ 13+00 © 14+00 ~_ @ 6X[5+00 es oe © 
hae oe mae == ets oa ae eas — aad es ie ou 7 Per ae, as oe horas mae ar er men = — = a i hs Ss anaes = = 77 a. 77 ~ en ae hibit at eas nae saath ete - i aie nt os as =e or me ae his own eet - bea rms =o or — one ts mvs mo na eioke mala nie ss — a cathe = ie —F ara aoa mers ime = ie o 7 ipa ieee nee aaa ms = bt tans int pas oi or sa Pa ee ani: ee _— > 
N 213427.30-~ ee os = 90'-4" |e¢_4" oF s;|Foundation Depth is 9f = i oaneee ee v mt oy STA. 15+50 cies 
E 984233.28 us T| 2 Lenn SURVEY LIMIT Se | «So a gag eae iz 31.624 
~ ~ s + . ‘ mM! O a aL aa 
— | oe whl cg Ol om ae “ 13+06+ . = a © @ =le| 44° -6" on >} BC 31.324 © 
_ Ate” O15 ¢ T oO 0 \ | | fi > G oO e) oe oe — 1e 
| \ / RD_41 Foundation Depth is 9ft CONCRETE BXE 
CONCRETE @ STEBSY__ 0 \J ay | | BP-41 
SURVEY LIMIT IKE-RACK = ie Bae STP \ l 
STAs 114592 #358 10TH AVE. STA. 124254 | ie 
69 | 4 | ae ON AVE, STA 154+22+ SURVEY LIMI 
=e TC 22.704 | : + | = 
REPUTED OWNER ‘ ie une noes | | | a'story 7 #406 MEET EXISTING STA. 15+90+ 
MCCOURT PARTNERS LLCBC 22.55% | 442 TC 24.094 y, | \ | | | MASONRY “} Ge ae CURB AND SIDEWALK 
' 172 STORY \ BUILDING (406 
eer oe ee y | i. | “ oe es : wAsohel BUILDING TC 30.92%, BC 30.642 
CURB AND SIDEWALK : Ju | | 1 _ = ene A2 NOTES: 
60 dtm ee jres cWneR REPUTED OWNER Ae Se 
TC 23.16+. BC 23.044 = | i | ARISA REALTY CO. X LLC STA. 15+00 REPUITED| OWNER 
Ts = REPUTED OWNER | EXTELL| 31/10 LLC | TC 30 26+. BC 29.94+ IT STUDENT HOUSING 1 
450 WEST 31ST OWNRSCP A LJ | | | . -_?9 : — . INFORMATION AND 
TC 23.314, BC 23.194 BLOCK 728 : = \ | ! : STA 154104 LOCK\ 728 
| tl | C 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN, 
STA. 12+48.00 ye i | MEET EXISTING LNW -SbeR. Rcen 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT 1 x! | | | -CURB AND SIDEWALK eaNGeEGE Cice 2 
MAST ARM, LT-2-5W. DRILLED SHAFT 1 cul ' | TC 30.544, BC 30.23+ enraiee SEE DWGS. 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS P y, > | | | : de, eoncsonnieiey Ween 
THIS SITE IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION CE-405 | = \ | NEW ELECTRIC SIDEWALK i easaeiey U DETAILS. 
| | | SPLICE BOX 
EL 23.25+ | TEMPORARY | \ | | ae ee SCAFFOLDING 5S. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK (TYP. ) SCAFFOLDING | FOR 6 
FOR EXISTING DRIVEWAY TC 30.71+. BC 30.41+ CONSTRUCT ION 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX CONSTRUCTION TO BE PROTECTED (TYP. ) ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON (TYP. ) STA. 154+15.00 (SEE NOTE 7) 
7. THE SOUTH SIDEWALK 
SEE DWG. SB-404 (SEE NOTE 7) STA 124544. MEET EXISTING NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 25-FOOT SCAFFOLDINGS WERE 
CURB AND SIDEWALK MAST . LT-2-6W. DR HAF T COLLECTED AND THEIR LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 2 a et Pe ey ee eee 
TO FACE OF TC 25.45%. BC 23.347 SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) 8. 
EXISTING LIGHTPOLE STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE THIS SITE IS CURRENTLY 
DETECTION POINT STATION NEW ELECTRIC SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX UNDER CONSTRUCTION 
Ea eee LEGEND EE DWG. SB-404 EL 30.77+ 
LT-2-5W NO 12+47.00 TREE PIT 19.0 FTIt S ; pee a ; : 
12+49.00 DRIVEWAY 5.0 FI+ BP-01 ~406 
12448.00 BUILDING LINE 5.2 FTt & NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID NEW VERTZON SIDEWALK x oa 
STAIRS ie TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZO 
15+75.00 | BUILDING LINE | 9.3 Tz | @) 


HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING I 


SEE DWG. SB-404 
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T 


CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 


FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG THE 


CE-405 AND CE-406. 
SEE DWG. SB-404. 


T-408. 


EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION. 
INSTALLED AFTER SURVEY DATA WAS 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 

PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION 


EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
BASED ON GIS IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


SEE DWG. CU-403. 


THE 


CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


West 31st Street at Dyer Avenue 


I 


Attachment 3 


IC AsO" ——ON-HOLD 8/14/20 
BC 16.61+ 4 
NEW STEEL FACED ead ae 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) ; 


STA. TA 3417+ 

MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 17.064. BC 16.66+ 


-—STA. TA 3421.70 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 30-FOOT MAST ARM 5'‘-6" 


FROM CENTER OF THE POLE TO THE FACE OF THE CURB. TO 
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SWASLE MOKABLE ~ : = oer =ll © ST. 
oe Depth = oft gH Planes of Ker wn cavopyl OS ea sal 118 po = 2). of ° i tages res 
. St) 7 Ja aiitcron \[* * : ee ea ee 7 
mm = — I | | 
STA. WTO0+754 1] Oo STA. W11425+4 ie Sts b= rsa) = | 
EXISTING CURB SURVEY LIMIT TC 15.49+ 0 = i = Bg UT Yo pee lacaate DETAILS FOR DETECTION POINTS LT-2-1NW 
~-48+. BC 14.964 va) TC 15.814, BC 15.22+ 4— ae ea hee a + 
(SEE NOTE 1) STA. WI0+25+ - : STA. WT14+06+ go Pc ea === AND LT-2-1NE UNDER HIGHLINE STRUCTURE 
v - a re a eee CAN BE SEEN ON CR-650 
Sa Waoesde: | MEET EXISTING eg) = # sss "| 
Ree its N CURB AND SIDEWALK 8 Bog: 
CURB AND SIDEWALK TC 15.13%. BC 15.654 Ba eR BL 
bag Q @) ee S 
I Tene See Wee A NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 4, © 92 S NOTES: 
CE-443 BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON [| 3 & z : $ 
SEE DWG. SB-433 Zz S @ is 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BQX LJ S 5 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
ELECTRICAL POWER > IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
SEE DWG. SB-433 < 
STA. WT0+99.20 ‘ - 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-424. 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH = law = 
TC 15.614. BC 15.11+ 25-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE rf +s 3 3. ET eVeu SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
A EXISTING LIGHT POLE O ( fg ee Seep ees Wee ae 
ook (gat LT-2-37S. DRILLED SHAFT a z 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-433. 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS © _ 
Coy) er 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-424. 
7 +3 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 

?. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
om TREE DETECTION FOE ae METERED aR EGO OPOERAPELC SUEY, A ATE BE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BA NTRA R. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
B ) SFORMER BASE ) VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


CLEARANCE 
CONDITION. 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 


lL T=9=375 YES WT 0+98.20 TREE PIT _ 
a ale ve 9g: oem _8 56 ve PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
: — 


ETECTION POINT|EXISTING LIGHTPOLE] station | >/REET FURNITURE 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


WT 1+00.20 TREE PIT Scale feet 
WT O0+99.20 |SITAMESE CONNECTION 
WT 0+99.20 BUILDING LINE 


West 30th Street between 10th Avenue and 11th Avenue 
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cc L 
A 
CE-650 


NEW VERIZON SIDWALK SPLICE BOX 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


STA. WT24+12+ 
EL 16.33+ 


LIMITS OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK STA Whet21t. EL 16.3572 
MEET EXISTING CONDITION 


“oy | of / | : 
| 7S St DETAILS FOR DETECTION POINTS LT-2-4NW 
NEW SIDWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER | ° 3 L ae AND LT-2-4NE CAN BE SEEN ON CR-401 
! °w T | 
Ft ui » 
a & 8 
STA. TA 1443+ | ? =r lis 
TC 16.454. BC 16.05+ 8 Z. IE 
2 ool / 8 als J UAL | Pont ral 
NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT riage & 8/ i 2TsB : 2 =n 
MOUNTED TO EXISTING HIGH +1 (E) - 2 aA b 3 SOlWEST 30 STREET RSA SEER aS an cae ce 
LINE GIRDER. LT-2-1S (TYP. ) oO in ON? 2 | eh | Coc SL WERS | ; 
l 57 AIO fess) 
c.g 79 10TH AVENUE TE] Na IF © 
= _ | ae is CONC|WALK i Brena 
SURVEY LIMIT nee: - I fc ae SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. TA 0+28+ ca fiat - ee CONC. WALK STA. TA 4429+ 
~~ SFL. ae z pe or \ 2 a 2 — . 
eee T Sw fess . — 
@ ay so 3 BL || Ge 
~ 1D- B | 38 
i?) vl BIM BEAM: 33.6 fe BIM BEAM: 33.7 
CONSTRUCT ION ? eget Mobseee? = 
ene \ Sl oy “a] 0 hee ke oe ee 
2 ee Le 
ag ee ae eee a dll |e eee ae ae : rite >a ae aa-f oP? i HE fone ee ee eee ee eee ede eee eho gn 
ee CENTERLINE TA +25 TA +50 1A O75 TA 1+00 BTM BEAM: 33.6 + TA 1475 PVM /ELEV: 17. MI © TA 2450 TA 7 7 io 3450 TA 3475 TA 4400 = TA 4425 CENTERLINE ao 
ae ASPHALT ROADWAY | Oo Eales 
: 33.7 mai 3 | @ a cn eee ee ce ee I 
NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET amy EA, 339 - iF: | ° SURVEY LIMIT 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE. as eters ae BUMP ELD 17d es ae STA. TA 4420+ 
PVMT _ELEV: 16.7°> 18 |! : of BES 
EXISTING LIGHT POLE axe valu aR ee CO 
(STA. 2403.00+) S zi men eo + Lieenene = - = 
ce 7 + STEE S ce ae CONC.WALK 
TO BE REMOVED AFTER SFL. ; a COLUM o : aN S “1 © 
INSTALLATION OF THE NEW POLE “<**FoONG CONE A LIN 5X6 ELECTRIC ‘) e ama eee 
SCAF FOLDING Y Sit) Vy & VAULT o rial EA 8’ WOOD CONSTRUCTION FENCE 
ae = S =" oon | a aoe ae 7 ste Seen aa 
SURVEY LIMIT NEW READER CABINET. tH | S3/Sr | ae ye em crn tng) EEF » & “ts | OTH AVENUE 
STA. TA 0+29+ ae SEE DWG. EP-650 wt | asiecal| fe ye ay ia aad 554 10 AVENUE Ee 7 _ 
wwone ax” FOR LOCATION i [eee | PN - DE 
= i | = \ 9 5 | = — lw 
~ n op ys + tJ m 
40IWEST 29 STREET as i gs > ® = Mm LJ 
Y) ae a | \ > : = my ad 
a QO = 
STA. TA 1425+ a0 : ae Sry ae 
TC 16.92+, BC 16.63+ [— = a 
O Be Peel & & NOTES: 
~ © o+ \ 
7 \ rc 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
= : \ ay i} IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
Y) PSs | 
if eae " a FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-650. 


FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG CE-650. 
SURVEY LIMIT 


STA. TA 2462+ 


SURVEY LIMIT 

STA. WI3+68+ 
SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. WI3+67+ 


FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-405. 
FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-650. 


Dn om BK W PD 


CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
A 
CE-650 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 


INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


20 10 0 20 40 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
220 ————— PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 
Scale feet 


10th Avenue between West 29th Street and West 31st Street 
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wee rs ~ Se an 
~ 
ae = \ a ae 
ee ee we = —— 
SS ae 
EL 2203+ % oe 
A (UNDER CONSTRUCTION. Cae ee ee 
CE-405 ELEVATION MAY CHANGE) _~ \ See = 
ae 
=> ae \. — —_ com 
a ~ OOP. 
BLOCK 728 we = i. SS BLOCK 728 
ees 4 ee, o, ee as ar 1 
] pane hs: Seas == 
| REPUTED OWNER L ) a ee REPUTED OWNER 
—— EXTELL 31/10 LLC oO EXTELL 31/10 LLC 
o— #354 10TH AVE | | ROADWAY IS UNDER CONSTRUCTION #354 10TH AVE 
™ 
| EL 21.93+ 
STA. 12+50 y | : oa 
EL 21.78+ STAGING AREA STAs 12475 CONS FROG TLON STAGING AREA 212959.65 
oa } CLF \(consreughon) EL 22.38+ 213105.12 BASELINE : EF 984545.71 
aa vm a i 7 ‘ ys ss a 7 F 984283 34 JERSEY BARRIERS : 
a ok ane 7 7 7 ee ee "CLF. (CONSTRUCTION) 7 
— 12+00 m™) 13400 ae 7 15+00 16+00 
[Sah eh ee eS Se ee ee ed See es eee ARs Re ne ee Se ee eI ee ee Ries ea ee Se a ee ee ee eee -—--sS, <obes we er et et er ee et er er ere ee er fe ee ee eee 
\ 213202.09 ASPHALT P W ~ pee 
E 984108.42 Foundation Depth is 11ft © . = W ri 
32’ -| “ul a 10’ -? “ur © © 
i © — : cn] t0 > DC ‘i © , C4 © 
Fe | DC Doe DC ! rare = 
EXISTING CURB — SURVEY LIMIT 


CONCRE TE 


Cr 
Cl fPp ° 9 uae CL Of CK za 
(SEE NOTE 1) e ara, KY\ BP-114, SCAFFOLDING 


rR \o\\ 


@) : 


—— SURVEY LIMIT 


STA. 


WME LULL LEE 


SURVEY LIMIT STA. 12425 
STA. 114+68+ TC 21.04+ BLOCK 727 
BC 20.68+ = 
EXISTING DRIVEWAY STA. 124+56+ REPUTED OWNER 
FOR LOADING DOCK MEET EXISTING Paget 
CURB AND SIDEWALK wieoue aie 


TC 21.794. BC 21.28% 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-403 


NEW ELECTRIC SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
SEE DWG. SB-403 


TEMPORARY SCAFFOLDING FOR— 
CONSTRUCTION (TYP. ) 


(SEE NOTE 8) A 
Ce=403 
LEGEND 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) SueaRaNeE 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| stat Ion 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


Li=2-2E NO 124+53.75 DRIVEWAY 23.0 FTt 
12+56.2 DRIVEWAY 17.0 FI 


BP-O1 
sS NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 
1A 
@ HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 


TO FACE OF 
STREET FURNITURE 


5 ; 
12+55.0 STANDPIPE 10.0 FI 
124+55.00 BUILDING LINE 90 FIFE 


13+96+ 


STA. 


as LELPPD ITED LS Es VU CU Mh 


STA. 12475 
TC 22.00+ WEST 30TH STREET 
BC 21.802 EXISTING DRIVEWAY 

STA. 124+67+ FOR LOADING DOCK 


MEET EXISTING 

CURB AND SIDEWALK 

TC 22.07%. BC 21.54+ 
NEW STEEL FACED 
CONCRETE CURB (TYP. ) 


TC 21.925 
BC 21.40+ 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 
SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


STA. 12+63.00 

NEW MODIFIED REGION 10 POLE WITH 50-FOOT 
MAST ARM. LT-2-2E. DRILLED SHAFT 

SEE DWG. SG-041 FOR DETAILS 

THIS SITE IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION 
EL 21.98% 
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14+63+ 


CONCRE TE 


BLOCK iy #401 W. 297TH ST. 


1 10 STORY 


—- MASONRY BUILDING 


REPUTED OWNER 
USPS 


survey LIMIT 


STA. 164+26+ 


NOTES: 


1. 


EXISTING CURBLINE QUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-402. 


FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-403. 


FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-403. 
FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-406. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


THE NORTH SIDE OF ROADWAY IS CURRENTLY UNDER 
CONSTRUCTION. 


THE SOUTH SIDEWALK IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION. 
THE SCAFFOLDINGS WERE INSTALLED AFTER SURVEY DATA WAS 
COLLECTED AND THEIR LOCATIONS ARE APPROXIMATE. 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 


20 10 @) 20 40 
Y= 200 en _ 
Scale feet 


West 30th Street between 9th Avenue and 10th Avenue 
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NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 


EXISTING CURB 


CONSTRUCTION (SEE NOTE 9) 
BASEL INE SURVEY LIMIT (SEE NOTE 1) 
STA. CS 0437+ ay 
SURVEY LIMIT a os 
— STA. CS 0+37+ ee Sy 
s r— 
\ SURVEY LIMIT i 
STA. +43+ 
“<- CS 0+43+ oe cr 
: LOUK sy 
= = C - a (lt > Se SA VY) 
<< yy a eS 6 oe 
a “f N 2 ss 
. ~ 7 << 
— Ss % © 
\ SN oN Ss 
—s Per ~ O- 
\ SN 
Se ?>™ < 
e m = 
~ = oS, 
OS. N\ \ a Be, 
Ls — * A Ws 
dye - STA. CS 4439+ % 
7, a @NeMEET EXISTING SIDEWALK Pay, 
ne ek Bz. Bk. Wes a. f 
NX S WE: Cee /P. 
OLy %@ \. 
WX Rr % STA. CS 1425 — 
SS Se TC 9.87+ 
< 
\ 
NN i NI 
\ Pp 
/ ae — 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. CS 0+56+ Sy 
Nc STA. CS 1425 
AREA POOCO 
EA UNDER CONSTRUCTION TRS TC 10.554 


BLOCK 221 
LOT / 


Veol in’ STREET Y 


SURVEY LIMIT 


Foundation Depth is 9ft 


Low 
' “WANN 
1 


VARICK STREET 
CENTERLINE 
ALIGNMENT 


STA. VS 9+62+ 


= STA. CS 14174 i MEET EXISTING 
| sn AND SIDEWALK 
EXISTING CURB 2 \ a TC 10.304. BC 9.80+ 
(SEE NOTE n\ —- _— CON \O > STA. VS 9+70 a 
wos ° RO / TC 119. 90+ rs 
Ey METAL STEPS AND wD ee sw BC 10), 30+ Sal sis 
cree hs — % 2 iS | 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX cee Tee ess Ne Be Ranbir 8 
ELECTRICAL POWER TC 10.334 Sz, . 
v SEE DWG. SB-432 BC 9.83+ Ke eB 
» (\ 
& LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE | oS 
. SIDEWALK (TYP. ) & 6 6 le 
© BPM fe | 
STA. VS 9457.75 . R 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT | ss B 
MAST ARM. TO REPLACE EXISTING S { i : 
LIGHT POLE. HT-2-14SW. DRILLED SHAFT | i > le H] @s 
SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS r L = a 
EL 10.40+ aa : S rs 
STA. VS 9455+ gS § | | 5 : 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK “Ss : 2 = , 
TC: 10: 362s BC 9.852 : 3 ie. SR 
t r _ et 
STA. VS 9440 | 2 : # 
1G 1006545 BC 10.252 i} 9 ? ear 
SURVEY LIMIT 2 a s = 2 
STA. VS 9421+ £|| ° $3] | | 
6 Lh «< | 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 9) 
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NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
SEE DWG. SB-432 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-432 


STA. CS 1+47+ 
TC 10.324. BC 10.024 


STA. CS 1+47.00 

NEW SIDEFIRE. HT-2-14SE, 
DRILLED SHAFT. SEE OWG. 
SG-010 FOR DETAILS. 


EL 10.50+ 


slAs CS 14525 
MEET EXISTING 
SIDEWALK 

EL 10.38% 


LIMIT OF NEW 
CONCRETE 


SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 


STA. CS 1+50 
TC 11.364 
BC 10.86% 


BOX 


FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE 

(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) 

DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| station 
LOCATION (YES/NO) 


HT=2-145E NO 
;. 2<0 FT 
= 6.5 FITS 
140 FYE 


HT-2-145W YES VS G456.15 CATCH BASIN 
VS 9457.75 BUILDING LINE |, tO RTS | 


— oe = 


TO FACE OF 
STREET FURNITURE 


CLEARANCE 


CS 1447.00 | CONCRETE WALL | 2.0 FT+ | 


(SEE NOTE 9) 


BLOCK 220 
LOT 8 
+ VARICK STREET 


/ 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS AN 7 
(SEE NOTE 9) oy / EXISTING CURB 
gli (see NOTE 1) 
AN 
Y) / 
j 
3/ 
a “/ 
=< oy 
: —/ / 
7 / 
Sy (vy / / 
/ / SURVEY LIMIT 
ee 7 ST Ae CS: 34332 
j 
[ 
| 
SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. CS 3+29+ 
ase3= (NOTES: 
EXISTING CURB 
(SEE NOTE 1) EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
oy. 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-423. 
25. Cn 
ie 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
See” PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-442 
op Y 
gee 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG SB-432. 
7 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-423. 
6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
Mig THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 
ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
a 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
a INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
= PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
SUBWAY LIMITS S VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 
PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


9. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 


20 10 O 20 40 
Yo = 200 en 
Scale feet 


Vestry Street and Holland Tunnel Exit by Canal Street and Varick Street 


Attachment 3 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 9) 
/™ CURB 


Zz 


(SEE NOTE 1) 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. BS 4+44+ 


INFORMATION AND 


SEE DWGS. CE-429. 


@ 


— CONSTRUCTION 
\ BASEL INE 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. BS 4444+ 


EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 


IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
SEE DWG. CU-417. 


FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 


CE-430. AND CE-431. 


4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWGS. SB-420 AND SB-421. 


SEE DWG. 1-404. 


6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED BY 


7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 


PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL 


VERIFY EXISTING GRADES BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON THE 


9. LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE 


SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION DETAILS. 


IS 


IS CURRENTLY UNDER CONSTRUCTION. COORDINATE 


SIDEWALK (TYP. ) 
STA. BS 1+08.60 Tote Be. ee —STA. BS 3451.85 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH MEET EXISTING NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 
25-FOOT MAST ARM TO REPLACE ee ay 25-FOOT MAST ARM 
EXISTING LIGHT POLE oes By Soe USING EXISTING LIGHT POLE 
HT-2-11E. DRILLED SHAFT | BASE LOCATION 
SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS. EL 9.64+ |g ss HT-2-13W. DRILLED SHAFT 
ee ei | Se " SEE DWG. SG-012 FOR DETAILS 
T ° 7 + 9 e + | ea} > 
C 9.574. BC 9.06+ Fane PeOneetee | : EL 11.86+ (SEE NOTE 10) 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE OR REPLACED | 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON IN-KIND _J | p—NEW VERIZON 
nee Si pein Coniee Gas Zz 8 / | ON-HOLD 8/14/20 TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
Zz | - SEE DWG. SB-420 
ELECTRICAL POWER — x | c 
7 kK _s | | © 
SEE DWG. SB-420 xe | rrencn | : NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
STA. BS 1402+ O *§ i: sales 1° ch STA. BS 3+48+ ELECTRICAL POWER 
MEET EXISTING Z ils Tarra | 3 MEET EXISTING SEE DWG. SB-420 
CURB AND SIDEWALK = 2 | s | | of CURB AND SIDEWALK 
TC 9.67+. BC 9.23+ ott Se 
EXISTING DRIVEWAY Pee = oY | 576 BROOME || Ex C EXISTING GRANITE CURB Lu 
TO BE PROTECTED ON-HOLD + & Postaeer || 88s STA. BS 3+00 CE-431 Lu 
8/14/20 ap 8s Te 40.52 STA. BS 3+59+ = 
STA. BS 0+75 : eee i afore BC 10.12 MEET EXISTING a 
TC 10.134. BC 9.80+ B JI ldo | | ee CURB AND SIDEWALK 
CE-430 set Ut t LOT 79 TC 11.95+, BC 11.524 
—STA. BS 1425 _ renee = 
TC 9.35 = | GANTRY mee 
BC 8 71 ue GANTRY _| Foundation Depth is 9ft REA Ree anata an 
| . : : a ea 3 <[ 
as ete ra S an ak Me Be 578, BLOCK 578 - BLOCK ae > a 
RSE . | ee ee + | STREET + CONNECTION a ‘ i n ae aa ‘outtine.20 only “Ore "yAlve ai @ 
Ne ER BA | por pore ia nnan RRS SIAMESE CONNECTION 
CONGW AEN cen \ BES 5 AIOK |) -FENCE prick S| © | cone. FENCE —~PAVERS FENCE | cong tithe off * ieee BOROUGH | 
SURVEY LIMIT tae acu f ZA] PAVERS S| Q WALK ©san < A L; aa : CONST RUCTION FENCE MONUMENTO Ee san Z, 
STA. BS 0417+ poy a - EPP ‘ She ee : do saw cS Po a GRENIT EL CURE D ; Fis 
° = S ey ' 1 eS aati a | i * EB2 , a © 4) @ slp ; | ay 
Se 0 a NY \ \/) 4S va Va GRANITE cuRB © | % < Z : 80+ — 
BROOME STREET au . o . @san =R=9? YP.) \ ©san “| Osan “a ps AO+ i eo 
CENTERLINE) | —___ TT] copBLEVASPH” — — | ASPHALT ROADWAY . N G _ EL 11. 40+ _ — a | BT NTERLIE 
aaa Tal Seen gb ty aaa a cam yg Srtaeeida 21077 SaRaneRREnnas + ada EEE ac ee 7 room 
se ee 7 _s- ws 7? | 2 -9 R=10 1 BS 2+50 ~ © | Bs 2+75 BS BOO v7 ye _9 ’ BS 3+60 a ee 2. | _ Bg 4450 | BS 4°75 
E:9e2ia2.i9 = [EJ © ®©- . FU 9.60+ = ; N la \ - N is) ; | FL 11.30+ ol. | £1 48257349 
——— af cL 9.1544/ ™ JEL 8x84 | _ {| \ | Neen. P8¢ eo Ye 
ee = : ae 4 FB2 BB2“ 7 I © : SioX eee i eae. 
» coBaLE/ASPA Src cone BAPRIER _ GRAVEL o B. SFL. : y fl / | | 3 4 = ae CONC. WALK ©psan CONC. WALK \\ cone Pan, YA ; / 7 ¥ g f YY 
( ye TBE “FENCE ae WIRE FENCE pe | oe, se > o » IN \ cies CONC. CU eee SFL. ge JK JL 
| e © | = | as ? / | & IBS: BP-33 SHRUBS ® SK fe NF FS 
ae ) Y B _ (54 CONC. L000 Salne - a = ny oS T ‘SPGOT : 2 EE: ae — VW - ¥ 2 g 
I CHAINLINK IRE 2° y donc. ( : eA \® | © we \ad . ai E°3 a ee 
CE-430 FENCE FENCE aA fo SURG\ *e A ee ee ae aa Kee CE ~ 22" \ 
BRUOME SIREET A ex 2), © ‘| \ se\3, By S BO = G3. ST FREEMAN PLAZA NORTH SURVEY LIMIT va Le \ aa 
CE-429 p ee a q Buck 578 STA. BS 4418+ / y 
FREEMAN PLAZA WEST BLOCK 578 j 4 \ . SS < ‘“ a NEW 4-FT WIDE CONCRETE ‘¥®son sTREET Pa a N OTES: : ———_~ 
SURVEY LIMIT Ze % \ ON — SIDEWALK NECKDOWN ge aoa 
fh. Ge. Outs oS: tid HUDSON STREET / x \ . — we 
° + ™ ee 
= Y) UJ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX / / r\\ 4 ~_ a ae oe 1. 
oO ELECTRICAL POWER y j naa , \ ae ile an wal IS BASED ON GIS 
JF SEE DWG. SB-421 / i | Ze 
cWY / / / NEW MARTELLO BOLLARD. — STA. BS 2457.20 eee 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. 
R=2.5 y é; / SEE D-004 FOR DETAILS ~NEW SIDE FIRE. HT-2-12SW. DRILLED-SHAFT co 
Sone Be eG y ee seers S6-O010_FOR DETAILES— PAVEMENT. 
NEW REGION 10 POLE WITH 5O-FOOT vA 7 / ace Seca cc ae = 
MAST ARM HT-2-12NWs / 7 
SPR coats / yo / 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. 
EAD FOOTING _y F / / NEW 7-FT WIDE CONCRETE MEDIAN SURVEY LIMIT 
y a , WITH STEEL FACED CONCRETE CURB STA. BS 2453+ 
/ ea ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
7 va / : SURVEY LIMIT ON-HOLD 8/14/20 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE Jy Fi STA. BS 1468+ CE-431 
(BOTTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE) TO FACE OF ef / 
TING 1p STREET FURNITURE | CLEARANCE 
DETECTION POINT| EXISTING LIGHTPOLE| staTION para ar 
LOCATION (YES/NO) : 
HT=2—-11E YES BS 1+07.60 DRIVEWAY 8.5 FTt LEGEND 
BS 1+09.60 TREE PIT 15.5 FIt ———— PLAN. 
BS 1+08.60 BUILDING LINE 10.5 FIt BP-01 
HT-2-13W NO BS 34+50.85 TREE PIT 37.5 FTt fa") NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID APPROXIMATE. 
BS 34+51.85 LIGHT POLE BASE 1A 20 10 O 20 40 
BS 3451.85 | BUILDING LINE @) HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 20 ——_—— i ———————— 10. THE SITE 
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WITH NYCDOT FOR THE STREET LIHGT 


INSTALLATION. 


Broome Street between Hudson Street and Varick Street 


Attachment 3 


STA. GS 1+73.30 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT MAST ARM TO 
REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE « HLC-1-3E. SPREAD 
FOOTING. SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS 
LANE LINE IS APPROXIMATE. BASED ON Zz 


(SEE NOTE 9) 
TRINITY PLAZA PLAN (SEE NOTE 7) 
NEW COMMUNICATION PULL BOX | a ae 
A 
CE-211 


(SEE NOTE 9) 
STA. GS 1+73.002 


STA. GS 1460+ 2 a TC 10.80+. BC 10.23+ (SEE NOTE 8) 
PRUNE LACE NEW CURD Si Ant C10 a a ee EXISTING LIGHT POLE TO BE REMOVED BY OTHERS (SEE NOTE 7) 
BE INSTALLED BY OTHERS. SEE NOTE 7) = eh 
ee eis oa oa 
- y 
ew teeerenest ut sor = oe S 2 EXISTING WALL TO BE REMOVED BY OTHERS (SEE NOTE 7) 
(See NOTE 9)... “= abet i es San sre ee Sees 
a we ee TC 12.30+, BC 11.73+ (SEE NOTE 8) 
_ poe ee Se SE - ae a _— 
ee a EXISTING CURB TO BE REMOVED BY OTHERS (SEE NOTE 7) 
= TRINITY PLAZA NEW RETAINING WALL WITH 3’-6” 


STEEL FENCE TO BE INSTALLED BY OQTEHRS (SEE NOTE 7) 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS (SEE NOTES 6 AND 7) 


| BRIDGE BOTTOM 
| 
| 


; GREENWHICH STREET 
‘ENTERLINE ALIGNMENT “y 
een | oe ae el ce 


GS 0+00 GS a+25} 00 enn 


NEW GRANITE CURB TO BE INSTALLED BY OTHERS (SEE NOTE 7) 


OREENWILCH STREET 


BEGIN- 
N: 19652116 
E: 980197.63 


4|' -7" : 


oa GREENWHICH STREET 
PAS CENTERLINE ALIGNMENT 


“~—q- ae Suite nepmteeeed sis Be ade | 


Gs sadees “b= --4 
340g 6S 3425 = GS 3450 65,3675 


NEW SIDEWA SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER. 

STA. GS 0+86+ 

(SEE NOTE 9) 


Nz 196849,84 
E: 98036611 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
STA. GS O0+904 
(SEE NOTE 9) 


NOTES: 
1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY LIMIT 
IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


‘i 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-211. 


3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-211. 


FOR FOUNDATION PLAN. SEE DWG. SB-211. 


~ 


FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-511. 
THE LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL IS APPROXIMATE. 


N OD OH FB 


TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND PLAZA DESIGN ARE FROM THE 
CONSTRUCTION OF ELIZABETH H. BERGER PLAZA LOCATED 
BETWEEN TRINITY PLACE. GREENWICH STREET. MORRIS 

STREET AND EDGAR STREET» CONTRACT NO. MG-41300-114M 
(TRINITY PLAZA). CITY OF NEW YORK PARKS AND RECREATION 
DATED 2/9/18. REFER TO TRINITY PLAZA PLANS FOR DETAIL 
OF ADJACENT PLAZA CONSTRUCTION. 


8. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE GRADES INTERPRETED 
FROM TRINITY PLAZA GRADING PLAN AND HAVE BEEN 
TRINITY PLAZA NEW PLANTED TREE, PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL 
POTENTIAL CONFLICT WITH FOUNDATION. i ee eee ED 


TO BE RELOCATED BY OTHERS 
9. 


LLJ 
Ly 
OF 
i 
Y) 
Y) 
OF 
Oo 
© 
= 


FOUNDATION FOR THE DETECTION POLE. SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOXS. PULL BOXES. AND CONDUITS HAVE BEEN PREVIOULY 


INSTALLED. 


20 10 O 20 40 
= 200 en 
Scale feet 


Greenwich Street Exit from HLC Tunnel 
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STA. WS 1+18.00 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT MAST ARM 
VP-5S. SPREAD FOOTING. 

SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS 

EL 9.525 


PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISING STONE WALL, 
RESET OR RESTORE STONE WALL IN-KIND TO 
MEET EXISTING CONDITION IF STONE WALL IS DISTURBED 


STA WS 1413+ 
MEET EXISTING STONE WALL 


Attachment 3 


A 
CE-210 


LIMIT OF NEW LANDSCAPED MEDIAN 


TW 9.52t. BW 7.744 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. SB-210 

STA WS 1+25+ 

MEET EXISTING STONE WALL 

FOR LANDSCAPED MEDIAN. 

TW 9.53+. BW 7.754 
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\/ L FOR LANDSCAPED MEDIAN STA. WS 1450 
Sit, 7.73+ 
SURVEY LIMIT TW 9.514. BW 7.752 TW 9.36+. BW 7.58+ 
STONE WALL 
STA. WS O+194 =e — WAL : GRANITE PAVER APRON/GUTTER SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. WS O+75 A 
EXISTING CURB TW 9. 48+ le ou pee toe 
4 (SEE NOTE 1) “a BW 7.62+ Ee FIBER MH 
Xe aT CABINET BOTTOM STONE WALL iS a. Ale a. ay, fee ae i 
TONE WALK TGA vA AN Y 4c APRON/GUTTER 
| oe a3 Sim 63 ‘| CB, LEN Hee eueue WEST STREET SOUTHBOUND 
\ = -_ = = | j if r } Ad IRRIG. BOX 
| W W) = aa 12 \=9" 13’ a? : a = , 
TF \ © dd * 
—A\ IRRIG.BOX X2 aa © 
ee \ STONE CEMENT eit 8 . 25 + Tse bay ne CONCRETE ROADWAY 
\ ! = STONE WALL 
a a —_— _ *% UTILITY : Ure 25 
\ PE } CABINEY oint/mucH STA. WS 1418+ . CONSTRUCT ION 
\ a / a BW 8.50+ GRANITE WALL W/ IRON FENCE -m BASEL INE 
; ee A Fri SF sent ee 
Cy - t WS ea WS 0+45 WS 0:50 WS = WS 1300 WS WS 1450 WS 1S WS ve WS i 
— BEGIN t END 
ee | ; ne josie coho <oo wee BATTERY PARK UNDERPASS SQUTHBOUND 
oe \ ; ( | x EEE woo = 
| \ | | — ite ae 
/ ee ee — =| © STA. WS 1450 " 
eg ee \ + o TC 8.01+ aoe oe 
= — \ GRANITE ~ BC 7.41+ = BATTERY PARK UNDERPASS. NORTHBOUND 
a a . | \ _s v = FL 7.10+ 
eae une - \ \ - SFL ° ~ 
ek \ \ . eee FE. a 
cane * * x x x x % % * % * * 
\ \ \ eee | eee a ee Se aaa pelea 
\ hee * = ouine |S ROA FENCE CONCRETE ROADWAY ine Ce 
waa T = = 5 ° a 
i a * \ - Ket = = _— ey SURVEY LIMIT EXISTING CURB 
tee \ \ E 7 m : = i ie) A a STA. WS 2+05+ (SEE NOTE 1) 
\ © w ss = ans 1a ee 
\ Q oe = mcg Sao Ge © f “PLATA eo: ° 
See £ | —— G ~ \ X . 
tM : 3" SIDEWALK PAVERS 3" ™ 3 FRaLine |POAF : orf TG ALAN So 
a es —— (| f]__sTbins 
/ 
a Syeveo ine oe ‘STARS Q WEST STREET NORTHBOUND 
URVEY LIM STA. WS 1+50 
\ 7 STA. WS 0+32+ TC 7.21+ STA WS 14952 NOTES: 
\ BC 6.71+ MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK PAVER —— 
\ | 2 re eeak. ne Cea 1. EXISTING CURBLINE OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY 
\ 88 er ye 4 eames Bn ee LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS FOR 
\ \ a REFERENCE ONLY. 
LEGEND \ \ MEET EXISTI PROTECT AND MAINTAIN EXISTING 
LEGEND -" \ 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-210. 
_ an CURE: BND = TDEWaL GRANITE CURB. RESET OR REPLACE 
BP-01 2 TC 7.084, BC 6.58+ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY 
> NEW BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID = \ A ieaaiigs mead Coe ebie CUBE ID MEE eee ne PAVEMENT. SEE DWG. CE-210. 
\ CE=2106 The drawing has not been CONDITION IF CURB IS DISTURBED 
1A L \ updated to reflect the change 4. FOR FOUNDATION DETAILS. SEE DWG. SB-210. 
© HISTORIC BORING LOCATION AND BORING ID 2 \ : so that the new pole will be 
existing granite stairs. 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-542. 
TA. WS 1485.00 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
7 6. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ALONG 
FROM FACE OF DETECTION POLE TOE c NEW MODIFIED MZA POLE WITH 2O-FOOT MAST BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE PERMITTED 
(BOTOM OF TRANSFORMER BASE ) O FACE O penance ARM. VP-6N. SPREAD FOOTING SEE DWG. SB-210 BY ENGINEER. 
EXISTING LIGHTPOLE STREET FURNITURE SEE DWG. SG-011 FOR DETAILS 
pen Pn ler eel) ee FL 7.08+ 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
= NEW SIDEWALK INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
VP-5S YES WS 1+17.00 TREE PIT 10.0 FT+ PR FOR T TRACTOR. TRACTOR 
SOLaee GaN ELECneIGlt Paneer OVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTO 
WS 1419.00 TREE PIT 10.5 FI+ LIMIT OF NEW eae. San SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD CONDITION. 
ON ve tS iseeee USEE EE! 14-0 Fle SIDEWALK PAVER AREA 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 
WS _1+86.00 LIGHT POLE 9-0 FIt THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
WS 1486.00 TREE PIT 15.0 FT+ oe. 4G. ae 6 DETAILS. 
ws 1485.00 | BUILDING LINE/ 9.5 FTt EE? - 2 _——— 9. TREE PROTECTION ON THE PLANTED MEDIAN ALONG WEST 
STAIRS Scale feet STREET WESTBOUND TO BE COORDINATED WITH NEW YORK 


STATE. 


West Street between ist Place and Battery Place 


Attachment 3 


A 
CE-610 
NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 
PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE STRUCTURE. VP-7S (TYP. ) / / 
SEE DWG. S-610 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS / / / 
: 
“OF ds / i; 
T 120 BLOCK 16 
200 LIBERTY STREET / BLOCK Is i met deo 
/ 401 SOUTH Fi WeWie if 225 LIBERTY STREET 
GRANITE SIDEWALK / / 
GRANITE = = 7 / 
US #563 CR SURVEY LIMIT / / 
ie GRANITE WALL STA. WS 2+14+ / / 


/ y / 
a CO © / / 
SS © @) ty / 
ee oO / 
sae ee SA BSTONE E ®O / 
SURVEY LIMIT GRANITE GRANITE SIDEWALK [ 
STA. WS 0+40+ TW 12.204 | 
W BW 10.57+ “ 
WEST So DE H | acravire STA. WS 1425+ \ 
GH WAY 2B CURB ~ 047M NL 
SOU THBOUND . Ss 5) ASPHALT ROXQ yo Gf p 
- ey ; ‘CONCRETE “ROAD \ - / fo / j 
WALL : a 
(S)SAN eo . aa. 
CONSTRUCTION BASELINE Se oS losn ok en: C 
eS . _ PVMT ELEV: 10.78 SP WEST SIDE HIGHWAY 
WEST SIDE HIGHWAY Bw 10.75+ —_ | a: 
— ae ara ¥ an | pe 
ALIGNMENT hae 4-—----- tiie ae - ied: aaa “egepeg: et WS 147 WS 2+00 oes 
a nn - oe WS es +i) iy YS a8 =p: a " = es 
BEGIN S_/2_+ — —,; ean E: 980188.68 
Nz 198128.10 Woke) 
Ene ry : ee 
MAINTAIN AND PROTECT EXISTING STONE WALL ae ie ~ 
a se ————— = FS . 
eee ee ae WALL P| were | 7/-0'8 ‘ - 
ee ee 5 = 5 | Ty : Fs cONG.PuLaf) I) nike 
nie EBrcawrine BED £3 role = a in G 0 _ 
es — H — i Lae 
ee ae STA. WS 0494+, MEET EXISTING Fe, i a 
oe PLANTING AREA CONDITION. EL 11.184 a ia \ 
Sacre LOGE Ge GOMOWEY NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX —~ |i cofer,279 ‘ 
TO.BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
(SEE NOTE 1) ——— —; ae Se 
CONCRETE ROAD Py aie TWO (2) NEW EQUIPMENT CABINETS 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ) MOUNTED TO THE CONCRETE PIER 
ELECTRICAL POWER es SEE DWG. EP-610 FOR CABINET ARRANGEMENT 
STA. WS 1401+. MEET EXISTING BMTCete 88 
ee — TW 11. +, w 10. + 
PLANTING AREA CONDITION . EL 11.38+ aru loan 27 oe Ose 
eer ae NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 
Bs Sab IP 7 PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE STRUCTURE. VP-7N (TYP. ) 
oO ® SEE DWG. S-610 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 
WEST SIDE HIGHWAY NORTHBOUND 83 re En? O° OS | oH Bare RT Egil ge ia en 
“oa ' os AN . 
E I V u —<—$——=—= 
: V 3X3 x ( ses SURVEY LIMIT 
UTIUry GRANITE SIDEWALK CaN : . page a 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
Tv CON ED COMM OT eet STA. WS 14+46+ / 
SURVEY LIMIT N | & SRANITE CURB / Ly] SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
STA. WS 0+22+ — ‘ iw a ie | / a FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
Bloc | TC 9.16+ M2?i-on / y DOK 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-610. 
lor 36 : a y / WG 
Mes BLOCK 56 BC 8.587 / tf / 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-610. 
er 9 2! / BLOC, ~*~ 
MEST STREET 148 Was lor is. / i 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWGS. S-610 
. HINGTOY STREET / : Q- TO S$-612. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-546. 
a 
~/ 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-610. 
7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
NEW READER CABINET. INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
SEE DwWG. EP-610 FOR LOCATION BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 


A 
CE-610 
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West Side Highway Northbound and Southbound North at Liberty Street 


CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITION. 


Attachment 3 


—— 
A 
CE-640 


| rp 
| Bf rovrere |S 1] m ; . 
SURF ACE is TRENCH DRAIN / /~ 8 
—_ _—~ c ) J / yx 
TRENCH DRAIN = we G3 / 
9 ono / 
BASKETBALL By a 
COURT R: O CONCRETE SURFACE / 
i) 


y 
Dy 
S 
g ( Tf 
BRICK WALL WITH IRON FENCE ATOP Q ie 
_ - oe = g ® ADS 
WEST SIDE HIGHWAY CONC. WALK ae ) cali ON RIVER GREENWAY 
BLOCK 
3 PLANTING BED ' ‘ 7 iOpen 
Ge # ee Se" CES ez Ooms 
SOUTHBOUND ear" Pe Fa + of SANG 3 Cr wen ea. 163 
BIKE PATH 


° 


BIM BEAM: 29.0 
eng eN irs ASPH.BIKE PATH 


BRET BRICK ~ SURVEY L ] M | Hi 


9'-10” 


"PATH NARROWS: © EG 
° 
\ STONE CURB, CONC. WALL 


FENCE 


b W xo} poe T T F a 
4 26-3 5 LANTING + STONE ee OTS E] STONE CURB f STA. WS 4424+ 
A wale / eee WIRE 12" /o" E 
‘oe © BY PLANTING BED WwW PLANTING BED W 
mel 12" fel 


2 CONC/ASPH EDGE = 
STA. WS 2+68+ 7 WAL 
SURVEY LIMITS TW 9.374 Pam fe 8 
455+ 77+ Osmf soe 
STA. WS O0+55+ 2 Ow (atts : san g 
CONCRETE ROADWAY = NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING : 
TRIBECCA BRIDGE. VP-8S (TYP. ) a 
SURVEY LIMITS | Ze 
STA. WS 0+19+ 7 : Pr eB 85 | CONCRETE RoADWar 
. . —— 7 : SURVEY LIMITS 
E-3 E-3 €°30 STA. wS 2440t_.2  ® STA. WS 4+08+ 
TW 10.704 ee sera 
PLANTING BED BW 9.10+ Y. Liven 


VALVE 


: _! 
Ne) CONC.WALL y ; : 
OPOST m CONC.WALL 8 CONC.WALL Msp 
;: Ht = a PLANTING BED os S a 
a z abuewiace PLANTING BED E on S" 


A 


So 2 2 & 


STONE WALL 7 W 
S) _— 
SURVEY LIMITS —% ® one iy a oe fy~—STA. WS 2442+ 
S) ‘ Tr PVMT ELEV: 8.8 G TW 10% 77+ 
STA. WS 0+28% CONCRETE ROADWAY NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE ee je BW 9.10+ 3 SURVEY LIMITS 
WEST ST NORTHBOUND BOX ELECTRICAL POWER fo CONCRETE ROADWAY = oa sass STA. WS 4408+ 
‘ALIGNMENT ; | @---2 WS +75 ws : WS 1425 ws i ws ne WS ze KS i 2B CENTERLINE 
a UA A SS a a ae “Tot BEM: 27.4 f/f, ~ Sa a eI Ela “SO ee _ rea al A 
a WS 0+25 WS 0+50 NE W VE R I ZON SPL l CE BOX PVMT ELEV: 8.3 WS @t ae es WS 2+75 ee WS 3+00 WS 3+25 WS 3+50 g zB WS 4+00 en 
Bene san TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON @san ef ee e.|' Gai : E SBOE 
SURVEY LIMITS © ~ EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
STA. WS O0+49+ STA. i ves eee (SEE NOTE 1) 
L ‘ + PVMT ELE 7.9 . “a 
STONE CURB 2 ee CURB OR ! CURE 2 ~ 
CONC. WALK ate b ©SAN rz aes Ter i | crawie paversl cae ae PAVERS * E-3e ¥E © . 
PAVERS = 3'-ONV Tf 2 ae [7] NOTES: 
XK AULT <§ NC. WAL oe eal = CONE OCS Vs EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
ENT: BS S ESE SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
WEST SIDE HIGHWAY Ke a. 1 War Tae NNECTION SURVEY LIMITS FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
~~ NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING STA. WS 3451+ 
= « TILITY PLAN. . CU-640. 
NORTHBOUND ee / OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. VP-8N (TYP. ) aie ane pane Seance, Soe 
& : | STA. WS 2419+ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-640. 
7 i TC 8.174. BC 7.67+ 4. FOR OVERHEAD GANTRY. SEE DWG. S-640. 
a / A ee Ue emer a 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWGS. T-549. 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
Ly TWO (2) NEW READER CABINETS TO MEET EXISTING CONDITION 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWGS. EP-640 AND 
Qg SEE DWG. EP-641 FOR CABINET EP-641. 
x area NeCEMON! 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
NTERPRET FROM TOPRGRAPH SURVEY AND HAVE 
C) A 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK ee ae ie nace aes THE CONTRACTOR. 
CE-640 ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. CONDITIONS. 
20 10 O 20 40 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN 
2 200 = ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
Scale feet DETAILS. 


West Side Highway Northbound and Southbound North at Chambers Street 
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Attachment 3 


es L 
A NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED TO GANTRY SUPPORT 
CE=550 


TW 9.58+,. BC 7.904 


gi CHAIN LINK dia 


Lf ~Z 


NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING eae BRICK cuRe 
OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY.» VP-9S (TYP. ) apie soisen a pea 
SEE DWG. S$-550 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS | walk f— _ gIKE/PED PAT —— Ein 
asPH oe Se eee ees, cone 
oo E38 > PLANTER eg a x\ - \ =| \ | : \ A ce 
Fo Se ASPHALT ! 
yO —_ < cs i ¢ Ce See Aue 7 \ /\ concrere 
apa Block = ey CO ENERG HUDSON RIVER SURVEY LIMIT 
SURVEY LIMIT APRON/CURB gre UTINTY \\ GREENWAY + 
——= GAS CLYSET- aN STA. WS 1+88% 
STA. WS 0+38+ aes se ae cage ae CON 
8" E fs E39 \ y ~ Oe Sea mee fo 
e3 Baa See ) gone. 0 ergy Tite \ FSP Neha en WEST SIDE HIGHWAY | 
ee ae | YE SOUTHBOUND 
eae Ss" = : a aa mes ; BTM SENSOR: 24.1 0 xen -DAATU = a _ I. 4. as : 
EES HENG ee oe ee gee : calm : NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 
— BE bee Ne _ OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. VP-9N (TYP. 1} 
ree = See . SEE DWG. S-550 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 
e a [e@) — 
See Fal ger sate 
coke STA. WS 0+93+ 
eee So sent roaowar  \I a ies eee, ea CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
‘ne Se PVMT ELEV: 7.6 
7 } WEST SIDE HIGHWAY t oS eS A ae yee a ae 1 oe To be So ST es ee Gl) Swen eae ee Fe - at, bY. 39 - WEST SIDE HIGHWAY | 
a. WS 0+00 "“"\oATHROUND. WS 825 WS O58 WS TB dwper S25 |S HD WS 175 WS 2200-8 empuM Wo etee 
eee n:206740.27 “aNONNENT = CENTER y,208043.93 
E: 981545.67 : m E: 981641.29 
SURVEY LIMIT Se ae ee SS Se SURVEY LIMIT 
BC 7.04+ : = J sts WS 1486+ 
4 CHAIN = : = — x = =e % x % is x 
ee AE arenes = “re Ae ie 
ae . BARRIER B: L 
wee Sissi STA. WS 0+66.5+ eee, le : fae WEST SIDE HIGHWAY 
ee MEET EXISTING _ \ \ ea 
ee” a oe CURB AND SIDEWALK | <—~ 3 = a NORTHBOUND 
en ee oe TO°7.49+, BC 6.93+ TC 7.53% NOTES: 
m Bee BC 6.95 TW 9.80+ ac 
a SURVEY LIMIT Oo 058" M Be. D402 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
7 < _orop iy SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
: ox NN CFL. psa le \ v NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED TO FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
goo a) ee GANTRY SUPPORT POST 
@ ; BRICK © 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-550. 
CONC.WALK 
/ 2 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY, 
/ Zi a SEE DWG. CE-550. 
[ 
© | oe \ 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWG. S-550. 
Zs 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-562. 
© \ox 
a \ -y O* 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-550. 
wee Oo F .5+ re 
ee Bn N = SLs Oe ao BE 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
a. 7. \ \ MEET EXISTING CURB ern ae INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
Be 4. \ ‘ AND SIDEWALK ee PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
ae or \ LIMIT OF NEW TC 7.58+, BC 6.98+ CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
ae <“\ \ \ CONCRETE SIDEWALK 7902s 7302 CONDITIONS. 
Z \ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 
‘ 8. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK 
Q \ \ NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK BOX ELECTRICAL POWER ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE 
B, \ \ SPLICE BOX TO BE PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. 
" : \ SECEDE BY Neca STA. WS 0+69.70+ 9. EXISTING BIKE RACK AND BIKE LOOP SHALL NOT BE 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE. DRILLED REMOVED OR RELOCATED BY THE CONTRACTOR. ANY WORK 
A EXISTING BIKE LOOP TO BE REMOVED. —— RELATED TO BIKE RACK AND BIKE LOOP REMOVAL MUST BE 
COORDINATE WITH NYCDOT (SEE NOTE 9) SHAFT» EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED 
A Te TUE MOR Oe Ace 756s PERFORMED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORATION. 
c 10.CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 


THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-O03 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
DETAILS. 


A 
CE-550 


20 10 O 20 40 
Y= 200 en ee  _ 
Scale feet 


West Side Highway Northbound and Southbound North at Gansevoort Street 
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Attachment 3 


NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING if 
OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. WSH-1-1S (TYP. ) CE-500 
SEE DWG. S-500 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS NEW READER CABINET 
MOUNTED TO GANTRY SUPPORT POST 


& FENCE GATE 


WOVABLE > CHAINLINK FENCE 
CONC. BARRIER | | CONCRET E/ | C5’ CHAINLINK_ FENCE 
CONC. BARRIER ee : ace |GATE 
(SAN nh FIC ely FEFR2 con ED? CONC BARRIER ELECTRIC _ | | | | | | 
g| | | LE | DRAINAGE? VAULT 
© —-ie | (eg Nee aoe eat ee BLOCK 09 
ea = CO as | [ ITs : WEST 58TH STR 
—— a = 
oe ae UNKNOWN J os \ ; = — E 
_———7 — @san GRATE CONC. BARRIER CONC. BARRIER 
oe ASPHANT ROADW TW 11.95+ 
= I BW 9.22+ QO @® Ww EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
CONC.WALL Haney 7 syne (SEE NOTE 1) 
EEE; E 3 a © 6 i o 
Bee oak 3S) On 5 —— == 
ee ee QO ELECTRIC BOX io 
ae ae a = IN BARRIER 
Fe ee BaP Ev! 38 SURVEY LIMIT 
LL ee SS =| 
2 Se STA. JD 3+50+ 
— ee CONCRETE ROADWAY 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. JD 2+32+ ule Oe . JOE DIMAGGIO. HWY 
STA. JD 0+49+ a oe EL Bot ge 2 eer SOTHEQING CENTERLINE 
a eee gs a . - ar ee rca . eel iho ~~ ae _ ae JD 3+75 10 +09 
oa ree a ai 3 
ee ee so 1425 ee eee TW 12.604 ee = EL. 10<302 
Ze — oe ee 0 08 a Se BW 10.40+ — ee 
eae | oe ee a a 
aw oe a a se 2 CONC. BARRIER WEST > I DE H l GHWAY SOUTHBOUND 
sok pnaceeyrene ne aw a aa. ee _ =" 
govTHB icuveNL ae . +29 ae a ere TRAFF ay cont CONC.” 
a ee ad : att Oo MH WALL TW 13.05 BARRIER 
ee _ eee OE ee WEST SIDE HIGHWAY NORTHBOUND 
EAE SCONCE gw BED va 
. conc.WALE TRAFFIC UNCTION BOX BIM SENSOR: 27.5 = 
2 ey UNKNOWN MH a ae PVMT ELEV: 10.1 = = 
ee EOF paveEMENT aos, ee TW a SE = = wd ] 
ae — EDG es Se — BW SENSOR: 27.2|] - . ~ 
a er RETE ROADWAY ie as TS Gee be = 
—_— —_— CONC es) SSS ive) = 
ae ae - Sas CONCRETE ROADWAY 
ae ad ae ee 2 aCe teed | ot | SURVEY LIMIT 
i ee 49 er a): ic ip 
ee é Pr oO Evecrare pox STA. JD 3+65+ 
OO alt SP sea ET i ee CONC. BARRIERS 2 J 
(san a a =< : y CONCSBARRIER 7 
_ Cong + _, 6 SURVEY LIMIT 
Oo) ASPHALT ROAD 2° -6 vo 5° -9°+ E ce ar G) STA. JD 3450+ 
SURVEY LIMIT GRANITE ©san : = 
STA JD 1+05+ © ety = GRANITE ©san 
; + 2 GRANTE QURB CURB FEE? 
. 6 COBBLE copa O° OW E COBBLE Spee eel, Se ® — aa 
aku Tr CONC WAL > CONE WALK pay ; / 
= | | — alia | NOTES: 
Li S CONNECT I ck 105 | | 
Lil : tf ONITORING 2 STY MA | 
cc 2 Is = eee | | 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
= STA. JD 1+90+, NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING ae eeeeeeee Ee ee 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE MEDIAN OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. WSH-1-2N (TYP. ) I 
as MEET EXISTING CONDITION, SEE DWG. S$-500 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS [— 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-500. 
CO 
= EL 8.80+ NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED LO 5 aa nue eee AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY, 
a NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX De eine eens eee = | 
4. F 1 T P T , . S- ‘ 
_ TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX Y) OR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWG. S-500 
a ELECTRICAL POWER = 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN, SEE DWG. T-583. 
= STA. JD 2+22+, 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-500. 
fA Mie Rae 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
MEET EXISTING CONDITION. EL 8.872 INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
A BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CE-500 oo 20 10 O 20 40 CONDITIONS. 
"os a 
Scale feet 


West Side Highway Northbound and Southbound North at West 57th Street 
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TW 32.99+, 


NEW READER CABINET 
MOUNTED TO GANTRY SUPPORT POST 


NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 


BW 30.16+ 


A 
CE-540 


Attachment 3 


STA. BB 1411+ 


STA. BB 1427+ 


LIMIT OF NEW ASPHALT ROADWAY RESURFACING 
EXISTING BIKE PATH TO BE PROTECTED, 


EL 6.524 
OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY» VP-4S (TYP. ) NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL 
SEE DWG. S-540 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS POWER ON EAST SIDE OF SOUTH STREET 
(PARKING LOT) 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS (SEE NOTE 8) 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX l 
‘all OQ ON THE EAST SIDE OF SOUTH STREET | 
- — (PARKING LOT) TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON | 
x vs | 
Ca) STA. BB 1+36+ | 
= a LIMIT OF NEW ASPHALT ROADWAY RESURFACING 
3 5 EXISTING BIKE PATH TO BE PROTECTED. EL 6.53+ | 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS OC STA. BB 14+44+ | 
(SEE NOTE 8) supor 34 ee NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED TO 
Non CR y 100 bo SLIP Eee eae as STEEL COLUMN BELOW HIGHWAY SURFACE | 
| 
7 \ S : x 
_ 
L7 \ L 7 . QUTH STREET ZZ . 
OG 
@| 
SURVEY LIMIT ® = ne 2 ee 
TA. + = 
ep Waeoe a Osan Sse! | Osan STEEL COLUMN 
——— SFE. = i W 3 3 i ¢ 6 = N 
7 CONG WALK 3) BW 30.894 vom © SURVEY LIMIT 
/S | a, f | BARRIER a STA. BB 1+96+ 
N ae oy ew TZ... 
‘ ms, Ai | epee fff fe Pte: oe | 
APPROXIMATE SE a SAN at gn RES AG Se % 6 i aaa a ae. FDR SOUTHBOUND 
oP Yar yg hig lg eee SN Pope ee [ele FDR DRIVE SOUTHBOUND 
BEGIN K\ wl s ; Lea 
Nz 195435.90 iy D Ns | Sips ee nee ere N: 195576.61 
E: 982057.57 ved | ( 5 = ~ 10-0" : i E: 982233.14 
Fae ed SPReN ribcage titoasdie “oP tl rbyasetetensey ss ; egietis pees, CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE 
7 poerene ten ss == ro = 
Pf ssisscseiseciiesesceed Pee es 
SURVEY LIMIT ie: Sol ez perpriieiiiiieriiiriiga: 
STA. BB 0+26+ Pea coed eee arene a 44 Gece = ee FDR DRIVE NORTHBOUND 
dee — “| ASA - VER BIKEWAY SURVEY LIMIT 
0 ee et on eae = —— ! STA. BB 1+96+ 
nal : CONC-BARRIER PAVERS a MEAL FENCE 3’ PAVERS FONC. BARRIER 
i a “7 NOTES: 
- Ect . ONO ie BLOCK 36 
ae ae PIER 9 TW 33.804. BW 30.95+ aw 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
FAST RIVER BIKEWAY y SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
pee TW 33.10+. BW 30.20+ NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY NEW READER CABINET A SEE DWG. S-540 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS ° : ° ° 
(SEE NOTE 1) MOUNTED TO GANTRY CE-540 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY, 
SUPPORT POST SEE DWG. CE-540. 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 
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FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. 
FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. 


SEE DWG. S-540. 
SEE DWG. 
FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN, 


p13 


SEE DWG. EP-540. 

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITIONS. 


N DO MN SB 


8. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 


20 10 O 20 40 
Yo= 20) en ee  _ 
Scale feet 


FDR Drive Northbound and Southbound at Old Slip 


Attachment 3 


MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK — ae Lt 
TC 6.57+. BC 6.26+ 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX = 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON olin Ob 34'-0” {or =0" LO FE 
1 ? 1 -6 “ N LJ 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX << : - = 
ELECTRICAL POWER \ TC. 6.78) & 
Be esas | ee De NEW SIDEWALK PULL BOX. 
: VY) 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE. 6” TO THE ae 2 Saati 
B WEST OF EXISTING LIGHT POLE. . Sb : ag 13/-6" \ 
CE-600 TO REPLACE EXISTING LIGHT POLE 9] sb » 8b By Per \ 
SPREAD FOOTING. EQUIPMENT =| = K > : a2 Be TW 9.60+ a 
CABINET MOUNTED TO THE M2A POLE. ‘y-2fie- — i R” 33 BW 6.80+ \ 
cL 6.e4+ 7) PB : 
e ay 3 15 ’ 2¢ v4 typo 
TET IB . NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED ON BRIDGE 
MEET EXISTING CURB AND SIDEWALK —— 12'-8" \ \ 
TC 6.864. BC 6.504 % 5s \ eT NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 
-) \ nr = = 
a w\\ge 9 PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE. VP-2S (TYP. ) 
or : aula SEE DWG. S-600 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 
Bai EAST 23 STREET ese? | ; : {| Te 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. FR 0+50+ » CHAIN LINK wa \ \ AA 
oe [ / \ NOG BLOCK 962 SURVEY LIMIT 
SS Ce N INCA 162 eRe STA. FR 14974 
WEST ee as — ® wr ace CONC. BARRIER 
OND survey Limit Ze 4 : TW 10.202 
a ee | —-fE.. ie) 
SERV \CE - STA. FR 0455+ _\ se : ee eS 
Qi{VE pe fee ae: gee ar penoaroR . +l ea TW 10.202 
FOR Ue Bee ete fe yee eeree _ BW 7.404, 
ae se te ca a 52 ; Bit Be 
ee ages ee ~— Xe) me +. ft. STA. FR 1421+ ASPHALT ROADWAY 
eet ee a zi ae | Se ek 
_~-77 NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING ral ae | TW 8.404 RTVE SOUTHBOUND 
ee ee PEDESTRIAN BRIDGE. VP-2N (TYP. ) | ft a secon, 21) BW 5.504 FDR DRI U 
ae as oe | ao | bala ai 2 — 
Pn SEE DWG. S-600 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS __cONC.BARRIER th | ete = 
sae 1 = Oe ~~ CONC.BARRIER~ 
an. NEW READER CABINET oe aes set BtM, Senso, 21 ELECTRIC BOX IN BARRIER FDR DRIVE N ORTHBOUN D 
MOUNTED ON BRIDGE a PVMT ELEV: : os =} at 7 ead RE 
Sale Gare nays ce eee cs reece eer 
FR O+7 Ser | eee je oS ee —  — - - RTHBOU END 
CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE ee ee a m NEW READER CABINET ~ — CenTeune autos, 
- Se Pe eatae Con ang Ase fe ai a EP eve 58 MOUNTED ON BRIDGE 
se ee eae — ae $$$ — SURVEY LIMIT 
N RTHBOUND : ae 
yar eNSoet =e = i — ‘CONG. BARRIER >7— ~ or ia 
£: 9312484 a fF a: = VS 
lee ee ee conc. BARRIER ees : - puree: 68 % ae oe eee ies ae 
cue oe TW 7.30+ PVMT ELEV: 6.9 bm me tloy 7 
EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAYS BW 6.90+ Boil RSS v PDR ‘DRIVE “SERVILEE Okie EAS i 
(SEE/ NOTE 4". cc" ee SURVEY IMT —— , SS + = - GRATE 
oe ee STA. FR 0436+ 2 es @ F |comuiw 
wee te 2a oe SFL. - EG. 
a. ee ee 1 aa ©san CONC. SIDEWALK GRASS wn Ae ean Re 
aa ae poe - ae ies ane oe 5 BI PIPE: 21.6 7 : 7 — ; 
re see a 2 an cae de ee 
ee ee ae a RB _ - - BLOCK 9a NOTES: 
sae ee = ‘ : 00 FoR one | 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
wen beer. ate : | | SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
wpe 35a FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
ee 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-600. 
ig OUT DHENT CARINE oe FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWGS. CE-600 AND 
MOUNTED ON THE BRIDGE PIER 
FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWG. S-600. 
FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-527. 
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20 10 O 20 40 
WO = 200 en ee _ 
Scale feet 


FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE EP-600. 


N DW OH SS 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN 
INTERPRETED FROM 
BEEN PROVIDED AS 
CONTRACTOR SHALL 
CONDITION. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL 


ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK 


ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE 
PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


FDR Drive at East 25th Street 


Attachment 3 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS (SEE NOTE 7) Lt 
LIMIT OF NEW VEGETATIVE AREA 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 7) ~ NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
A 
SURVEY LIMIT. STA. 11463+ CE-3520 NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX TO BE 
PROPERTY LINE/ROW INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
a 7 
\ co el \R . & 
| m uw] & d ov \ wy * SOUTH 
| NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED BLOCK 1364 S i \l@ . © : SEC 
TO GANTRY SUPPORT POST 22 a @ . 
22 | 5 : 
7 NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED ee a ad Sern 
y TO GANTRY SUPPORT POST © oe 
a i © oe ee ae 
— STA. 11473+ or NG, 7 , al 
MEET EXISTING VEGETATIVE AREA REPLIED OWNER | €-\e e ss = 
RIVER HOUSE REAL CO. d 72” By Oo L GRASS 
#435 f-9 3 eS fe x OI SPRINKLER @ BENCHES IRON FENCE 
Z : 1 LEI 
NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING wee an ae ey, AS ay SCO et JO ou TAIN 
OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY+ VP-1S (TYP. ) ee | Sap post EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
SEE DWG. S-520 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS OS ee \ CS L g ce ise en BENones (SEE NOTE 1) 
Se ot NON, YA " eve. SSS” | amen 
oH ite ' iL ; IRO ae 
PR DRIVE SOUTHBOUND CONCRETE WALT bya | 16° 4 BXE —) a ee 
covene Banner os Tih a | | SURVEY LIMIT. STA. 12+714 ts 
$ : ianaaat cy e + es ee 
° | BW. 7.38+ STA. 12+00 7 es 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. 11+66+ . ae | all BW. 7.664 
STA. 104614 a BW. 7.55+ wm | ene i ASPHALT 
STA. 11450 fj zor sian rehme 1. 24.4 
iso BW. 7.47 BOF Uae ds 22 ee CONSTRUCTION BASEL INE 
LP ~ | BARRIER LP 
20-0 S++ +--+ - SSS SESE =e ee ee ee ee Oe ee = J 
AL -. i = = ne a 13+00 
j 2124.59 BXE ee EL 23.7 | ae \ | OF ge es wa Ne iaetelSeaa & 
; : as : ees ‘ STA. 12400 | — 
A e e a2 es - F&A at _ . 
a DA STA. 11+66+ | BW. COOTE eae 
BW. 7.76+ ) L > 
SURVEY LIMIT S BOT. OF LIGHT EL. 25.5 nae 3’-4” HIGH SURVEY LIMIT 
J Sth. 10+49+ = a HW IK “BARRIER [3s 124+78+ 
BXE BXE = =e ees 
© FDR DRIVE NORTHBOUND LP LP 3h ott—Ho) (4) 125” DIA. COLUMNS de 
| BW. 7.29% © a eae | 
91ST STREET PEDESTRIAN CROSSING ery | Gee aster pewen EL. 26.90 BOT LOW CROSS MEM. (5. & N. SIDES) PROPERTY LINE/ROW ee ee 
G4 oe 5 EL. 31.34 BOT. UPPER CROSS MEM. (S. & N. SIDES) OS 


BLOCK 1364 
60 


REPUTED OWNER 
NYCDSBS 


SIGN STRUCTURE 

ON 18.5” DIA. CONCRETE BASES 
EL. VARIES 

TYPICAL BOTH SIDES OF ROADWAY 


EAST RIVER 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 


(SEE NOTE 7) 


A 
CE-520 


BOTTOM OF SIGN STRUC. 
ENCLOSED BY 8° HIGH 
SECURITY FENCE 

TYPICAL BOTH SIDES OF ROAD 


— 
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3” DIA. DIAGONAL BRACING BETWEEN 


TRANSVERSE CROSS MEMBERS 


NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING 


OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. 
SEE DWG. S-520 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 7) 


FDR-1-2N 


(TYP. ) 


NOTES: 


oO Nn wD OH BK WW PD 


EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 


SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE OWG. 


TYPICAL SECTIONS. 


CU-520. 

SEE DWG. CE-520. 
STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS, 
SIGNAGE PLAN. 


FOR 


FOR 


SEE DWG. S-520. 


FOR SEE DWG. 


ELECTRICAL PLAN. 


T-534. 
SEE DWG. EP-520. 
LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE 


FOR 


IS APPROXIMATE. 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITIONS. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN ON 


THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-0O03 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
DETAILS. 


FDR Drive Northbound and Southbound at East 53rd Street 


Attachment 3 


STA. 1483+. MEET EXISTING SEE DWG. CR-209 FOR INSTALLATION 
CURB AND SIDEWALK OF SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
AND VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX FOR 


NEW STEEL FACED CONCRETE CURB DETECTION POINT E60-10E t 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX, 


STA. 1490+ TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


MEET EXISTING 


CURB AND SIDEWALK e\/o 4 » 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS o | & CE-510 Bost ost Goin. 
(SEE NOTE 7) a || NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE N/E NYC Parks 
| BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
SEE DWG. CR-209 FOR LOCATIONS OF a | poe Ae eee Eyal 
DETECTION EQUIPMENT AND CABINET pee =) By 
FOR DETECTION POINT E60-10E | of / i + BLOCK 1474 
te | N/E OR 21 t— 
rn | i a NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 44 Lu 
eee | =p iS (SEE NOTE 7) REPUTED OWNER LiJ 
nen = fn O LJ NYC PARKS or 
| a he, STA. 12+18+, NEW PULL BOXES MOUNTED TO = 
| - pW CONCRETE WALL. SEE DWG. EP-510 FOR BOX LOCATIONS VY) 
| =n 
| 2 aa NEW METER CABINET MOUNTED TO BRIDGE WALL — 
REPUTED OWNER * | 6 Sr Y 
CITY OF NEW YORK Pee | oa a STA. 12+27+, NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET — 
eo Ht MOUNTED TO GANTRY SUPPORT POST iO 
#507 EAST 59TH STREET e| go B | 9 
- Salers [8 SURVEY LIMIT. STA. 13+03+ 
> li = i cS x — 
i > S ie! I$ ]s FDR DRIVE he 
_JI O | sie S CONCRETE WALL W//CHAIN/LINK FENCE = 
e = SE 8 j ee = oh” i) Erp berce PAVERS gy NORTHBOUND ( BELOW ) 
= © ™ CONC. WALK a \ 
j GOL. W Zz 
z=é< © SFC. = = fear —~ © 
Tt —_J | | TRA TRAILER TRAILER | TRAILER 0 SURVEY LIMIT 
BLIOCK 14/74 = < | COLUMNS SHOWN AT . STA. 134+32+ EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
R > = | © CROSS MEMBER HEIGHT Ce) = = (SEE NOTE 1) 
TR walt | Ah NOT AT THE BASE. pace o¢ papaper a = @ a 
er ee = HER | Y | CONC. BARRIER SSSI a Ft St 
cl T eae ll 
————— ae NG Y 
= ———— ——y:C~—~—diS SS LPO f —— TW 28.38+ UPPER CORNER OF BARRIER ee F DR DR | VE S OU TH B OU N D 
! I a ee a | | --4i- BW 24.93+ LOWER FACE OF BARRIER a 
SURVEY LIMIT | | Beemer m a ° “B07, LIGHT EL. 40.0 215949.25 ao ae I 
STA. 114174 | | . | ale —=S$TAs 124+28+ . | EF 995840.14 Tie 
11+00 | | /  12+00 v/s FL 25.19+ 13+00 os 
Ney ee se ee 
N 215730.52 OO | — | . . a STA. 124+50+ . LOWER FACE OF BARRIER = 
E 995719.07 I | ee | fap Pap anegeeon FL 25.32+ UPPER CORNER OF BARRIER CONSTRUCTION a 
F K | PIER ia ee q he = = —, FDR DRT eee! a 
\ aot. Saar as FACE OF Wate — FACE OF WALL E NORT i 
| \ EL 25.024“ . Sa ee i HBOUND i 
SURVEY LIMIT | ™e een, CR SR ofa oe LO — 
STA. 11421 + a SIGN STRUCTURE CONCRETE BASE OO a a Pia —~ 
7 ~ sepical BOTH SIDES OF ROADWAY ee ee SURVEY LIMIT JOH i Se. ee NOTES: 
ae orien eaeiee STA. 134+29+ N FINLEY WALK 7-==—— 
Pe pt ee eee Cae To aes 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
en a asec SS tig ( SURVEY LIMIT [IS BASED ON GIS [INFORMATION AND IS 
rs ABOVE FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING OE ee os 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. FDR-1-1S (TYP. ) i 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-510. 
(SEE NOTE 7) BEE DMGe SOTO. FOR EQUIPMENT EOGmLLONS 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY, 
BLOCK 1474 SEE DWG. CE-510. 
60 TW 28.33+, BW 24.897 
ho gen 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS.+- SEE DWG. S-510. 
af 
EA ees os ANDREW HASWELL 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-535. 
ST RP 
i PIERHEAD 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-510. 
VER GREEN PARK 
~~. LOCATION OF NYCT TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS APPROXIMATE. 
Ss 


ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
A PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
CE-510 CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITIONS. 


9. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK 
ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE 
PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


; 2010 0 20 40 10. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN 
= 20° en ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION 
Scale feet DETAILS. 


FDR Drive Southbound between East 60th Street and 61st Street 
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STA. PR 14+52+ 
MEET EXISTING ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT CONDITION. EL 40.49+ 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK 
SPLICE BOX (METAL) RATED 
FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC TO BE 

INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


LIMIT OF NEW ROADWAY PAVEMENT 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER (METAL ) 
RATED FOR VEHICLE TRAFFIC 


STA. PR 1+44+ 

MEET EXISTING ROADWAY 
PAVEMENT CONDITION 

EL 40.602 


BLOCK 122 
LOT | 


EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
(SEE NOTE. 1.) 
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STA. PR 1+60+ 
TC 40.804 
BC 40.23+ 


NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET MOUNTED 
ON GANTRY SUPPORT POST 


A 
CE-660 


EXISTING EDGE OF 
(SEE NOTE 1) 


ROADWAY 


SURVEY LIMIT 
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eiavey aang oO ae 4 IRON FENCE | || ||| 4 IRON FENCE oO “eet = — — gs 
i | GRANITE WALK ae 5 
RE STREET L- = 
She ak 0126 \\ GRANITE CURB Seer EETP GRATE Y | q | st - GRANITE CURB 2 CENT — 
x 0x0 ee CORB 7X . eB ASPH.BIKE. PAT Lee — S ee Bay a le ; 
\ mx DN & o>. _ ; 95. S @ ae 
== @ © | = - as CONSTRUCTION oe ee ae 
ASPHALT ReADWAY | | | — | > - ASPHALT | ROADWAY <— BASEL INE ae Eo 
PARK ROW ; ; eS \ (op) = pene aa 
ALIGNMENT , yoo | ————rr 12. \ | PR 1450 = 1 il ai Pe i i a. ) (— 
mba oe cs - if ‘ | _ ’ K\\ _ | PR 225 - a 2450 7 PR 2475 PR 3100 CENTERLINE re 128 =e ¥ ’ Q) 
N:198693.22 STA. PR 1+60.00 = oe Ps §82776.59 SS we 
8 TC 40.86+, BC 40.37+ CONC, <<‘ ae SURVEY LIMIT me 
s mi 4 IRON FENCE SFL. | Ss STA. PR 3+04+ ure, 
: Ta RE RE - pa see Oy 
7 Y 7 —| Ns | apg 5 ee = SURVEY LIMIT ae EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
SURVEY LIMIT 2. 2 oF — SI ~ ; a ~_STA. PR 3+03+ ee (SEE NOTE 1) 
STA. PR 0+24+ S = =) = bee RAMP C- 4 aie ee a 
3S O |! = a Se _ a \ 
— A Be B88 : vam = - 
ASPHALT ROADWAY . en _—___— — BNW GANTRY:56.9 O NY CONC. aoa ee ~ - oS a 
EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY | @_ a —_ I BTM CLEARANCE, INDICATOR:51.2 a! | BARRIER STA. PR 2+(4t oe ne Ss . 
(SEE NOTE 1) : = a ecm | to STA. PR 14+60+ ie es ee ee p ma rh \ 
' var | | | L399. 924 ene ee * 
it | | W4 ] ea ams us ROADW Ay ~~ a a ~ a ee x 
SURVEY LIMIT | —_ S ie eee on eo Ma \ 
> a gee © ceaee ~ = ‘ \ 
STA. PR O+22+4 CONC.WALK gS sre Bay oe _ © ae _ a ~~ XQ “ ~S 
at oe ee 3 me, ‘ 
; a ee oe ee 
PARK ROW su orate PRS ee SONY . 
x \ a L \\ OROP cuny | SURVEY LIMIT SS. S\ i 
eS) S ‘2 STA. PR 3402+  =—-\_ \ < 
Cem, 2 cOR= ree = x \ \ ‘\ 
C9. EoD, we % % 
Wyo ‘atu p a * 
s, on seOD one® ~~ ~~ < \ 
D : Tate ~ YON \ 
BLOCK IOI Cc R © a Sm \ ‘%- Oy ™, ‘ 
ee up SURVEY LIMIT \ ~ * — 
39 PARK ROW c ‘ : 
- :" One STA. PR 2+86+ \ Ss % NOY 
x . a a %~ \ oh 
BLOCK 0! \ \ 607" foe * 
avo \ \ + ays \ NOTES: 
36 PARK ROW \ 4 Teg. \ IW ITE. 
. \ 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
\ 0 0 et \ SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
\ og et Re NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING \ FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
po 
\ ot § OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. BK-1-1E (TYP. ) % >. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-660. 
SEE DWG. S-661 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. PR 1+01+ A 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY, 
CE-660 SEE DWG. CE-660. 
EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. PR 1+27+ (SEE NOTE 1) 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS» SEE DWG. S-661. 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-616. 
TA. PR 1 a 
ee a ae 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-660. 
7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPRGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
20 10 O 20 40 CONDITIONS. 
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Brooklyn Bridge at Park Row and Spruce Street 


A 
CE-664 


Attachment 3 


STA. PS 2+26%. EL 23.37% 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


STAs PS. 241926 EL. 23.335 
SURVEY LIMIT. STA. PS 2+23+ 
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a RATE op BUTE 74 xe Z a 
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sai aieaeaee SIDEWALK. RESET AND / va 
“ee REUSE EXISTING BRICK TO y 
eae ws MEET EXISTING CONDITIONS 4 7 
BTM GANTRY:_ 86.4 = / / 
id |b BROOKLYN BRIDGE WESTBOUND pa x 
ROADWAY Br SHER 8B 
BUMTCELEVS 797 CONC. i ~ 
ote eran. ee eee eee Gg ra SF aS oe eee SURVEY L IMI T ENG csstadtiasde <¢ Bas Sk GS, See ran a yar aide on suapign essay a tas a aieiad eokns 
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ee re ices kt cane ee te rene ETE Te OE, (ne BLOCK 3 y BLOCK [08 
<<. a ee sais ah se BARRIER za ee aie si ll AVENUE OF THE FINEST x SOUTH STREET 
J ~~~ -£:983765.75 f2R@a es peade sss a ets a jainausbinteh Sea Shdhaies aha egcrave a UMS onal, Sake dirads See WS NNN s Poca Sea Sacads Bp Se Se ales PAs Sig ahd onvmaara es erates kOe arsdugGne sagas a Seva Be RNG oe wera ie Rehnaa Pode Gxt Rot A ee Be BD i Daal ales GD ANRIARA Gh cause Eso SR GAR Joy ts ek ea Dn cae Sr ae Silce k G casherhs Sate vcr be tts aby Be ged e espe var tah avtacan a sev go's grieved oosea vey seb ureerdns 
AS IRON FENCE NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET i 
MOUNTED ON GANTRY POST 
BROOKLYN BRIDGE EASTBOUND | L 
aa Y foe 
ay aceon ASPHALT ROADWAY eaivescune DBOM is in the meio - TC 23.052 se xe 
tigating t t = >a 
\ 7 Nessie) ec 2235: \ NBR a 
in the median are instead ~~ \. rope. Zui 
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= = —— \ \* \ \\o y 
sn Tae HEA Sconcuns se fe |)! UR SR 
RAMP FROM PEARL STREET sacral a |e \ See ata capanstte recap cnteebein 
BTM CLEARANCE ‘INDICATOR: 34: 5 \ \ \ \\ 3B Bz san Sa a 
All RAMP_FASCIA a — \ ee ee O1.- ee CQ / ——— 
. ETE WALL CONCRETE] neato © \ 4\\ = SURVEY LIMIT 
oe eee lee Ea STA. FS 4+16+ 
RAMP FROM FDR SOUTHBOUND. |§§ "2° REA a Se 
ee 2 CONC.BARRIER WITH cong ® | \ : SLY \ a 
E = cae CHAIN LINK FENCE ee oe 
ASPHALT ROADWAY nm FACE CURB 1 ie een \ \ | SN — 
os 2 Oscar oo — ee 
ia ne eet TC 25 «fot \ 8 \ — 
RAMP FASCIA ‘METAL BRIDGE RAIL“ RAWP=FASCH = = 545 or "i | Te | a = 
" © . BC 22.75+ 7 
© ee CENTERLINE Ir S| ee - oe \ _ | | | a MTENTERLING 
IN abe ei a | Og Te a a ae 2p aloe 
oT FS 1+75 FS 2+00 ‘ FS 2475 FS 3+00 —_—_S-—34+25— FS 3+50 | | FS 3+75 | FS A+00 FS 4425 is 
IN _ = — D 
£98636. ™)} @san ASPHALT ROADWAY ©san es | \ ~ | © ——— £480844.09 EDGE OF ROADWAY 
| SoD pd Fp dE : ——= —— (SEE NOTE 1) 
as Y /6" o V4 Le a fl me) ; // 
ae 2 ®san CONC. CURB Fd oko, ae : CONC. CURB © | | | y f@ ware = 
CONCRETE WALK ty Co | cPITER | | | | | | nen 1 @) |, 
| at ) Ul | HPS SURVEY LIMIT 
ELECTRIC | | | Rie | 
rt | | ARS | © STA. FS 4418+ 
CONC.CURB | 4 e] 'S8 Ue | 
FRANKFORT STREET : | | 2 eS NOTES: 
FDGE OF ROADWAY og 1 t— Se | ae o/@ PEARL STREET 
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(SEE NOTE 1) i SS ele! « ) lo S SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND 
STA. FS 2494.60 A asf §& = He, seh 3 35 FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
SURVEY LIMIT NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON EXISTING CE-664 SS ie s Sealy sl S 8 
STA. FS 1465+ Y) ra = i. EAI I, o 8 2-FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-663. 
. = OVERHEAD SIGN GANTRY. BK-1-5W Ss = Sl | le 
SEE DWG. S-665 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATION _ D > Scie a 3.FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 
ROADWAY PAVEMENT EL 22.40+ aa o 4 334 PEARL STREET ROADWAY. SEE DWG. CE-664. 
7 | | 4.FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWG. 
S-665. 
a SURVEY LIMIT 
eae ae STA. PS 0439+ 5.FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWGS. T-619. 
‘ + 
7 6.FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-664. 
7.ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 
GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPRGRAPHIC SURVEY AND 
HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON 
ACTUAL FIELD CONDITIONS. 
O 10 O 20 40 
PQQ een 
Scale feet 


Brooklyn Bridge Ramp at Pearl Street 
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NEW READER CABINET ON 
EXISTING BRIDGE FLANGE 


STA. RF 1+27.50 
NEW SIDEF IRE MOUNTED ON LEG OF 
EXISTING GANTRY POST. BK-1-3EN 


TW 52.114. BW 49.41+ 
SURVEY LIMIT.» STA. AF 14+19+ 


EXISTING QVERHEAD GANTRY HOR] ZONTAL 
CHORDS AND MEMBERS TO BE REMOVED, 


\ = EXISTING GANTRY POSTS TO REMAIN 
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| | —~_ NANp c | / 
| | lia | | 
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~ 
e 
Na 
r~S 
S 
aS NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET ON 
S EXISTING BRIDGE PIER 
Ss 
& 
w 
P STA. AF 2+08+ 
/ ra TC 26.004. BC 25.40+ 
/ x 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 


BOX ELEC 


BOX TO 


LIMIT 
TO MEE 


a 
—_ 


SURVEY LIM 


AVENUE 

= OF Ty 

ya CeNrentf nes 
AF 349g 7 LONMENT 


ae 


Ne 19, 
E: 9g 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. AF 2+86+ 
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STA. AF 2487+ —— 


TRICAL POWER 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 


BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


STA. AF 2415+ 


OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
T EXISTING CONDITION 


2 OF THE c 
ae INES7 


a. 
—_ 


eee 


iG 9 


AF 34 25 


ay 
72, 
3654.50 


Brooklyn Bridge Ramp D at Madison Street 


ui ee Se | ae oc 
os ; oe —— 
RSE 5 HT Ie) Pag P SURVEY LIMIT ~~~ 
. [Of MELE SE ORE, STA. RF 2449+ Os 
oe a So aa + Ss. 
Soh bode TS ay, ROM i i a ae 
TAY L 7] ae Wy, Lie “Sh, Say 
- Cres “2 TN = 28 _ és oe te a —_ 
se ea i Oe oe 
P Mig, SPs Spe Rag i re 
a CRs CY, RES “URS 7 "es en Se 
4p Te pe ne = 
F Op SON AREY NOTES: 
NEW READER CABINET ON NO ae 
XISTING BR FLAN ag ae 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
pee Mean Hannes HE i SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
es UN) SURVEY LIMIT ~~~ FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
oe TA. RF 2451+ 
ene . erate 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-662. 
_ 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF 

Vs eee ROADWAY. SEE DWG. CE-662. 

NEW SIDEFIRE MOUNTED ON LEG OF 

EXISTING GANTRY POST. BK-1-3ES 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. 

TW 52.13+. BW 49.33+ a O62: 
5. FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWGS. T-618. 
6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-662. 
7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING 

GRADES INTERPRETED FROM TOPRGRAPHIC SURVEY AND 
HAVE BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE 
10 0 20 40 CONTRACTOR. CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON 
P00 EE  _ ACTUAL FIELD CONDITIONS. 
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NEW ELECTRICAL PULL BOX 
NEW COMMUNICATION PULL BOX 


STA. BB 2+44.40 
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REMOVAL WITH ENGINEER OF RECORD AND CONTROLLING 
JURISDICTION OF THE PARK. 


Brooklyn Bridge Eastbound and Westbound at Centre Street 
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ON EXISTING BRIDGE COLUMN ° 
eal " © t 
b ; ] 
seer tS BA Sere PE Sie SS ae alg a SR cco peseech bs OM OR I cade gs gh Sheen dnd wdigaiad ndcottookaahcaccciatoec 8 Sf 
BROOKLYN BRIDGE WESTBOUND ~ To | 
Pg | 
i eer - Rev § 
eeeepewe — e3gqifoae | 3 
5 BIKE/PED PATH LIMIT OF NEW Ses 
eT CONCRETE iP : / 
Meee ee ee eee SIDEWALK . / 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. FR 0+24+ - | +s . 
TC 33.02+. BC 32.32+ NEW SIDEWALK | _ | 
BROOKLYN BRIDGE EASTBOUND SPLICE BOX | ie 
Zs os T .80+. .10+ ELECTRICAL POWER Ba) el 
SURVEY LIMIT STA. FR 0+23+ a 7 2 ee ee, aes ae fe | bee | | 
aaaiin SEE EE Ne aan SOUTH STREET Baz! §_98 
SURVEY LIMIT ee con Hite ie ~NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED eo | vg aes 
STA. RF 0+28+ oe cee cts, Sf SK. ON GANTRY SUPPORT POST . a 1 a e | 
<a yer SSK yo ie 4 © 0°. po | 
oe 7 en a. TC 32.704. BC. 32.00+ . \oer — | | 
wear a PRES a0 a 9 an en | 
ee oe se io? CONVENTIONALLY We ASE, SCAN: Se _ ‘ | 
eta ea SURVEY LIMIT 7 
; + STA. RF 2450+ é | ee 
= ee —SURVEY LIMIT 0 P| iy 
ee pc ny IIE eae ‘ — 
ALIGNMENT = \ ue I : - = 
it 0+00 ras. ‘ i I Y 
NE 875.18.39 air | 
= : : a x 
Ee FS SSS 35S Tice | | H-~ 
“ee OE ti _ TC 32.22t wi £97313.3 AMP we ! | 5 
ON te 0. ay WS Se, BC 31.62+ — C a 1 | | vs 
2 0 ; _ a | 
oe a oe PROTECT EXISTING FENCE OR REINSTALL ee ~ S | 
/ ee, DISTURBED FENCE IN-KIND NN S| | | 
/ len a . N 
cane : _ : | 
| OS | Sx 
SURVEY LIMIT _ © a : \ I 
$e ne ; ; ~ | 
ea D — 
su Shan ~YUVEp S TRE i Se , - 
Doge Pte. OP : SS 
50 _ Ce Tr | — ‘a 


| 
STA. DS 1425+ 

El 

/ 279 Way Lor or 


EL 6. 70+ 
2+03.50. 


2+007, 


STA. DS 

NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE ADJACENT TO 
EXISTING FENCE FOR BK-1-6W, 
EQUIPMENT CABINET TO BE 
MOUNTED ON THE M2A POLE. 


| 
STA. DS 


SPREAD FOOTING. 


APPROXIMATELY 4/-2"%+ (4'-0O” MIN.) FROM 
EDGE OF THE POLE TO FACE OF THE CURB 


SURVEY LIMIT. STA. DS 2435+ 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
TO MEET EXISTING SIDEWALK CONDITION 


STA. DS 2+13%. EL 6.544 
NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 


BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 


Page 60 


PR 1+65*, 


STA. 
BC 72052 


TC 7.45%, 
NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED ON 


NOTES: 
EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY QUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-664. 
FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS AND REPLACEMENT OF ROADWAY. 
SEE DWGS. CE-665 AND CE-666. 
FOR STRUCTURAL PLANS AND DETAILS. SEE DWGS. S-666 


1. 


2. 
3. 


4. 
AND S-667. 


FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWGS. 


FOR ELECTRICAL PLANS. SEE DWGS. 
ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPRGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 


PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 


5. T-620. 
6. EP-665 AND EP-666. 


1. 


CONDITIONS. 
20 40 


20 10 O 
20  _ 
feet 


_— Scale 
Brooklyn Bridge Ramps Near South Street 


Attachment 3 


= STA. 8441+, BW 93.03+ 
A 
CE-620 
STA. 8441+. BW 93.484 
NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT. QB-1-1W STA. 8441+. BW 93.49+ 
TA. 84414, WG. S- F 
Sohne MES ee eee eae NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT. QB-1-2E 
STA. 8+41+. SEE DWG. S-620 FOR 
STEEL FACED CURB ; ee 
oe ee OE ] oprrae Kiosk EAST 60TH STREE T 
WM TINNAL AVMENS DC, src OC 
= o oe STA. 84414. BW 93.034 
i OEE S % STA. 8445+, BW 85.024 
A ee - w_ChI 
CO 
o vow W. Pcie 
FENCE W I ae 
o if NEW READER CABINET —~—-~—~~—_____ 
5 2 Hoaeneey MOUNTED TO BRIDGE COLUMN i re 
Srv 216551.95 = ¢ STA. 8+314. (SEE NOTE 8) ; 
Wy i= ee. 
Lu : a = a 
LL] +H rH = = saat 
“ ee . ® i ae 
LO s® © goscasQUEENSBORO BRIDGE = e ese 
aN 2 18 i 216264. 85 & EVEL . CONCRETE I <—t | a 
+ : y §} ®WESTBOUND LOWER L = 10" 
=| i <= sE{  eHHESTBOUND, nase x ae 
> 4 = JES ess eee + : - = . N_216090.56 
<r Stee ‘ “eo 0100 SSS = “oq Tote TTT SSS NR pn hy E B9F987 16 
ep) Sly S o~ > 
28 . OBESE RO BRIDGE . | ek” |kil 3 
Z Se ‘ ¥ @QUEENSBO : I 8 8 ile i a : EXISTING LANE LINE. TYP. 
> ~ in WS 
= 38 7 EASTBOUND LOWER LEVEL “I : eee 
Tl) GOS oe tp © a ra Pile || -_ i 
cia ; S : 
< = ! i? = 
> z= QUEENSBORUD BRIDGE 
= oO CONCRETE ie ay 
EASTBOUND | il eras | acca 
© va fo x f bi j 
ime eee, OUTER ROADWAY ws : 
Ca H MO j oO =e 2 al as : 
; ILIV \ \ 71M & SS a : —— i BUILT UP. STEEL GIRDER (TYP.) 
> oe ee ~ fe SUR ORE ETE) // LZ, BRIDGE = : sie eer — tne ) 
SEIN $3 SS . 225 : UNKNOWN PIPE (2) 7 LOWER ROADWAY TRUCKS H @ m a 
gosto, KE ase Sty & : NEW READER CABINET —~ cor Bt Siu'Sbutefer esos a8 f/ * | DRANAGE PRE FROM MLEY ABOVE (TP) NOTES: 
re cay ee i y x ES 2 x 
zyRbeow %S i x SB a = AND NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET FLECTRIC 2 98.0 ex rm METER PIPE OUTLET TO WALK (TYP.) 
ARRO ASS S Sy Saye r . MOUNTED TO BRIDGE COLUMN é = 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE QF TOPOGRAPHIC 
Sugse&e Ss & w ~ 2 : S STA. 8+60+, SEE DWG. EP-620 UNKNOWN UTILITY BOX (2) & MASONRY BASE (TYP.) eae eee nec es ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
YES RSE ¥ 8s: § t FOR CABINET ARRANGEMENT cecrye rant ® c , (aur weTaL don? (TV) Ree ete 
oa KR ly S XS Ss = 
spo e ss 2 § ‘ : (SEE NOTE 8) = ease Beare 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-620. 
SSL NES n = = 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTION. SEE DWG. CE-620. 
8 ? ou 
WS $ lasses ‘ot <[ 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLANS AND DETAILS. SEE DWGS. 
‘ + EAST 59TH STREET, aa : 4 S-620 TO S-625. 
= —— a ie | . A 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLANS. SEE DWGS. T-601 TO T-604 
x —_— — CY) ! co) 9 e = — e 
ee @® WO © - ®@ = aoe 
a ae | C ? 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWGS. EP-620 AND 
STA. 8445+ em” - W EP-621. 
| © 
BM eae | 2 Sew WERE ON 7. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
| ; INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
| EQUIPMENT. QB-1-5E BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
A STA. 08+45.50+, CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CE-620 SEE DWG. S-620 FOR DETAILS is 


8. SEE DWG. CR-622 FOR LOCATIONS OF SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX ELECTRICAL POWER AND VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX. 


20 10 O 20 40 
WO = 20) en ee _ 
Scale feet 


Queensboro Bridge Lower Level Between East 59th Street 
and East 60th Street at First Avenue 
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MATCHLINE STA 11+25 SEE DWG. CR-622 


Attachment 3 


A 
CE=620 
GC. © 
—~— : - a =) GC G _ ; : ; see ee 
Yd GYHOITH VLOAN ddd ee : Zo EAST GOTH STREET 
PM TENN AVM | | . i a 
a = \ -, © iG © 
| 2 aa . (Ce 
~ \ | 
~ —_ _ -O- TH | G p 
= = - W. G -— —|+ ——— +4 a stp 
ip) @@ | | ie ee 
2 we | @ te 
ee ! a ee 
—4+<< ON 216331.95 i W =36 
R10+00. = 1 = ! Wo 
SIGN STRUCTURE BASE q | @ i re 
8x 24” WDE BUILT UP STEEL BASE a | W | | ae = 
BASE IS SUPPORTED BY @ ; —NEW READER CABINET MOUNTED TO THE ~~~ 
= 994685.24 2) 1279" GANT ED Sas 6 ,  @ GANTRY SUPPORT POST ae 
216264.16 STRUCTURE Bs OE ia 
5 | TW 111.734 
i N 216239.36 | ar BW 109.02+ 
ane eee ee arene Sn tg a ee Ota be ee ae Ke HL eS SS rN SE 
11+00 10+00 9+00 76| 8+00 Sone oe 
2’-10" HIGH 
LIGHT FOR OVERHEAD SIGN (3) © | CONCRETE BARRIER (TYP. ) EX | ST I NG L ANE L INE nee ae 
— BOTTOM EL. 126.24 | Aiea ee 
SIGN BOTTOM OF FRAME EL. 126.87 ©) | ee aa 
an! me a ELEC. BOX MOUNTED IN BARRIER | Sf Hi 
: = | ae GR. 115.58 SBORU ae foGe 
GR 10 b-HE- os QUEEN pe 
GR. 110.36 K Ve 
e = aN Se 9 acne -— UND UPPER LE 
= S a as tae 
6 a — + oO = SS = -— E AS 1O0ONE = 
if i ee 
a—— EEE ; | 2 Ge JOF27 = W . (1 > | mee ete See ae 
AE 7 3 <a 4 : 
V9 = ° . “aT FACE OF oe, 
TE! 
F @ @y 4) ELEC. BOX MOUNTED 
@ | © ®\) @ 
BR \ © 
1 NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT 
Te 412.302 9 ® I 3 ON EXISTING OVERHEAD SIGN STRUCTURE 
BC 109.51+ | S| QB-1-4E (TYP.). STA. 08+48+ NOTES: 
@ re SEE DWGS. S-620 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS 
@® | aN eee Mane ci 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
g iG Y) SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
@® | FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
| | ©® |G oO 
| ol : a LL A) 8" DIA. COLUMNS WITH 3” DIAGONAL BRACING 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-621. 
-_ (/ o | <L 12267808 Low cross teu 3. FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-620 
EAST oe, TH Leese W wwwy 2 b : x eS if al EL. 132.64 BOT. UPPER CROSS MEM. 2” DIA. DIAGONAL : : : : 
—EEE ee eo ® \ DECRG EN eVERSE CROSS MEMBERS 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLAN AND DETAILS. SEE DWGS. S-620 
as @ @ ® @ Sb ae TO S$-625. 
®@ : ae: 2 
eae @® @ @ | G i 5. FOR SIGNAGE PLANS. SEE DWGS. T-601 TO T-604. 
@ i 
©O @ 6. FOR ELECTRICAL PLANS. SEE DWGS. EP-620 AND 
EP=621 
i f. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE BEEN 
A PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
CE-620 CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITION. 


8. SEE DWG. CR-622 FOR LOCATIONS OF SIDEWALK SPLICE 
BOX ELECTRICAL POWER AND VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 


BOX. 
20 10 O 20 40 
| 40 le | 
Seale foat 


Queensboro Bridge Upper Level Between East 59th Street 
and East 60th Street at First Avenue 
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\ 
SURVEY LIMI 
STA. 124+60+ . 


NEW READER CABINET ON 
EXISTING RETAINING WALL 


STA. R114+194 

NEW SIDEFIRE ON EXISTING 
RETAINING WALL. QB-1-3W. 
SEE DWG. S-622 FOR DETAILS 


CONSTRUCTION BASELINE 
SURVEY LIMIT. STA. 12+59% 


\ 


‘TYP. ) 


uy] LP 
\ 18° WIDE BUILT UP 


> $7L. GIRDER ON 
P 


ane 


“ SONRY BUILDING 


GARAGE 


18'x22.5” BUILT U, 
STL. 


FENSBORO BRIDGE 
roorv66 3EASTBOUND LOWER LEVEL 


GILS8e9lc N 


~ Od 


WEL 


QUEENSBORO BRIDGE 
WESTBOUND LOWER LE 


RECESS 
(TYP.) TS 


NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 


YCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 


#1130 
1 STORY 
MASONRY BUILDING 


/ 
/ 
/ 


CC. 
C. 


SFC 


az 


ah 
Aa 


OO+CL 


CSW / BIKE PATH 


SURVEY LIMIT 


Attachment 3 


NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 


TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 


STA. 124964 
TC 54.84+. BC 54.364 


NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET 
MOUNTED TO BRIDGE COLUMN 


LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK yy 
MEET EXISTING CONDITION 

MAINTAIN AND PROTECT EXISTING 

CURB 


NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX 
ELECTRICAL POWER 


B 
CE-621 


C.W. 


WALL 


T 


LOUVERED OPENING 


ALL STRUCTURAL MEMBERS 


i 
i| FACE OF WALL 
i BOTTOM OF GIRDER 

EL. 86.0 


MATCHLINE STA 11435 SEE DWG. CR 620 / CR-621 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. 11443 


LOWER FACE OF BYRRIER / 
UPPER CORNER OF| BARRIER 


ARE MO SHOWN « 


; | | 
| ' ALL STRUCTU, PAL bin 
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BEING FURTHER INVESTIGATED. 


STA. 124+96+, NEW DETECTION — BE Sateee 
EQUIPMENT ON UNDERSIDE OF RAMP g, Ss Se EL 54.55+ 
: SUPERSTRUCTURE+ QB-1-6N (TYP. ) | Sen avenee nies Ady ES J Se let 
zs SEE DWG. S-620 FOR DETAILS | 24” WDE BUILT OR STEEL BASE : 4 OSE po 
[— TOP OF BXSE EL. 72.3 i | x ‘ 
BASE IS SUBC = N 
2 (2) 8°X18" CANTILEVERED BEAMS | 9 5 
O TYPICAL BOXH SIDES "3 ts 
OF THE SIGN STRUCTURE ; : 
er “eeisTin ane Une BLOCK 1435 : ee 
cy ~ 
<t REPUTAQ OWNER 7/9" 3 % o \ 
_ LJ PUTED OWNER SM FINANCE I \YOLDINGS LLC LA o SEN 
: NEW e K COMMUNITY BANK “QUE E NSBORO = 2 8 Orbs 
" POS EXISTING EDGE 
z NeW AG CNC SS COLUMNS. SHOWN i 
x ae SOS 7 CROSS MEMBER HEICNT MLP |30t OF ROADWAY 
CQ 
STEEL\ COLUMN W/ etre OWNER 2s SSS Ss abe N yeaa epee) BEL (SEE NOTE 1) 
CONSTRUCTION CONCRETE BASE O ~ ARAFFIC LIGHT W/ CONC. BASE CONSTRUCT ION 
oie ST STEEL_COLUMN BE é Sa BASEL INE 
+ 0 eee ae oe eee Wek eet e eee nee eee be ae an | ENED a Pella ae a 
pase LOWER FA : —q - FFI 
aN UPPER CORNE Me ie R — ‘ke : > ee ar | CUSPEMOED FROM 
| + 10 FACE OF WALL Sas i x = ; FROM FLOOR BEAM 
° E 994528.80 08 & = ; Pee oe eae tees: 2: ot ae ciipeepiiiic: GATE 
2) ee ei = 2 i+ -- 4185 - ee acacia acura 2 ais (alamo 1 == FRAFFIC LIGHT 
ae , ‘STEEL BLOOR BEAM (TYP.) Ws . veel ee — Regist ~ PEDESTRIAN 
A Stet sie ae 7 CONCRE JE oe © y < E 994649.94 ....|-G.MB Is TRAFFIC LIGHT 
7 we ( Ne, gets oe -_ a - oe uu sepieh btn pee uiigiting Cuan deseo gh = © : Lee ap i 
= oF Me es HIGH FE PosT@ i =e zs 
ee aa z an CONCRETE BOT. LIGHT BAR EL. 90.1 a & 
VERTICAL PIPE FROM > eee ony 2 STEEL COLUMN a S gq STEEL COLUMN 
ie as oO a. yee CONCRETE pn ee ae a4 . W/ CONC. BASE 
ALL STRUC ie) uae er weet CORNER OF BARRIER — ena re os : eee 
ARE N: se ; OF BARF a 1 I © a 07, 20 70 SO eI SOE OEE OEE EID OES Oe = i i : 
or oe Fe nnn eek a a 4 CG 8 ae o ee ae hans 
we ae & RSE CROSS MEMBERS 
: a SEN NLR xX | ON cae 08 BOT LOW CROSS MEM (S. SIDE) 
Vv Ls STAc 124962 8 de 9 : El. 94.08 BOT. MID CROSS MEM. (N. a on 
a aK a = 96. PPER CROSS MEM. (S. SI 
gl E™, ERO MENT CABLNET POS ROADWAY PAVEMENT Non SIH | 38 aa. DIAGONAL BRACING BETWEEN 
a we QB-1-3W. SEE DWG. EP-621 | FL 54.61+ ~ a \ o SIT SO] 9 TRANSVERSE CROSS MEMBERS 
Z ra | ies . 3 
PORTE LES REPUTED /OWNER x © ' BXU = & 
AD: NEW YORK COMMUNITY BANK x SH). 
REPUTED OWNER . C ale 8 
i | STA. 12+96+ saa © 3 8 
TC 54.68+ LPS B lll of 
ae ee ener ren ee BC 54.23+ at 5 | > 
ene er eS ee 
————— » |S 
5 S 
SEE NOTE 1 1 % iss a 
= [86 KN 
ie 
de ea STA. R10+87+ : 
7 | 
(CORNER OF BARRIER 
: NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE BOX | 
2 FX Gy | — i 
ee ee 4 ELECTRICAL POWER B a | NOTES: 
S§| ee ee ara ro i 3 1. EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY OUTSI 
aa ae aie. i LO : ADWAY OU DE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
Ke QB-1-SW+ QB-1-4E AND QB-1—SE LJ SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
SS f=? ta) FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 
» <| Y 
= §| NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE fe 2. FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-622. 
g RB =| BOX FOR QB-1-1W. QB-1-2E. Lit YW) 
S nS 3. FOR TYPICA TIONS, ‘ - ‘ 
: 7 QB-1-3W. QB-1-4E AND QB-1-5E. a ae 
TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 4. FOR STRUCTURAL PLANS AND DETAILS. SEE DWGS. 
S-620 TO S-625. 
LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK FOR SIGNAGE PLANS. SEE DWGS. T-601 TO T-604. 
MEET EXISTING CONDITION, Sa EE CTRIG 5 
L AL PLANS. SEE DWGS. EP-620 AND 
EN 2 eee, dene 9. CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK EP-621. 
CURB ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE 
PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPOGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
10. CONTRACTOR SHALL PROTECT ALL STREET TREES SHOWN BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 
ON THE PLAN. SEE DWG. D-003 FOR TREE PROTECTION CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
DETAILS. CONDITIONS. 
20 10 O 20 40 11. CITY RIGHT-OF-WAY (ROW) AT EAST 61ST STREET IS LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 


APPROXIMATE. 


Queensboro Bridge between East 60th Street and East 61st Street 


Attachment 3 


= 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS 
(SEE NOTE 8) 
MOUNTED TO M2A POLE. SEE CE-630 7 ~ 
DWG. EP-630 FOR DETAILS NEW EQUIPMENT CABINET. 
SEE DWG. EP-630 FOR DETAILS 
Uy? : \ se8/ 0 8G nes 
‘ ee. FORSYTH STREET / : es 
‘\ f i) i 
oc Aue \ STA. MB 2+56.70 TW 70.442. BW 67.652 ee : i 
ESS re ames ‘\ NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH NEW DETECTION EQUIPMENT ON NEW ie © 
CABLE oy = AGRE < 25-FOOT MAST ARM. MB-1-1W OVERHEAD SIGN STRUCTURE SUPPORTED 8 
CON ggg &, Sy ene? Soi ee ON EXISTING FRAMING. MB-1-2W (TYP. ) / = 
ria, OG ee FOR DETAILS SEE DWG. S-630 FOR EQUIPMENT LOCATIONS@ / © 
= Ne —— — ; SURVEY LIMIT 
os ee (san / 9 STA. DS 2+44+ 
a Se he 
a - 2 18 
a a ie ay SURVEY LIMIT ee Sone / 
é $e. == CONC.CURB 3 RAILING a CONC cy) Say / 
Lee ee WS NUE | : one as 
— = No > i ia 2 —_ - \ 
a = CONTE = BIKE/PED PATH aan 
> CHAINLINK FENCE *< aaa 
oe ELECTRIC BOX IN BARRIER coy a EcTRIC. BO BLOCK 289 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS CONC. Bag ET AMNK FENCE CONC. Wate STEEL BEAM ae BEAM. Fi BARRIE inne Renee a) — =e 
(SEE NOTE 8) p SSSSS= E & i > 
- CONC. BARRIER ¢ CONC. BAARIE, U oS 
0 | _CONC. 
= —_ MANHATTAN BR I DGE WB = BAER ASPHALT ee Ay | cocaine i ; os tes EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY 
sy EE ae =a BOAR. Oe - ~ + NEW EQUIPMEN i me ee (SEE NOTE 1) 
CONC. Sass JUTE R R O A D W A BA apes yy _ MOUN T E D T 0 T H E WAL L = F 4 oe Gy 
ABON.LP Se = : S i = y i te faa 
SSC yy, we a ree CONC. BARRIER ns ie ee a mr CONC. BARRIER S i [ D - 
fe) RAILING SS ESS CONC.WALL RAILING CONC. WALL STEEL BEAM ¥CONC.WALL STEFL BEAM ONC.WALL RAILING 
me q CONC. BARRIER Sea eee ————_— ——___—_ — : _ = 
— = ——— Xe 
2 CONC. BARRIER ae i 2 CONC. BARRIER STA. MB 2457+ TE Tice S— STA. DS 14464, EL 36. 59+ 
Seat ~ [EL 67.434 = | ; § 
MANHATTAN BRIDGE WB INNER ROADWAY v _ ASPHALT ROADWAY EL 67.944 LL : NEW VERIZON SIDEWALK SPLICE 
| MONEITERLINE ALIGNMENT ee SA ee eee a ene ne Eevee Eee EEE: |e 7 aes (ne nn ce SS 41 + ; = BOX TO BE INSTALLED BY VERIZON 
OPN MB @+25 MB +50 MB @+75 MB 1+80 MB 1+25 MB 1+50 MB 1+75 re) roan MB 2+25 MB 2+50 MB 245 MB 3+20 MB 3+25 3 2 ~ 4 IX = 
Ns 199848.71 Va) hh. END oO ce. ies 
Peep laea BIM_SENSOR:. 80.7 _ ; is eae | 48 = = 
PVMT ELEV: 64.4" t . < / re - 
: ox UE, EL 68.17+ on) ; ! Sj 
GABRIER e CONSTRUCT ION — INE CONC. BARRIER : : Ali: ade stgeenea Fi E rs E 
———$§$—™ Be 
F —— —— —— = — = 
° ] RAILING RAILING ———— = : ; all 
UTILITY BOXES aeeerE ee BARRIER BRIDGE ” bs coed TW 70.444 a e | S. FE NEW SIDEWALK SPLICE 
= aa uae BW 67.65+ ~ SURVEY LIMIT 9 iit = BOX ELECTRICAL POWER 
ae - Se a Cee — . : 411+ : < 
one eee en : Eri BYRRIER N eee ae ne a i Bs STA. DS 1440+. EL 36.544 
i a se ee eee f— N 4 5— i t_ Lhe 
_ ae — ae z CONC. BARRIER + Emo a 
\ OL a CONC.WALL STEEL BEAN” s 
NY oo N ZE 1g - LIMIT OF NEW CONCRETE SIDEWALK 
ao pO = ; ES Pe . MAINTAIN AND PROTECT EXISTING 
npn ee TAMERS TW 79.894 ~ CURB 
NYCT SUBWAY LIMITS EXISTING LANE LINE BW 77.09+ \-euevey Lait 


conc WAL (SEE NOTE 8) 
STA. MB 2456.60 
NEW MODIFIED M2A POLE WITH 20-FOOT 
MAST ARM, MB-1-3E. 
SEE DWGS. SG-O11 AND S-630 FOR DETAILS 


NEW READER CABINET 
MOUNTED TO M2A POLE. SEE 
DWG. EP-630 FOR DETAILS 


A 
CE-630 
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STA. DS 0+962 


NOTES: 


1. 


SURVEY LIMIT 
STA. DS 0+29+ 


Nn wn vn WP 


EXISTING EDGE OF ROADWAY QUTSIDE OF TOPOGRAPHIC 
SURVEY LIMIT IS BASED ON GIS INFORMATION AND IS 
FOR REFERENCE ONLY. 


FOR UTILITY PLAN. SEE DWG. CU-630. 

FOR TYPICAL SECTIONS. SEE DWG. CE-630. 

FOR BRIDGE STRUCTURE. SEE DWGS. S-630 AND S-631. 
FOR SIGNAGE PLAN. SEE DWG. T-611. 

FOR ELECTRICAL PLAN. SEE DWG. EP-630. 

ELEVATIONS SHOWN ON THE PLAN ARE EXISTING GRADES 
INTERPRETED FROM TOPRGRAPHIC SURVEY AND HAVE 
BEEN PROVIDED AS GUIDANCE FOR THE CONTRACTOR. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL VERIFY BASED ON ACTUAL FIELD 
CONDITIONS. 


LOCATION OF NYCT SUBWAY TUNNEL STRUCTURE IS 
APPROXIMATE. 


CONTRACTOR SHALL SAWCUT THE EXISTING SIDEWALK 
ALONG THE EXISTING SCORE LINES UNLESS OTHERWISE 
PERMITTED BY ENGINEER OF RECORD. 


Manhattan Bridge at Division Street 
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Williamsburg Bridge between Ridge Street and Pitt Street 
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Lincoln Tunnel: South and Center Tubes 
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Attachment 3 


Lincoln Tunnel: North Tube 
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Attachment 4: 
Correspondence 


June 2022 


LIST OF CORRESPONDENCE 
As of June 17, 2022 


Letter of September 24, 2021 from NYSDOT to SHPO initiating consultation and providing 
list of potential Consulting Parties 


Letters sent from NYSDOT to potential Consulting Parties dated September 30 and October 
1, 2021 inviting participation as Section 106 Consulting Party 


Letters sent from FHWA to Tribal Nations on October 6 and October 12, 2021 initiating 
consultation 


Response from Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic Preservation Extension Office 
dated October 13, 2021, indicating no concerns with the Project 


Letter of October 18, 2021 from SHPO to NYSDOT responding to September 24, 2021 
initiation letter 


Letter from NYSDOT to FHWA of October 21, 2021 advising on status of Consulting 
Parties 


Transmittals of the Cultural Resources Screening Report to SHPO and Tribal Nations, dated 
October 28, 2021, from NYSDOT and FHWA. 


Letter from FHWA to NYSDOT of November 12, 2021 approving Section 106 Consulting 
Parties 


Letters from NYSDOT to Consulting Parties of November 22, 2021 transmitting FHWA 
approval letter of November 12, 2021 and inviting Consulting Parties to participate in a 
virtual meeting on December 16, 2021 


Letter of November 22, 2021 from SHPO to NYSDOT providing comments on the Cultural 
Resources Screening Report 


Letter of December 6, 2021 from NYSDOT to SHPO providing additional information 
Transmittal of information to Consulting Parties by NYSDOT on December 23, 2021 


Letter of December 30, 2021 from SHPO to NYSDOT providing comments on the 
additional information in NYSDOT’s December 6, 2021 submission 


New York Landmarks Conservancy comments, dated January 12, 2022 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation comments, dated January 12, 2022 
New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission comments, dated January 13, 2022 
National Park Service comments, dated January 28, 2022 

SHPO request for information regarding Central Park West pole, dated March 9, 2022 
Transmittal of information to SHPO and National Park Service, dated March 16, 2022 


New York City Department of Parks and Recreation comments in response to March 16, 
2022 submission, dated March 17, 2022 


National Park Service comments in response to March 16, 2022 submission, dated March 
30, 2022 


Letter of March 31, 2022 from SHPO to NYSDOT in response to March 16, 2022 
submission 

New York City Department of Parks and Recreation comments, dated April 1, 2022 

Letters from NYSDOT to Consulting Parties of April 12, 2022 transmitting the Draft 
(Proposed Final) Finding Documentation for review and comment 

Letters from FHWA to Tribal Nations of April 13, 2022 transmitting the Draft (Proposed 
Final) Finding Documentation for review and comment 

Letter of April 18, 2022 from SHPO to NYSDOT concurring with the recommended No 
Adverse effect finding 

Comments from the New York City Department of Parks and Recreation on the Draft 
(Proposed Final) Finding Documentation, dated April 29, 2022 

Letter of May 19, 2022 from the National Park Service to NYSDOT concurring with the No 
Adverse Effect finding and providing additional comments 

Letters from FHWA to Tribal Nations of May 31, 2022 transmitting information regarding 
signage on two replacement poles in Central Park 

Response from Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic Preservation Extension Office 
dated June 1, 2022 concurring with SHPO’s finding of No Adverse Effect 

Letters from NYSDOT to Consulting Parties of June 3, 2022 transmitting information 
regarding signage on two replacement poles in Central Park 


New York City Department of Parks and Recreation comments, requesting that the backs of 
the tolling signs in Central Park be painted the same color as the pole and equipment so it 
will blend in better with the park landscape, dated June 10, 2022 

Letter of June 16, 2022 from SHPO to NYSDOT indicating concurrence with finding of No 
Adverse Effect provided that the back sides of the tolling signage in Central Park are 
finished to match the pole and tolling infrastructure, as requested by NYC Parks 

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission comments, indicating concurrence 
with the SHPO finding dated 6/16/22 of no Adverse Effect, dated June 17, 2022 

National Park Service comments, indicating support for the Finding Documentation to 


continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the project, dated June 17, 
2022 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


September 24, 2021 
Upload via CRIS 
R. Daniel Mackay 
Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 
P.O. Box 189 
Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


Re: Initiation of Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 


Dear Mr. Mackay, 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is initiating consultation with the New York 
State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for the Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project), in accordance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and implementing 
regulations at 36 CFR 800: Protection of Historic Properties (Section 106). 


The FHWA, in cooperation with the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) 
— an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA) — and the NYSDOT 
and New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively, the Project 
Sponsors), will prepare an Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 to analyze the potential effects of the CBD 
Tolling Program. The Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects of 
implementing this Project. 


The local study area for the CBD Tolling Program includes Manhattan from the 
Battery to (and including) 60th Street (See attached map). This area encompasses the 
tolling zone as defined by New York State’s MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act. The 
Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that 
will generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance 
into the FHWA’s Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP). The Project would address the 
following needs: 


e Reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD. 
e Create anew local, recurring funding source for MTA’s capital projects. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Additional information on the Project is available on the Project website: 
https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


Enclosed is a list of potential Consulting Parties for your review. Those on the list will 
be invited to be Consulting Parties. 


Based on the project location within their identified areas of interest for Section 106 
consultation, the Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, 
and the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians will also be notified 
of this Project under separate cover, to initiate consultation in coordination with the 
FHWA. 


If you have any questions or need additional information about this undertaking, 
please contact Lori Blair at (518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


Encl: Project Location Map 
Invited Potential Section 106 Consulting Parties 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


NEW JERSEY — 


NT FP 
@ au \ 


(Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Project Location: Manhattan Central Business District 


CBD Tolling Program 


Invited Potential Section 106 Consulting Parties 


Last Name_ | First Title Organization Email Address phone 
Name 
Eberle Mark Resource Planning National Park Service mark_eberle@nps.gov Interior Region 1, North 215-597-1258 
Specialist/External Atlantic-Appalachian 
Review Coordinator 1234 Market Street, 20th 
Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 
Goldwyn Andrea Director, Public Policy New York Landmarks andreagoldwyn@nylandmarks.org | One Whitehall Street, New 212-995-5260 
Conservancy York, NY 10004 
Murphy Mary K. Director of Planning and | Port Authority of New mkmurphy@panynj.gov 4 World Trade Center 212-435-4437 
Regional Development York and New Jersey 150 Greenwich Street, 
16th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
Nelson Margaret | Acting Commissioner New York City Parks The Arsenal, Central Park, 212-360-1305 
830 Fifth Avenue, New 
York, NY 10065 
Santucci Gina Director of New York City gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov 1 Centre St, #9N, New 212-669-7822 
Environmental Review Landmarks Preservation York, NY 10007 
Commission 
Smith Elizabeth President & CEO Central Park 14 East 60th Street, New 212-310-6600 
Ww. Conservancy York, NY 10022 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


yoru’. | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


September 30, 2021 


Re: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Triborough 
Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA)—an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the 
New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the Project 
Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 to analyze the potential effects of the Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). The 
Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects of implementing this 
Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project website: 
https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis 
for the FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under 
NEPA and will also comply with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and other applicable federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 


Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. The Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800) involves 
consultation among the Federal agency (FHWA), the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties to consider measures to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on identified historic properties. Consulting 
Parties are identified based on the nature of their legal or economic relation to the 
federal undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effects 
on historic properties. 


Based on these criteria, on behalf of FHWA, NYSDOT would like to invite you to 


participate as a Section 106 Consulting Party. The enclosed brochure, “Protecting 
Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review,” Advisory Council on 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Historic Preservation, provides additional information. The brochure can also be 


accessed online at: 
httos:/Awww.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/citizens-quide-section-106- 


review 


If you are interested in Consulting Party status, please contact Lori Blair at 
lori.blair@dot.ny.gov or 518-485-5632 by October 15, 2021. If we do not hear from you, 
we will advise FHWA that you did not wish to participate as a Consulting Party. 


If you do accept this invitation to serve as a Consulting Party, we will reach out to 
you after October 15 to schedule a Consulting Parties meeting. We anticipate holding a 
webinar with the Consulting Parties in November 2021. 


Sincerely, 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


Encls: Project Location 
“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review,” Advisory 


Council on Historic Preservation 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


yoru’. | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


October 1, 2021 


Re: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) in cooperation with the Triborough 
Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA)—an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the 
New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the Project 
Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental Assessment in accordance with the National 
Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 to analyze the potential effects of the Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). The 
Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects of implementing this 
Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project website: 
https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis 
for the FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under 
NEPA and will also comply with the requirements of Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and other applicable federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 


Section 106 of the NHPA requires federal agencies to consider the effects of their 
undertakings on historic properties that are listed in or eligible for listing in the National 
Register of Historic Places. The Section 106 process (36 CFR Part 800) involves 
consultation among the Federal agency (FHWA), the State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties to consider measures to avoid, 
minimize or mitigate any adverse effects on identified historic properties. Consulting 
Parties are identified based on the nature of their legal or economic relation to the 
federal undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effects 
on historic properties. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Based on these criteria, on behalf of FHWA, NYSDOT would like to invite you to 
participate as a Section 106 Consulting Party. The enclosed brochure, “Protecting 
Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review,” Advisory Council on 
Historic Preservation, provides additional information. The brochure can also be 


accessed online at: 
httos:/Awww.achp.gov/digital-library-section-106-landing/citizens-quide-section-106- 


review 


If you are interested in Consulting Party status, please contact Lori Blair at 
lori.blair@dot.ny.gov or 518-485-5632 by October 15, 2021. If we do not hear from you, 
we will advise FHWA that you did not wish to participate as a Consulting Party. 


If you do accept this invitation to serve as a Consulting Party, we will reach out to 
you after October 15 to schedule a Consulting Parties meeting. We anticipate holding a 
webinar with the Consulting Parties in November 2021. 


Sincerely, 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


Encls: Project Location 
“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review,” Advisory 
Council on Historic Preservation 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


A) New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
Albany, NY 12207 


dtacootaion October 6, 2021 518-431-4127 
Federal Highway 518-431-4121 (fax) 
Administration NewYork.fhwa@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Chairman Bryan Polite 

Shinnecock Indian Nation 
Shinnecock Indian Territory 

P.O. Box 5006 

Southampton, New York 11969-5006 


SUBJECT: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 


Dear Chairman Polite: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like to initiate consultation with the 
Shinnecock Indian Nation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, an 
undertaking subject to Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as 
amended, and implementing regulations of 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. 
The CBD Tolling Program is located in Manhattan, New York County, New York. Attached, 
please find a map showing the location of the Project. 


The Federal Highway Administration, in cooperation with the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel 
Authority (TBTA) - an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), the New 
York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of 
Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the Project Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental 
Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 for the 
CBD Tolling Program. The Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects of 
implementing the Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project 


website: https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis for the 
FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under NEPA and will also 
comply with the requirements of Section 106 and other applicable federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 


We invite you to meet with representatives of the FHWA and the Project Sponsors to receive 
additional information about the Project, and to offer your views regarding the project location 
and potential to affect properties of religious and cultural significance to the Shinnecock Indian 
Nation. If you would like to meet with us to discuss the Project, please provide your availability 


to meet between November 15, 2021 and November 30, 2021. We will contact you to set up a 
date and time. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
518-431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director Office of Program Management 


Encl: Project Location Map 


CC: D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
Rick Marquis, FHWA, HDA-NY 
Patricia Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
Robert Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
Melissa Toni, FHWA, HEA-NY 


11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


@ New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
Albany, NY 12207 


of Trorsportation October 12, 2021 518-431-4127 
Federal Highway Fax: 518-431-4121 
Administration NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Nathan Allison 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer & Archaeologist 

Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians 
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic Preservation Extension Office 
88 Spring Street 

Williamstown, MA 01267 


Re: — Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 


Dear Mr. Allison: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like to initiate consultation with the 
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians for the proposed Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing 
regulations of 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The CBD Tolling Program is 
located in Manhattan, New York County, New York. Attached, please find a map showing the 
location of the Project. 


The FHWA, in cooperation with the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) - an 
affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State Department 
of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of Transportation 
(NYCDOT) (collectively the Project Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental Assessment in 
accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 for the CBD Tolling 
Program. The Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects of implementing the 
Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project website: 
https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis for the 
FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under NEPA and will also 
comply with the requirements of Section 106 and other applicable federal laws, rules, and 
regulations. 


We invite you to meet with representatives of the FHWA and the Project Sponsors to receive 
additional information about the Project, and to offer your views regarding the project location 


and potential to affect properties of religious and cultural significance to the Stockbridge-Munsee 
Community Band of Mohican Indians. If you would like to meet with us to discuss the Project, 
please provide your availability to meet between November 15, 2021 and November 30, 2021. 
We will contact you to set up a date and time. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518)431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Project Location Map 


cc: Tricia Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrenio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 

Albany, NY 12207 

rt aa bal October 12, 2021 518-431-4127 
Fax: 518-431-4121 


Federal Highway 
Administration NewYork.F HWA@dot.gov 


A) New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 


In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Billie Anderson 

TCNS Coordinator 

Delaware Nation 

31064 State Highway 281, PO Box 825 
Anadarko, OK 73005 


Re: — Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 


Dear Ms. Anderson: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like to initiate consultation with the 
Delaware Nation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (CBD 
Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 CFR 
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The CBD Tolling Program is located in 
Manhattan, New York County, New York. Attached, please find a map showing the location 
of the Project. 


The FHWA, in cooperation with the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) - an 
affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of 
Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the Project Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental 
Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 for 
the CBD Tolling Program. The Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects 
of implementing the Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project 


website: https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis for the 
FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under NEPA and will 
also comply with the requirements of Section 106 and other applicable federal laws, rules, 
and regulations. 


We invite you to meet with representatives of the FHWA and the Project Sponsors to receive 
additional information about the Project, and to offer your views regarding the project 
location and potential to affect properties of religious and cultural significance to the 


Delaware Nation. If you would like to meet with us to discuss the Project, please provide 
your availability to meet between November 15, 2021 and November 30, 2021. We will 
contact you to set up a date and time. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me 
at (518)431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Project Location Map 


cc: Tricia Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
Erin Paden, Historic Preservation Director 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


US. Department October 12, 2021 518-431-4127 
of Tansportati pre Aa. 
rANsSporranion Fax: 518-431-4121 


pot sce rt ag NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Susan Bachor, M.A. 

Archaeologist 

Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation 
126 University Circle, Rm 437 

East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 


Re: — Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 


Dear Ms. Bachor: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) would like to initiate consultation with the 
Delaware Tribe for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (CBD 
Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 CFR 
Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The CBD Tolling Program is located in 
Manhattan, New York County, New York. Attached, please find a map showing the location 
of the Project. 


The FHWA, in cooperation with the Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) - an 
affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of 
Transportation (NYCDOT) (collectively the Project Sponsors) will prepare an Environmental 
Assessment in accordance with the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) of 1969 for 
the CBD Tolling Program. The Environmental Assessment will analyze the potential effects 
of implementing the Project. Additional information on the Project is available on the project 


website: https://new.mta.info/project/CBDTP. 


The Environmental Assessment for the CBD Tolling Program will serve as the basis for the 
FHWA, as the lead federal agency, to issue its environmental findings under NEPA and will 
also comply with the requirements of Section 106 and other applicable federal laws, rules, 
and regulations. 


We invite you to meet with representatives of the FHWA and the Project Sponsors to receive 
additional information about the Project, and to offer your views regarding the project 
location and potential to affect properties of religious and cultural significance to the 


Delaware Tribe. If you would like to meet with us to discuss the Project, please provide your 
availability to meet between November 15, 2021 and November 30, 2021. We will contact 
you to set up a date and time. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me 
at (518)431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Project Location Map 


cc: Tricia Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


From: Price, Anna (FHWA) 


To: Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Blair, Lori E (DOT) 

Subject: FW: Central Business District Tolling Program - Consultation with Tribal Nations 
Date: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 3:11:55 PM 

Attachments: image002.pnq 

FY| 


From: Price, Anna (FHWA) 

Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 12:51 PM 

To: Nathan Allison <nathan.allison@mohican-nsn.gov> 

Cc: Anderson, Cindy (FHWA) <cindy.anderson@dot.gov>; Millington, Tricia (FHWA) 
<patricia.millington@dot.gov>; Davies, Robert (FHWA) <Robert.Davies@dot.gov> 
Subject: RE: Central Business District Tolling Program - Consultation with Tribal Nations 


Dear Mr. Allison- 


Thank you so much for responding so promptly. 
We appreciate the coordination and communication. 


Respectfully, 


Anna Price 
Director, Office of Program Management 


FHWA New York Division 
Leo O’Brien Building 

11A Clinton Ave, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 
518-431-8858 


From: Nathan Allison <nathan.allison@mohican-nsn.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 12:02 PM 

To: Price, Anna (FHWA) <anna.price@dot.gov> 

Cc: Anderson, Cindy (FHWA) <cindy.anderson@dot.gov> 


Subject: RE: Central Business District Tolling Program - Consultation with Tribal Nations 


Ms. Price, 


Good afternoon. Thank you for requesting comments from the Stockbridge-Munsee Community 
Tribal Historic Preservation Office. We have reviewed the documents associated with the proposed 
Central Business District Tolling Program in NYC. We have the following comments. 


e The SMC THPO have no concerns with this project and defer attendance at the upcoming 
project meeting. 


Please let me know should you have any questions. 
Best, 


Nathan 


Nathan Allison 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer & Archaeologist 
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal Historic Preservation 
Extension Office 

86 Spring Street 

Williamstown, MA 01267 

(413) 884-6029 

nathan.allison@mohican-nsn.gov 


www.mohican-nsn.gov 
Visit our FAQ page: https://www.mohican.com/services/cultural-services/cultural-affairs/faq/ 


Pronouns: He/Him 


From: Anderson, Cindy (FHWA) <cindy.anderson@dot.gov> 
Sent: Wednesday, October 13, 2021 10:02 AM 


To: Nathan Allison <nathan.allison@mohican-nsn.gov> 

Ce: Price, Anna (FHWA) <anna.price@dot.gov>; Millington, Tricia (FHWA) 
<patricia.millington@dot.gov>; Daniel Mackay@parks.ny.gov; Olivia.Brazee@parks.ny.gov; 
ron.epstein dot.ny.gov <ron.epstein@dot.ny.gov>; Catherine Leslie <Catherine.Leslie@dot.ny.gov>; 
allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org; WCarry@dot.nyc.gov; Musolino, Donna (FHWA) 
<donna.musolino@dot.gov> 


Subject: RE: Central Business District Tolling Program - Consultation with Tribal Nations 


CAUTION: This email originated from outside the organization. 


Do not click links or open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is 


Attached is the Federal Highway Administration’s letter regarding the subject project. If you 
have questions or concerns, contact Anna Price, Director of Program Management at 518-431- 


8858 or by email at Anna.Price@dot.gov 


Attachments (2) 
e CBDTP Consulting Party Invitation Letter Stockbridge Munsee 


e CBDTP Project Location 


Cindy M. Anderson| Program Coordinator 

DOT | FHWA | New York Division Office (HFA-NY) 

Leo O’Brien Federal Building, 11A Clinton Ave, Room 719, 
Albany, NY 12207 

O: 518-431-8857 

C: 845-522-7496 


cindy.anderson@dot.gov 


Parks, Recreation 
and Historic Preservation 


NEW YORK 
STATE OF 
OPPORTUNITY. 


KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 


October 18, 2021 


Lori Blair 

Environmental Specialist 2/Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
The Battery to 60th Street, Manhattan, NY 
21PR06430 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be 
considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act and/or the State Environmental Quality Review Act (NY 
Environmental Conservation Law Article 8). 


We have reviewed the provided letter from NYSDOT to SHPO initiating Section 106 
consultation on behalf of FHWA dated September 24, 2021, project location map, and list of 
invited Potential Section 106 Consulting Parties. Based upon review of that document we offer 
the following comments: 

1. We recommend adding the Historic Districts Council and MAS to the list of Consulting 
Parties to invite. Those two groups were on the draft list that we received by email dated 
September 17, 2021. 

2. We look forward to continued consultation, but effectively our review cannot begin until 
our receipt of more detailed project documentation, including a detailed scope of work, 
plans/drawings, project-specific locations mapped, APE maps, and identification of 
historic properties with the APEs. 


We would appreciate if the requested information could be provided via our Cultural Resource 
Information System (CRIS) at https://cris.parks.ny.gov/ on the CRIS site, you can log inasa 
guest and choose "submit" at the very top menu. Next choose "submit new information for an 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation. Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
@ 518-237-8643 @ https://parks.ny.gov/shpo @ 


existing project". You will need this project number and your e-mail address. If you have any 
questions, please contact Olivia Brazee, Historic Site Restoration Coordinator, who is best 


reached via e-mail at olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Linda Mackey 
Historic Preservation Program Analyst 


cc: | Amanda Sutphin, Daniel Pagano, Gina Santucci, Jessica MacClean, NYC LPC 
Anna Price, Mary Santangelo, NYS DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Albany, New York 12238 « (518) 474-0456 « parks.ny.gov 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


October 21, 2021 


Anna Price 

Director of Program Management 
Federal Highway Administration 
New York Division 

Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


Re: Section 106 — Request for Approval of Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York County, New York 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Price, 


Enclosed for Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) consideration, please find a 
list of potential Section 106 Consulting Parties for the Manhattan Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program, recommended by the New York State Department of 
Transportation (NYSDOT) in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 
800.2(c)(5): 


Certain individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the 
undertaking may participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their 
legal or economic relation to the undertaking or affected properties, or 
their concern with the undertaking’s effects on historic properties. 


The NYSDOT invited the agencies and organizations on the enclosed list to be 
Consulting Parties in letters dated September 30, 2021 and October 1, 2021. The letter 
was sent to regional organizations due to the nature of their legal or economic relation 
to affected properties or organizations with an interest in historic resources to inform 
them of the opportunity to participate as a Consulting Party. 


The following individuals and organizations accepted the invitation to be a Consulting 
Party: 


1. Mark Eberle, National Park Service with a request to add Kathryn Schlegel and 
Laurel Racine to the project’s email distribution list 

2. David Cuff, New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 

3. Gina Santucci, New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


4. Andrea Goldwyn, New York Landmarks Conservancy 


We respectfully request FHWA approval of the above-referenced individuals and 
organizations, granting Consulting Party status for participation in the Section 106 
process. 


The following individuals and organizations did not respond to the invitation to be a 
Consulting Party: 


1. Mary K. Murphy, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey 
2. Elizabeth W. Smith, Central Park Conservancy 


The Delaware Nation, the Delaware Tribe, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, and the 
Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians have been identified as 
having a consultative role in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(ii), since they have 
previously identified a geographical area of interest for Section 106 consultation that 
includes the project location in New York County, New York. We understand that the 
FHWA reached out to the Tribal Nations in correspondence dated October 6, 2021 and 
October 13, 2021. In an email dated October 13, 2021, the Stockbridge-Munsee 
responded that the SMC THPO have no concerns with this project and defer attendance 
at the upcoming meeting. 


If you have any questions or need additional information about this undertaking, 
please contact Lori Blair at (518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
Z ae / ,: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Table of Invited Consulting Parties 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerreho, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


CBD Tolling Program 


Invited Consulting Parties 


Invited agencies and organizations who accepted the Invitation 


Preservation 
Commission 


Invited agencies and organizations who did not respond to the Invitation 


Last Name_ | First Title Organization Email Address phone 
Name 
Eberle Mark Resource Planning National Park Service mark_eberle@nps.gov Interior Region 1, North 215-597-1258 
Specialist/External Atlantic-Appalachian 
Review Coordinator 1234 Market Street, 20th 
Floor 
Schlegel Kathryn kathryn_schlegel@nps.gov Philadelphia, PA 19107 
Racine Laurel laurel_racince@nps.gov 
Goldwyn Andrea Director, Public Policy New York Landmarks andreagoldwyn@nylandmarks.org One Whitehall Street, 212-995-5260 
Conservancy New York, NY 10004 
Fialkoff Gabrielle Commissioner New York City Gabrielle.fialkoff@parks.nyc.gov The Arsenal, Central Park, 212-360-1305 
Department of Parks & 830 Fifth Avenue, New 
Recreation York, NY 10065 
Santucci Gina Director of New York City gsantucci@lpc.nyc.gov 1 Centre St, #9N, New 212-669-7822 
Environmental Review Landmarks York, NY 10007 


Last Name_ | First Title Organization Email Address phone 
Name 
Murphy Mary K. Director of Planning and | Port Authority of New mkmurphy@panynj.gov 4 World Trade Center 212-435-4437 
Regional Development York and New Jersey 150 Greenwich Street, 
16th Floor 
New York, NY 10007 
Smith Elizabeth President & CEO Central Park Elizabeth.Smith@centralparknyc.org | 14 East 60th Street, New 212-310-6600 
W. Conservancy York, NY 10022 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


October 28, 2021 


Upload via CRIS 

R. Daniel Mackay 

Deputy Commissioner for Historic Preservation 

Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 189 

Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


Re: Section 106 Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Mackay: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State Department 
of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information to the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of 
Historic Properties as part of continuing consultation for the for the Central Business District 
(CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). 


Enclosed for the SHPO’s review is the Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared for 
the Project. The report describes the assessment of the potential presence of historic properties 
within a defined Study Area, defines an Area of Potential Effects (APE), and identifies historic 
properties within the Study Area and APE. The report also provides preliminary information 
about the Project and Project alternatives and summarizes an assessment of the archaeological 
potential of areas that could be disturbed by the Project. The results of the screening indicate 
that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential such that the 
presence of archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the project area; therefore, no 
archaeological survey is recommended. Based on prior coordination, no architectural survey is 
recommended. 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), an APE has been defined for the Project to assess 
potential effects of the Project on known historic properties within the APE. The APE is based 
on the proposed scope of work that includes: 

e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city 

streets and other at-grade roadways, and 

e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly on 

bridge structures. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request the written concurrence 
of the SHPO with the NYSDOT assessment that archaeological and architectural surveys are 
not needed and with the definition of the APE for the assessment of effects on known historic 
architectural properties. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at (518) 


485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
2 ae , : 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


Encl: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, Cultural Resources Screening Report, 
October 2021 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA (w/out Encl) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out Encl) 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT (w/out Encl) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out Encl) 
W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out Encl) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out Encl) 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
oy 11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


ice cuiaica October 28, 2021 518-431-4127 
Fax: 518-431-4121 


pear e-Hede NewYork.-FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Chairman Bryan Polite 
Shinnecock Indian Nation 
Shinnecock Indian Territory 
PO Box 5006 

Southampton, NY 11969-5006 


Re: — Section 106 Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Chairman Polite: 


As part of continuing consultation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the Federal Highway Administration is 
submitting a Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared for the Project to the Shinnecock 
Indian Nation. This report has also been submitted to the New York State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO) for review and comment. 


The Cultural Resources Screening Report describes the assessment of the potential presence of 
historic properties within a defined Study Area, defines an Area of Potential Effects (APE), and 
identifies historic properties within the Study Area and APE. The report also provides 
preliminary information about the Project and Project alternatives and summarizes an assessment 
of the archaeological potential of areas that could be disturbed by the Project. The results of the 
screening indicate that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential 
such that the presence of archaeological deposits within the project area is highly unlikely; 
therefore, no archaeological survey is recommended. 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), an APE has been defined for the Project to assess 
potential effects of the Project on known historic properties within the APE. The APE is based 
on the proposed scope of work that includes: 
e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city 
streets and other at-grade roadways. 
e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly 
on bridge structures. 


We are soliciting the views of the Shinnecock Indian Nation regarding the results of this 
assessment and recommendations regarding archaeological investigations. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, Cultural Resources Screening Report, 
October 2021 


cc: T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
oy 11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


ice cuiaica October 28, 2021 518-431-4127 
Fax: 518-431-4121 


pear e-Hede NewYork.-FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Billie Anderson 

TCNS Coordinator 
31064 State Highway 281 
PO Box 825 

Anadarko, OK 73005 


Re: — Section 106 Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Anderson: 


As part of continuing consultation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the Federal Highway Administration is 
submitting a Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared for the Project to the Delaware 
Nation. This report has also been submitted to the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) for review and comment. 


The Cultural Resources Screening Report describes the assessment of the potential presence of 
historic properties within a defined Study Area, defines an Area of Potential Effects (APE), and 
identifies historic properties within the Study Area and APE. The report also provides 
preliminary information about the Project and Project alternatives and summarizes an assessment 
of the archaeological potential of areas that could be disturbed by the Project. The results of the 
screening indicate that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential 
such that the presence of archaeological deposits within the project area is highly unlikely; 
therefore, no archaeological survey is recommended. 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), an APE has been defined for the Project to assess 
potential effects of the Project on known historic properties within the APE. The APE is based 
on the proposed scope of work that includes: 
e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city 
streets and other at-grade roadways. 
e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly 
on bridge structures. 


We are soliciting the views of the Delaware Nation regarding the results of this assessment and 
recommendations regarding archaeological investigations. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, Cultural Resources Screening Report, 
October 2021 


cc: T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
oy 11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


ice cuiaica October 28, 2021 518-431-4127 
Fax: 518-431-4121 


pear e-Hede NewYork.-FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Susan Bachor, M.A. 

Archeologist 

Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation 
126 University Circle, Rm. 437 

East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 


Re: — Section 106 Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Bachor: 


As part of continuing consultation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the Federal Highway Administration is 
submitting a Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared for the Project to the Delaware 
Tribe. This report has also been submitted to the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO) for review and comment. 


The Cultural Resources Screening Report describes the assessment of the potential presence of 
historic properties within a defined Study Area, defines an Area of Potential Effects (APE), and 
identifies historic properties within the Study Area and APE. The report also provides 
preliminary information about the Project and Project alternatives and summarizes an assessment 
of the archaeological potential of areas that could be disturbed by the Project. The results of the 
screening indicate that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential 
such that the presence of archaeological deposits within the project area is highly unlikely; 
therefore, no archaeological survey is recommended. 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), an APE has been defined for the Project to assess 
potential effects of the Project on known historic properties within the APE. The APE is based 
on the proposed scope of work that includes: 
e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city 
streets and other at-grade roadways. 
e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly 
on bridge structures. 


We are soliciting the views of the Delaware Tribe regarding the results of this assessment and 
recommendations regarding archaeological investigations. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, Cultural Resources Screening Report, 
October 2021 


cc: T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
oy 11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


ice cuiaica October 28, 2021 518-431-4127 
Federal Highway Fax: 518-431-4121 
Administration NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Nathan Allison 

Tribal Historic Preservation Officer & Archeologist 
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal 

Historic Preservation Extension Office 

86 Spring Street 

Williamstown, MA 01267 


Re: — Section 106 Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Allison, 


As part of continuing consultation for the proposed Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), an undertaking subject to Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA), as amended, and implementing regulations of 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties, the Federal Highway Administration is 
submitting a Cultural Resources Screening Report prepared for the Project to the Stockbridge- 
Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians. This report has also been submitted to the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) for review and comment. 


The Cultural Resources Screening Report describes the assessment of the potential presence of 
historic properties within a defined Study Area, defines an Area of Potential Effects (APE), and 
identifies historic properties within the Study Area and APE. The report also provides 
preliminary information about the Project and Project alternatives and summarizes an assessment 
of the archaeological potential of areas that could be disturbed by the Project. The results of the 
screening indicate that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential 
such that the presence of archaeological deposits within the project area is highly unlikely; 
therefore, no archaeological survey is recommended. 


In accordance with 36 CFR 800.4(a)(1), an APE has been defined for the Project to assess 
potential effects of the Project on known historic properties within the APE. The APE is based 
on the proposed scope of work that includes: 
e Installation of new poles with tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on city 
streets and other at-grade roadways. 
e Mounting of new poles and tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment directly 
on bridge structures. 


We are soliciting the views of the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians 
regarding the results of this assessment and recommendations regarding archaeological 
investigations. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, Cultural Resources Screening Report, 
October 2021 


cc: T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 


eli oorcion November 12, 2021 518-431-4127 
Federal Highwa 518-431-4121 (fax) 
Administration z NewYork.fhwa@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 
HPD-NY 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 
New York State Department of Transportation 


Subject: Section 106 Consulting Party Status Approval 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 


Dear Ms. Leslie: 


We have reviewed your November 9, 2021 letter, requesting approval of individuals and/or 
organizations to participate as Section 106 consulting parties on the subject project. As stated in 
36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(5): 


Certain individuals and organizations with a demonstrated interest in the undertaking may 
participate as consulting parties due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to the 
undertaking or affected properties, or their concern with the undertaking’s effects on historic 
properties. 


After reviewing the information contained in the requests, we have approved the following 
individuals acting on behalf of their organizations to be consulting parties to the Section 106 
process for the subject project: 

1. Mark Eberle, National Park Service 

2. David Cuff, New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 

3. Gina Santucci, New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 

4. Andrea Goldwyn, New York Landmarks Conservancy 


Consulting party status entitles these individuals/organizations to share views, receive and 
review pertinent information, offer ideas, and consider possible solutions together with the 
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), and other consulting parties. Please ensure the requestors have a copy of the 
Advisory Council on Historic Preservation’s (ACHP) guide entitled “Protecting Historic 
Properties: A citizens Guide to Section 106 Review”. 


We understand that the NYSDOT invited the agencies and organizations to be Consulting Parties 
as identified in the attachment to the NYSDOT November 9, 2021 letter. Letters of invitation 
were sent to the agencies and organizations by the NYSDOT September 30, 2021, October 1, 
2021 and October 21, 2021. The NYSDOT sent the consulting party invitation letters to regional 


organizations due to the nature of their legal or economic relation to affected properties or 
organizations with an interest in historic resources or based on the recommendation of the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). 


The FHWA acknowledges that the following individuals do not have consulting party status for 
the subject project based on declination to the invitation or lack of response to the NYSDOT’s 
invitations as described and dated above: 

1. Elizabeth Goldstein, Municipal Art Society of New York (Declination conveyed by Alia 

Soomro) 

2. Mary K. Murphy, Port Authority of New York and New Jersey, no response 

3. Elizabeth W. Smith, Central Park Conservancy, no response 

4. Lorna Nowvé, Historic Districts Council, no response 


The Delaware Nation, The Delaware Tribe, the Shinnecock Indian Nation, and the Stockbridge- 
Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians have been identified as having consultative roles 
in accordance with 36 CFR Part 800.2(c)(ii), due to previously identified geographical areas of 
interest for Section 106 consultation that includes the project location in the New York County, 
New York. The FHWA did reach out to the Tribal Nations in letters dated October 6, 2021 and 
October 13, 2021. As of the date of this letter only the Stockbridge-Munsee responded via email 
dated October 13, 2021 and stated no concerns with this project and defer attendance at the 
upcoming meeting. 


If you have any questions, please contact Robert Davies by email at Robert.davies@dot.gov or 
by phone at (518) 431-8880. 


Sincerely, 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


ce:  L. Blair, NYSDOT 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. C deCerreno, MTA HQ 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
R. Davies FHWA, HPD-NY 
K. Kramer FHWA, HEA-NY 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


November 22, 2021 


Andrea Goldwyn 

Director, Public Policy 

New York Landmarks Conservancy 
One Whitehall Street 

New York, NY 10004 


Via email 


RE: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Goldwyn: 


Congratulations, you have been approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as a Consulting Party in the Section 106 process for the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (Project) (See attached letter). Attached for 
your information, please find the guide entitled Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s 
Guide to Section 106 Review, a publication of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 


As an approved Consulting Party, you are cordially invited to participate in a virtual 
meeting to be held via WebEx on Thursday, December 16, 2021 at 10:30am. The 
purpose of this meeting is to initiate Section 106 consultation for the Project by 
providing an overview of the project and the Section 106 process. Consulting Parties 
will have an opportunity to provide input on the nature of historic properties within the 
Area of Potential Effects and the Project’s potential effects on historic properties. We 
anticipate that the meeting will be 1% hours, allowing for a presentation followed by 
questions. Please RSVP by contacting Lori Blair at the number or email address below. 
An invitation with instructions to join the meeting will be emailed separately. 


On behalf of the FHWA and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), thank you for your interest and participation in the Section 106 process. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


2 ae / ,: 
Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/|b/bb 
Encl: November 12, 2021 Letter from FHWA to NYSDOT — Section 106 Consulting 
Party Status Approval 


yu 


“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, 
Aavisory Council on Historic Preservation 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrehio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


November 22, 2021 


David Cuff 

Director of Environmental Review 

Planning and Development 

New York City Department of Parks & Recreation 
The Arsenal, Central Park, 

830 Fifth Avenue 

New York, NY 10065 


Via email 


RE: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Cuff: 


Congratulations, you have been approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as a Consulting Party in the Section 106 process for the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (Project) (See attached letter). Attached for 
your information, please find the guide entitled Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s 
Guide to Section 106 Review, a publication of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 


As an approved Consulting Party, you are cordially invited to participate in a virtual 
meeting to be held via WebEx on Thursday, December 16, 2021 at 10:30am. The 
purpose of this meeting is to initiate Section 106 consultation for the Project by 
providing an overview of the project and the Section 106 process. Consulting Parties 
will have an opportunity to provide input on the nature of historic properties within the 
Area of Potential Effects and the Project’s potential effects on historic properties. We 
anticipate that the meeting will be 1% hours, allowing for a presentation followed by 
questions. Please RSVP by contacting Lori Blair at the number or email address below. 
An invitation with instructions to join the meeting will be emailed separately. 


On behalf of the FHWA and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), thank you for your interest and participation in the Section 106 process. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
2 Eo: / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/|b/bb 
Encl: November 12, 2021 Letter from FHWA to NYSDOT — Section 106 Consulting 
Party Status Approval 


my 


“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, 
Aavisory Council on Historic Preservation 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


November 22, 2021 


Gina Santucci 

Director of Environmental Review 

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
1 Centre St, #9N 

New York, NY 10007 


Via email 


RE: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Santucci: 


Congratulations, you have been approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as a Consulting Party in the Section 106 process for the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (Project) (See attached letter). Attached for 
your information, please find the guide entitled Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s 
Guide to Section 106 Review, a publication of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 


As an approved Consulting Party, you are cordially invited to participate in a virtual 
meeting to be held via WebEx on Thursday, December 16, 2021 at 10:30am. The 
purpose of this meeting is to initiate Section 106 consultation for the Project by 
providing an overview of the project and the Section 106 process. Consulting Parties 
will have an opportunity to provide input on the nature of historic properties within the 
Area of Potential Effects and the Project’s potential effects on historic properties. We 
anticipate that the meeting will be 1% hours, allowing for a presentation followed by 
questions. Please RSVP by contacting Lori Blair at the number or email address below. 
An invitation with instructions to join the meeting will be emailed separately. 


On behalf of the FHWA and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), thank you for your interest and participation in the Section 106 process. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
g a PD 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/|b/bb 
Encl: November 12, 2021 Letter from FHWA to NYSDOT — Section 106 Consulting 
Party Status Approval 


yu 


“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, 
Aavisory Council on Historic Preservation 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrehio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


STATE OF Governor 


i,’ | Transportation 
MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


November 22, 2021 


Mark Eberle 

Resource Planning Specialist/ 

External Review Coordinator 

National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 
1234 Market Street, 20" Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 


Via email 


RE: Section 106 Consulting Party Status 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Eberle: 


Congratulations, you have been approved by the Federal Highway Administration 
(FHWA) as a Consulting Party in the Section 106 process for the Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (Project) (See attached letter). Attached for 
your information, please find the guide entitled Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s 
Guide to Section 106 Review, a publication of the Advisory Council on Historic 
Preservation. 


As an approved Consulting Party, you are cordially invited to participate in a virtual 
meeting to be held via WebEx on Thursday, December 16, 2021 at 10:30am. The 
purpose of this meeting is to initiate Section 106 consultation for the Project by 
providing an overview of the project and the Section 106 process. Consulting Parties 
will have an opportunity to provide input on the nature of historic properties within the 
Area of Potential Effects and the Project’s potential effects on historic properties. We 
anticipate that the meeting will be 1% hours, allowing for a presentation followed by 
questions. Please RSVP by contacting Lori Blair at the number or email address below. 
An invitation with instructions to join the meeting will be emailed separately. 


On behalf of the FHWA and the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), thank you for your interest and participation in the Section 106 process. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
% a / ,: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/|b/bb 
Encl: November 12, 2021 Letter from FHWA to NYSDOT — Section 106 Consulting 
Party Status Approval 
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“Protecting Historic Properties: A Citizen’s Guide to Section 106 Review, 
Aavisory Council on Historic Preservation 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 
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COVER PHOTOS: 

Clockwise, from top left: Historic Downtown Louisville, 
Kentucky; Section 106 consultation at Medicine Lake, 
California; bighorn sheep petroglyph in Nine Mile Canyon, 
Utah (photo courtesy Jerry D. Spangler); Worthington 
Farm, Monocacy Battlefield National Historic Landmark, 
Maryland (photo courtesy Maryland State Highway 
Administration). 


About the ACHP 


The mission of the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP) is to promote the preservation, enhancement, and 
sustainable use of our nation’s historic resources, and advise 
the President and the Congress on national historic 


preservation policy. 


The ACHP, an independent federal agency, also provides a 
forum for influencing federal activities, programs, and policies 
that affect historic properties. In addition, the ACHP has a key 


role in carrying out the Preserve America program, 


The 24-member council is supported by a professional staff in 


Washington, D.C. For more information contact: 


Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
401 F Street, NW, Suite 308 

Washington, DC 20001-2637 

(202) 517-0200 


www.achp.gov 
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Introduction 


Proud of your heritage? Value the places that reflect your 
community's history? You should know about Section 106 
review, an important tool you can use to influence federal 
decisions regarding historic properties. By law, you have a voice 
when a project involving federal action, approval, or funding 
may affect properties that qualify for the National Register of 


Historic Places, the nation’s official list of historic properties. 


This guide from the Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
(ACHP), the agency charged with historic preservation 
leadership within federal government, explains how your voice 


can be heard. 


Each year, the federal government is involved with many projects 
that affect historic properties. For example, the Federal Highway 
Administration works with states on road improvements, the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development grants funds 
to cities to rebuild communities, and the General Services 


Administration builds and leases federal office space. 


Agencies like the Forest Service, the National Park Service, the 
Bureau of Land Management, the Department of Veterans 
Affairs, and the Department of Defense make decisions daily 
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about the management of federal buildings, parks, forests, and 
lands. These decisions may affect historic properties, including 
those that are of traditional religious and cultural significance 
to federally recognized Indian tribes and Native Hawaiian 


organizations, 


Projects with less obvious federal involvement can also 

have repercussions on historic properties. For example, the 
construction of a boat dock or a housing development that 
affects wetlands may also affect fragile archaeological sites and 
require a U.S, Army Corps of Engineers permit. Likewise, the 
construction of a cellular tower may require a license from the 
Federal Communications Commission and might compromise 
historic or culturally significant landscapes or properties 
valued by Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian organizations for 


traditional religious and cultural practices. 


These and other projects with federal involvement can harm 
historic properties. The Section 106 review process gives you 


the opportunity to alert the federal government to the historic 


properties you value and influence decisions about projects that 


affect them. 


The Bureau of Land 
Management worked with 
a large group of consulting 
parties to craft solutions to 
protect fragile rock art and 
other historic properties 
from the effects of increased 
truck traffic when natural 
gas wells were permitted 
near Nine Mile Canyon. 
(photo courtesy Jerry D. 
Spangler, Colorado Plateau 


Archaeological Alliance) 
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What is Section 106 Review? 


In the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (NHPA), 
Congress established a comprehensive program to preserve 
the historical and cultural foundations of the nation as a 
living part of community life. Section 106 of the NHPA is 
crucial to that program because it requires consideration of 
historic preservation in the multitude of projects with federal 


involvement that take place across the nation every day. 


Section 106 requires federal agencies to consider the effects 
of projects they carry out, approve, or fund on historic 
properties. Also, federal agencies must provide the ACHP an 
opportunity to comment on such projects prior to the agency's 


decision on them, 


Section 106 review encourages, but does not mandate, 
preservation, Sometimes there is no way for a needed project to 
proceed without harming historic properties. Section 106 review 
does ensure that preservation values are factored into federal 
agency planning and decisions. Because of Section 106, federal 
agencies must assume responsibility for the consequences of the 
projects they carry out, approve, or fund on historic properties 


and be publicly accountable for their decisions. 


The Owe'neh Bupingeh Preservation Project has 
had a profound impact on the Ohkay Owingeh 
community in New Mexico and is heralded as 

a model planning effort for Native American 
communities in historic settings. (mud plastering 


workshop photo by Tania Hammidi) 
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Understanding 
Section 106 Review 


Regulations issued by the ACHP spell out the Section 106 
review process, specifying actions federal agencies must take to 
meet their legal obligations. The regulations are published in the 
Code of Federal Regulations at 36 CFR Part 800, “Protection of 
Historic Properties,’ and can be found on the ACHP’s Web site 


at www.achp.gov. 


Federal agencies are responsible for initiating Section 106 review, 
most of which takes place between the agency and state and 
tribal or Native Hawaiian organization officials. Appointed by 
the governor, the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) 
coordinates the state's historic preservation program and consults 


with agencies during Section 106 review. 


Agencies also consult with officials of federally recognized Indian 
tribes when the projects have the potential to affect historic 
properties on tribal lands or historic properties of significance 

to such tribes located off tribal lands. Some tribes have officially 
designated Tribal Historic Preservation Officers (THPOs), 
while others designate representatives to consult with agencies 

as needed, In Hawaii, agencies consult with Native Hawaiian 
organizations (NHOs) when historic properties of religious and 


cultural significance to them may be affected. 


To successfully complete Section 106 review, 
federal agencies must do the following: 


> gather information to decide which properties in the 
area that may be affected by the project are listed, or are 
eligible for listing, in the National Register of Historic 


Places (referred to as “historic properties’); 


v 


determine how those historic properties might be affected; 


v 


explore measures to avoid or reduce harm (“adverse 
Pp 


effect”) to historic properties; and 


reach agreement with the SHPO/THPO (and the 


ACHP in some cases) on such measures to resolve any 


4 


adverse effects or, failing that, obtain advisory comments 


from the ACHP, which are sent to the head of the agency. 
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What are Historic Properties? 


In the Section 106 process, a historic property is a prehistoric 
or historic district, site, building, structure, or object included 
in or eligible for inclusion in the National Register of Historic 
Places. This term includes artifacts, records, and remains 

that are related to and located within these National Register 
properties. The term also includes properties of traditional 
religious and cultural importance to an Indian tribe or Native 
Hawaiian organization, so long as that property also meets the 


criteria for listing in the National Register. 


The National Register of Historic Places 


The National Register of Historic Places is the nation’s official 
list of properties recognized for their significance in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. It 
is administered by the National Park Service, which is part of 
the Department of the Interior. The Secretary of the Interior 
has established the criteria for evaluating the eligibility of 
properties for the National Register. In short, the property 


must be significant, be of a certain age, and have integrity: 


>» Significance. Is the property associated with events, 
activities, or developments that were important in the 
past? With the lives of people who were historically 
important? With distinctive architectural history, 
landscape history, or engineering achievements? Does it 
have the potential to yield important information through 


archaeological investigation about our past? 


v 


Age and Integrity. Is the property old enough to be 
considered historic (generally at least 50 years old) and 
does it still look much the way it did in the past? 


During a Section 106 review, the federal agency evaluates 
properties against the National Register criteria and seeks the 
consensus of the SHPO/THPO/tribe regarding eligibility. A 
historic property need not be formally listed in the National 
Register in order to be considered under the Section 106 
process. Simply coming to a consensus determination that a 
property is eligible for listing is adequate to move forward with 
Section 106 review. (For more information, visit the National 


Register Web site at www.cr.nps.gov/nt). 


When historic properties may be harmed, Section 106 review 
usually ends with a legally binding agreement that establishes 
how the federal agency will avoid, minimize, or mitigate the 


adverse effects. In the very few cases where this does not occur, 
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the ACHP issues advisory comments to the head of the agency 
who must then consider these comments in making a final 
decision about whether the project will proceed. 


Section 106 reviews ensure federal agencies fully consider 
historic preservation issues and the views of the public during 
project planning. Section 106 reviews do not mandate the 
approval or denial of projects. 


SECTION 106: WHAT IS AN 
ADVERSE EFFECT? 


If a project may alter characteristics that qualify a 


specific property for inclusion in the National Register 


ina manner that would diminish the integrity of 

the property, that project is considered to have an 
adverse effect. Integrity is the ability of a property to 
convey its significance, based on its location, design, 
setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, and association. 


Adverse effects can be direct or indirect 
and include the following: 
>» physical destruction or damage 


> alteration inconsistent with the Secretary of the 
Interior's Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties 
relocation of the property 
change in the character of the property's use or 
setting 
introduction of incompatible visual, atmospheric, 
or audible elements 
neglect and deterioration 

> transfer, lease, or sale of a historic property 
out of federal control without adequate 
preservation restrictions 
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Determining Federal 
Involvement 


If you are concerned about a proposed project and wondering 
whether Section 106 applies, you should first determine 
whether the federal government is involved. Will a federal 
agency fund or carry out the project? Is a federal permit, 
license, or approval needed? Section 106 applies only if a 
federal agency is carrying out the project, approving it, or 


funding it, so confirming federal involvement is critical. 


The National Register offers a rich diversity of 
properties such as Chicano Park in San Diego, 


California. (mural restoration photo by Ricardo Duffy, 


courtesy Caltrans) 
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IS THERE FEDERAL 
INVOLVEMENT? CONSIDER 
THE POSSIBILITIES: 


Is a federally owned or federally 
controlled property involved, such as 

a military base, park, forest, office 
building, post office, or courthouse? |s the 
agency proposing a project on its land, or would it 
have to provide a right-of-way or other approval to 
a private company for a project such as a pipeline or 
mine? 


Is the project receiving federal funds, 
grants, or loans? If it is a transportation project, 


frequent sources of funds are the Federal Highway 
Administration, the Federal Transit Administration, 
and the Federal Railroad Administration. Many 


local government projects receive funds from the 
Department of Housing and Urban Development. 
The Federal Emergency Management Agency 
provides funds for disaster relief. 


Does the project require a federal 
permit, license, or other approval? Often 
housing developments impact wetlands, so a U.S. 
Army Corps of Engineers permit may be required. 
Airport projects frequently require approvals from 
he Federal Aviation Administration. 


Many communications activities, including cellular 
ower construction, are licensed by the Federal 
Communications Commission. Hydropower and 
pipeline development requires approval from the 
Federal Energy Regulatory Commission. Creation of 
certain new bank branches must be approved by the 


Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation. 
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Interstate 70 at the Georgetown-Silver Plume 
National Historic Landmark, Colorado. Impacts to 
the historic mountain towns were expected due 


to the planned expansion of the interstate. (photo 


courtesy J.F. Sato & Associates) 


Sometimes federal involvement is obvious. Often, involvement 
is not immediately apparent. If you have a question, contact the 
project sponsor to obtain additional information and to inquire 
about federal involvement. All federal agencies have Web sites. 
Many list regional or local contacts and information on major 
projects. The SHPO/THPO/tribe, state or local planning 
commissions, or statewide historic preservation organizations 


may also have project information. 


Once you have identified the responsible federal agency, write 
to the agency to request a project description and inquire about 
the status of project planning. Ask how the agency plans to 
comply with Section 106, and voice your concerns. Keep the 


SHPO/THPO/tribe advised of your interest and contacts 
with the federal agency. 
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MONITORING FEDERAL 
ACTIONS 


The sooner you learn about proposed projects 
with federal involvement, the greater your chance of 
influencing the outcome of Section |06 review. 


Learn more about the history of your neighborhood, 
city, or state. Join a local or statewide preservation, 
historical, or archaeological organization. These 
organizations are often the ones first contacted by 
federal agencies when projects commence. 


If there is a clearinghouse that distributes information 
about local, state, tribal, and federal projects, make 
sure you or your organization is on its mailing list. 


Make the SHPO/THPO/tribe aware of your interest. 


Become more involved in state and local decision 
making. Local planning reviews may indicate whether 


here is federal involvement in a proposed project, so 


be mindful. Ask about the applicability of Section 106 


(© projects under state, tribal, or local review. Does 
your state, tribe, or community have preservation 
laws in place? If so, become knowledgeable about and 
active in the implementation of these laws. 


Review the local newspaper for notices abou 
projects being reviewed under other federal 
statutes, especially the National Environmental 
Policy Act (NEPA). Under NEPA, a federal agency 
must determine if its proposed major actions will 
significantly impact the environment. Usually, if 

an agency is preparing an Environmental Impact 
Statement under NEPA, it must also complete a 
Section 106 review for the project. 
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Working with Federal Agencies 


Throughout the Section 106 review process, federal agencies 
must consider the views of the public. This is particularly 
important when an agency is trying to identify historic 
properties that might be affected by a project and is considering 


ways to avoid, minimize, or mitigate harm to them. 


Agencies must give the public a chance to learn about the 
project and provide their views. How agencies publicize 
projects depends on the nature and complexity of the particular 


project and the agency's public involvement procedures. 


Public meetings are often noted in local newspapers and on 
television and radio. A daily government publication, the 
Federal Register (available at many public libraries and online 

at www.federalregister.gov), has notices concerning projects, 
including those being reviewed under NEPA. Federal agencies 
often use NEPA for purposes of public outreach under Section 
106 review. Agencies may also coordinate their NEPA and 


Section 106 reviews. 


Federal agencies also frequently contact local museums and 
historical societies directly to learn about historic properties 
and community concerns, In addition, organizations like 

the National Trust for Historic Preservation (NTHP) are 
actively engaged in a number of Section 106 consultations on 
projects around the country. The NTHP is a private, non- 


profit membership organization dedicated to saving historic 


hin. Cio. the GRoseck 
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places and revitalizing America’s communities. Organizations 
like the NTHP and your state and local historical societies 
and preservation interest groups can be valuable sources of 


information. Let them know of your interest. 


When the agency provides you with information, let the 
agency know if you disagree with its findings regarding what 
properties are eligible for the National Register of Historic 
Places or how the proposed project may affect them. Tell the 
agency—in writing—about any important properties that you 
think have been overlooked or incorrectly evaluated. Be sure to 


provide documentation to support your views. 


When the federal agency releases information about project 
alternatives under consideration, make it aware of the options 
you believe would be most beneficial. To support alternatives 
that would preserve historic properties, be prepared to discuss 
costs and how well your preferred alternatives would meet 
project needs. Sharing success stories about the treatment or 


reuse of similar resources can also be helpful. 


Applicants for federal assistance or permits, and their 
consultants, often undertake research and analyses on behalf of 
a federal agency. Be prepared to make your interests and views 
known to them, as well. But remember the federal agency is 
ultimately responsible for completing Section 106 review, so 


make sure you also convey your concerns directly to it. 


Hangar |, a historic dirigible 
hangar at Moffett Field at 
NASA Ames Research 
Center, California. The 
unique nature of this 
historic resource has drawn 
wide public, and some 
congressional, interest. 
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Influencing Project Outcomes 


In addition to seeking the views of the public, federal agencies 
must actively consult with certain organizations and individuals 
during review. This interactive consultation is at the heart of 


Section 106 review. 


Consultation does not mandate a specific outcome, Rather, it 
is the process of seeking, discussing, and considering the views 
of consulting parties about how project effects on historic 


properties should be handled. 


To influence project outcomes, you may work through the 
consulting parties, particularly those who represent your 
interests, For instance, if you live within the local jurisdiction 
where a project is taking place, make sure to express your views 
on historic preservation issues to the local government officials 


who participate in consultation. 


Residents in the Lower Mid-City Historic District 
in New Orleans express their opinions about 


the proposed acquisition and demolition of their 


properties for the planned new Department of 
Veterans Affairs and Louisiana State University 
medical centers which would replace the facilities 


damaged as a result of Hurricane Katrina. 
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You or your organization may want to take a more active 

role in Section 106 review, especially if you have a legal or 
economic interest in the project or the affected properties. You 
might also have an interest in the effects of the project as an 
individual, a business owner, or a member of a neighborhood 
association, preservation group, or other organization, Under 
these circumstances, you or your organization may write to the 


federal agency asking to become a consulting party. 


WHO ARE 
CONSULTING PARTIES? 


The following parties are entitled to participate as 
consulting parties during Section 106 review: 


» Advisory Council on Historic Preservation; 
> State Historic Preservation Officers; 


>» Federally recognized Indian tribes/THPOs; 


» Native Hawaiian organizations; 
» Local governments; and 
» Applicants for federal assistance, permits, 


licenses, and other approvals. 


Other individuals and organizations with a 
demonstrated interest in the project may participate 
in Section 106 review as consulting parties “due to 


the nature of their legal or economic relation to the 


undertaking or affected properties, or their concern 
with the undertaking’s effects on historic properties.” 
Their participation is subject to approval by the 
responsible federal agency. 
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When requesting consulting party status, explain in a letter to 
the federal agency why you believe your participation would be 
important to successful resolution. Since the SHPO/THPO 
or tribe will assist the federal agency in deciding who will 
participate in the consultation, be sure to provide the SHPO/ 
THPO or tribe with a copy of your letter. Make sure to 
emphasize your relationship with the project and demonstrate 


how your connection will inform the agency's decision making. 


If you are denied consulting party status, you may ask the 
ACHP to review the denial and make recommendations to 
the federal agency regarding your participation. However, the 


federal agency makes the ultimate decision on the matter. 


Consulting party status entitles you to share your views, receive 
and review pertinent information, offer ideas, and consider 
possible solutions together with the federal agency and other 
consulting parties, It is up to you to decide how actively you 


want to participate in consultation. 


fet fs okt red. 


Section 106 consultation with an Indian tribe 
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MAKING THE MOST OF 
CONSULTATION 


Consultation will vary depending on the federal 
agency's planning process and the nature of the project 
and its effects. 


Often consultation involves participants with a wide 
variety of concerns and goals. While the focus of some 
may be preservation, the focus of others may be time, 
cost, and the purpose to be served by the project. 


Effective consultation occurs when you: 


> keep an open mind; 


> state your interests clearly; 


> acknowledge that others have legitimate 
interests, and seek to understand and 
accommodate them; 


consider a wide range of options; 


identify shared goals and seek options that allow 
mutual gain; and 


bring forward solutions that meet the agency's 


needs. 


Creative ideas about alternatives—not complaints— 
are the hallmarks of effective consultation. 
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How the ACHP Can Help 


Under Section 106 review, most harmful effects are addressed 
successfully by the federal agency and the consulting parties 
without participation by the ACHP. So, your first points 

of contact should always be the federal agency and/or the 
SHPO/THPO. 


When thete is significant public controversy, or if the 

project will have substantial effects on important historic 
properties, the ACHP may elect to participate directly in the 
consultation. The ACHP may also get involved if important 
policy questions are raised, procedural problems arise, or if 
there are issues of concern to Indian tribes or Native Hawaiian 


organizations, 


Whether or not the ACHP becomes involved in consultation, 
you may contact the ACHP to express your views or to request 


guidance, advice, or technical assistance. Regardless of the 


Collect (ng Beinn tent 


A panel of ACHP members listen to comments 
during a public meeting. 
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scale of the project or the magnitude of its effects, the ACHP 
is available to assist with dispute resolution and advise on the 


Section 106 review process. 


If you cannot resolve disagreements with the federal agency 
regarding which historic properties are affected by a project 
or how they will be impacted, contact the ACHP. The ACHP 


may then advise the federal agency to reconsider its findings. 


CONTACTING THE ACHP: 
A CHECKLIST 


If you have questions about Section |06 that the 
SHPO/THPO/federal agency cannot answer, you 
may contact the ACHP. Try to have the following 
information available: 


» the name of the responsible federal agency and 
how it Is involved; 


> adescription of the project; 
» the historic properties involved; and 
» a clear statement of your concerns about the 


project and its effect on historic properties. 


If you suspect federal involvement but have been 
unable to verify it, or if you believe the federal agency 
or one of the other participants in review has not 


fulfilled its responsibilities under the Section 106 


regulations, you can ask the ACHP to investigate. In 
either case, be as specific as possible. 
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When Agencies Dont 
Follow the Rules 


A federal agency must conclude Section 106 review before 
making a decision to approve a project, or fund or issue a 
permit that may affect a historic property. Agencies should not 
make obligations or take other actions that would preclude 
consideration of the full range of alternatives to avoid or 
minimize harm to historic properties before Section 106 


review is complete. 


If the agency acts without properly completing Section 106 
review, the ACHP can issue a finding that the agency has 
prevented meaningful review of the project. This means that, 
in the ACHP’s opinion, the agency has failed to comply with 
Section 106 and therefore has not met the requirements of 


federal law. 


A vigilant public helps ensure federal agencies comply fully 
with Section 106, In response to requests, the ACHP can 
investigate questionable actions and advise agencies to take 
corrective action. As a last resort, preservation groups or 


individuals can litigate in order to enforce Section 106. 


If you are involved in a project and it seems to be getting off 
track, contact the agency to voice your concern. Call the SHPO 
or THPO to make sure they understand the issue. Call the 
ACHP if you feel your concerns have not been heard. 
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Following Through 


Milton Madison Bridge over the Ohio River 
between Kentucky and Indiana. Bridge projects 
can affect a variety of cultural and historic 


properties. (photo courtesy Wilbur Smith 


Associates/Michael Baker Engineers) 


After agreements are signed, the public may still play a role in 
the Section 106 process by keeping abreast of the agreements 
that were signed and making sure they are properly carried out. 


The public may also request status reports from the agency. 


Designed to accommodate project needs and historic values, 
Section 106 review relies on strong public participation. 
Section 106 review provides the public with an opportunity to 
influence how projects with federal involvement affect historic 
properties. By keeping informed of federal involvement, 
participating in consultation, and knowing when and whom to 
ask for help, you can play an active role in deciding the future of 


historic properties in your community, 


Section 106 review gives you a chance to weigh in when 
projects with federal involvement may affect historic properties 


you care about. Seize that chance, and make a difference! 
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Contact Information 


Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 


Office of Federal Agency Programs 
401| F Street, NW, Suite 308 
Washington, DC 20001-2637 
Phone: (202) 517-0200 

Fax: (202) 517-6381 

E-mail: achp@achp.gov 

Web site: www.achp.gov 


The ACHP's Web site includes more information about working 
with Section |06 and contact information for federal agencies, 
SHPOs, and THPOs. The ACHP also publishes Section 106 
Success Stories at www.achp.gov/sec | O6_successes.html. 


National Association of Tribal Historic 
Preservation Officers 


PO. Box 19189 

Washington, D.C. 20036-9189 
Phone: (202) 628-8476 

Fax: (202) 628-224 | 

E-mail: info@nathpo.org 

Web site: www.nathpo.org 


National Conference of State Historic 
Preservation Officers 


444 North Capitol Street, NW, Suite 342 
Washington, D.C. 20001 

Phone: (202) 624-5465 

Fax: (202) 624-5419 

Web site: www.ncshpo.org 

For the SHPO in your state, see: 
http://ncshpo.org/shpodirectory.shtml 
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National Park Service 


Heritage Preservation Services 
1849 C Street, NW (2255) 
Washington, D.C. 20240 
E-mail: NPS_HPS-info@nps.gov 
Web site: www.nps.gov/history 


ational Register of Historic Places 
1201 Eye Street, NW (2280) 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Phone: (202) 354-221 | 
Fax: (202) 371-6447 
E-mail: nr_reference@nps.gov 


Web site: www.nps.gov/nr 


National Trust for Historic Preservation 


2600 Virginia Avenue, NW 

Suite | 100 

Washington, DC 20037 

Phone: (800) 944-6847 or (202) 588-6000 
Fax: (202) 588-6038 

Web site: www.preservationnation.org 


Office of Hawaiian Affairs 


560 North Nimitz Highway 
Suite 200 

Honolulu, H| 96817 
Phone: (808) 594-1835 
Fax: (808) 594-1865 

E-mail: info@oha.org 

Web site: www.oha.org 
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Ohio Department of Transportation 
workers made an unanticipated 

archaeological discovery while working just 
north of Chillicothe along state Route 104. 
It is a remnant of an Ohio & Erie Canal 

viaduct. (photo courtesy Bruce W. Aument, 
Staff Archaeologist, ODOT/Office of 5 
Environmental Services) | 
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TO LEARN MORE 


For detailed information about the ACHP Section 106 review 
process, and our other activities, visit us at www.achp.gov or 
contact us at: 


Advisory Council on Historic Preservation 
401 F Street, NW, Suite 308 

Washington, DC 20001-2637 

Phone: (202) 517-0200 

Fax: (202) 517-6381 

E-mail: achp@achp.gov 


WWW.ACHP.GOV 


NEW YORK | Parks, Recreation, 

opportunity. | and Historic Preservation 
KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 


November 22, 2021 


Lori Blair 

Environmental Specialist 2, Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for requesting the comments of the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. Such impacts must be 
considered as part of the environmental review of the project pursuant to the National 
Environmental Policy Act and/or the State Environmental Quality 

Review Act (NY Environmental Conservation Law Article 8). 


We have reviewed the Section 106 initiation letter and Section106 Cultural Resources 
Screening Report that were submitted to our office on October 28", 2021. 


Based upon our review, we offer the following comments: 

1. We concur with the proposed APEs and it continues to be our opinion that no further 
survey work is warranted. Our office identified the following additional S/NR eligible 
historic resources within the project APEs, including: the Lithuanian Alliance at 307 
West 30" Street, the Hotel Irvin at 308 West 30" Street, and the Firehouse Engine 
Co. 34 at 440-442 West 38" Street. These resources have been linked to the project 
in CRIS. 

2. We have concerns that the proposed Central Park locations may not be appropriate, 
considering the park is a National Historic Landmark scenic landscape, including: the 
pole with 50-foot mast arm proposed for Central Park West and 61* Street; the pole 
with 30-foot mast arm proposed for Fifth Avenue between 60°" and 61° Streets; and 
the four locations within the park proposed for installation of new side-fire equipment. 
It is unclear what the size of the side-fire equipment is; please clarify so that the 
potential indirect visual impacts can be assessed. 

3. We recommend a pole-mounted detection point instead of mounting equipment 
directly to the High Line structure at the proposed location at the southwest corner of 
10" Avenue and West 30" Street 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


4. We have concerns with the potential visual impacts of the pole with mast arm 
propose for West 40" Street west of 9"" Avenue because it is within the S/NR eligible 
Paddy’s Market Historic District 

5. We also have concerns with mounting tolling equipment directly to the decorative 
brick piers of the Lincoln Tunnel north tube entrance. Can other locations nearby be 
found? Or could these detection points be pole-mounted or wall-mounted away from 
the decorative piers? 

6. We concur with the recommendation that an archaeological survey is unnecessary. 


If additional information or correspondence is required regarding this project it should be 
provided via our Cultural Resource Information System (CRIS) at 
www.nysparks.com/shpo/online-tools/ Once on the CRIS site, you can log in as a guest and 
choose "submit" at the very top menu. Next choose "submit new information for an existing 
project". You will need this project number and your e-mail address. If you have any questions, 
| am best reached via e-mail. 


Sincerely, 


O. Skea 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


cc: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC 
M. Santangelo, NYSDOT 
A. Price, US DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 
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STATE OF Governor 
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MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


December 6, 2021 


Upload via CRIS 

Olivia Brazee 

Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 189 

Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


Re: Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Brazee: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information to the 
New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties as part of continuing consultation for the 
for the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the 
Project). 


In correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO provided comments on the 
Cultural Resources Screening Report for the Project regarding proposed infrastructure 
and/or equipment at several locations, including on Central Park West near 61°! Street; 
on Fifth Avenue between 60" and 61°' Street; within Central Park; on the High Line 
structure at 10" Avenue; on West 40" Street west of 9" Avenue; and at the Lincoln 
Tunnel. In response to SHPO’s comments, the NYSDOT is providing the enclosed 
document with additional information for each of the aforementioned locations. 


A Section 106 Finding Documentation describing the assessment of effects on 
historic properties is currently being prepared for the Project. In accordance with 36 
CFR 800.16(1) and 36 CFR 800.5(a)(1), the assessment will consider the National 
Register-qualifying characteristics of historic properties in the APE and assess whether 
the Project would result in any alterations of those qualifying characteristics, and if so, if 
they are altered in a manner that would diminish the integrity of the property’s location, 
design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling or association. Once prepared, the 
NYSDOT will share a preliminary draft of the Finding Documentation with SHPO for 
review. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/df 

Encl: Additional Information in Response to SHPO’s Comments on the Cultural 
Resources Screening Report, Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. Epstein, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


Additional Information in Response to SHPO’s Comments on the Cultural Resources Screening Report 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 
Central Park West 


The Project includes the installation of a new 26-foot-tall pole on the east side of Central Park West with 
a narrow profile, 50-foot mast arm extending over the Central Park West roadbed (see rendering below). 
The new pole would be near the intersection of Central Park West and Columbus Circle, where there is a 
variety of modern street infrastructure including light poles with traffic lights mounted on mast arms that 
extend over the roadways, a subway elevator housed in a metal structure on the sidewalk, and other large 
modern buildings and objects including the large metal globe structure associated with a modern hotel 
building across Central Park West from the proposed pole location (see photo below). 


Central Park West is 63 feet wide with 2 traffic lanes, 1 parking lane, 1 90-degree parking lane, and a bike 
lane with buffer. Because of the width and lack of islands or positive separation, the road is treated as 5 
virtual lanes and 1 bike lane. 


The presence of subway infrastructure approximately 2 feet below the roadway precludes the use of the 
west side of Central Park West for tolling infrastructure. Many different design options were considered 
for this location. However, because of the constraints of the road width and the location of the subway 
infrastructure, the proposed design utilizing a 50-foot mast arm was the only feasible and practical option. 


The 50-foot mast arm shown in the below rendering is the only way to meet the system requirements of 
the Project. A side-fire option would require one side-fire per 12 feet of roadway and could not cover all 
lanes without missing some vehicles from occlusion. 


Central Park West Between 60" and 61 Streets - RENDERING showing proposed pole. 
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View north along Central Park West from Columbus Circle showing existing conditions along the street 
corridor. (Google street view) 


Sth Avenue Between 60" and 61° Streets 


The Project includes the replacement of an existing modern streetlight pole on the west side of 5" Avenue 
with a new light pole of a similar appearance, with tolling system equipment, including a side-fire and 
small equipment box at the same location. A pole with 30-foot mast arm is proposed on the east side of 
Fifth Ave, where The Pierre Hotel is located (see rendering below). In the vicinity, there is a variety of 
modern street infrastructure, including light poles with traffic lights mounted on mast arms that extend 
over the roadways (for example - see photo below). 


5" Avenue is 46 feet wide with 4 traffic lanes and 1 parking lane. A side-fire is proposed on the west side 
of Fifth Ave, which is on the Central Park side of the street. The 30-foot mast arm is the only way to meet 
the system performance requirements of the Project. A side-fire option, two on each side, could not cover 
the width of the roadway without missing some vehicles from occlusion. 


View southeast across 5‘ Avenue just north of 60" Street - RENDERING showing proposed poles and 
mast arm. 
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View north along 5‘ Avenue across East 60" Street showing existing conditions along the street corridor. 


Note existing traffic signals and poles. The proposed pole is just to the north of (beyond) the intersection. 
(Google street view) 


Central Park Internal Sites — 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would place new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at three 
locations just inside Central Park near Central Park South (59th Street). On the park roads connecting to 
Seventh Avenue and Sixth Avenue (West Drive and Center Drive, respectively), the Project would replace 
one existing streetlight pole inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street on each road with a 
new streetlight pole with tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box (see renderings 
below). On the park road connecting to Grand Army Plaza (East Drive), the Project would replace two 
existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles 
that support tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box. These replacement streetlight 
poles would be in the same location and have the same appearance as the existing, modern streetlight 
poles, and the tolling system equipment mounted on them would use matching color schemes to blend 
with the appearance of the poles. 


The size of the proposed equipment is as follows: 
e Toll Equipment Cabinet — 44” x 29” x 25” 
e Meter Cabinet — 18” x 30” x 18” 
e Side Fire -10” x 14”x 39” 
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West Drive at 7 Avenue and 59‘ Street — RENDERING showing proposed replacement pole and 
equipment. 


Center Drive at 6° Avenue and 59" Street —- RENDERING showing replacement p 


ole and equipment. 


East Drive between Grand Army Plaza and 61° Street —- RENDERING showing replacement poles and 
equipment. 


High Line 


Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed on the High Line at the 
intersection of 10" Avenue and West 30" Street. As proposed, new detection equipment would be 
mounted on an existing girder on the underside of the High Line structure crossing 10 Avenue (see 
rendering below). A small equipment cabinet would also be mounted on a column of the High Line 
structure at the southwest corner of 10 Avenue and West 30" Street (see rendering below). The 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be of minimal visibility and would be consistent with 
the type of infrastructure already mounted on the structure including signage, traffic lights, and 
pedestrian traffic signals. 


The width of 10° Street is 60 feet with 5 lanes. The proposed design as shown is the only option to meet 
the system requirements of the Project. A side-fire option (one each side of the road) could not cover all 
of the lanes without missing some vehicles from occlusion. 


Associated equipment cabinets could be installed on a separate pole instead of the High Line steel 
structure, but the over the roadway tolling equipment clusters must be installed on the underside of the 
High Line steel structure. 


The Project Sponsor is coordinating with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) to 
locate tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on PANYNJ property associated with the Lincoln 
and Holland Tunnels. If PANYNJ approves the use of its property, the Project Sponsor can eliminate several 
detection points on local streets near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels This site would be removed from 
the Project if a Host Site Agreement with PANYNJ is executed. 


View north along 10 Avenue towards the High Line — RENDERING showing proposed detection 
equipment on the underside of the structure. Note existing signs, traffic lights and pedestrian traffic 
signals on the structure. 


View southeast from West 30" Street towards 10° Avenue = RENDERING showing proposed equipment 


on the side of the High Line structure. Note existing signs, traffic lights and pedestrian traffic signals on 
the structure. 
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West 40" Street west of 9'* Avenue 


Anew pole with a 25-foot mast arm extending over West 40" Street would be installed on the north side 
of the street east of the building entrance of 541 9° Avenue (see rendering below). The proposed pole 
would be installed on the concrete sidewalk located in the northwestern corner of the Paddy’s Market 
Historic District. The new pole would have a profile similar to other standard NYCDOT poles, with the 
mounted tolling system equipment of a small size. There is a variety of existing infrastructure in the vicinity 
and elsewhere in the district, including traffic lights mounted on arms that extend over the roadways (see 
photo below). 


This site would be removed from the Project if a Host Site Agreement with PANYNS is executed. 


ie z — es = Se aes 
View northeast along 40" Street - RENDERING showing proposed pole and 25-foot mast arm. 
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Bus Terminal! 
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View west across 9" Avenue at West 40" Street showing existing conditions along the street corridor 
within the northern end of the Paddy’s Market Historic District. The proposed pole and mast arm would 
be just beyond the intersection shown in the background of the photo. (Google street view) 


Lincoln Tunnel 


At the north portal, tolling system equipment consisting of four clusters of tolling system equipment 
would be mounted on the brick portal entry walls on either side of the portal roadway. The tolling 
equipment would be mounted on one pier on either side of the portal roadway, consisting of a set of two 
tolling clusters that would be mounted vertically, fitting within the central recessed brick panel created 
by the surrounding brick patterning, so as not to affect the design of the pier structure (see rendering 
below). The brick piers have each been previously modified with the installation of a modern light fixture. 
The tolling system equipment proposed at the three entry portals would be of a small size, minimally 
visible, and consistent with other existing infrastructure at the tunnel portals that are mounted on the 
portal walls, including conduits, piping, traffic lights, lighting, cameras, and signage. 


The SHPO commented on the mounting of tolling equipment directly to the decorative brick piers of the 
Lincoln Tunnel north tube entrance. The side-fire could be mounted in a different orientation on the 
column to be hidden or a separate pole installed. Wall mounting away from the decorative piers at this 
site isn’t an option due to the lower height of the walls. 


Note that this site is only viable if PANYNJ property access is granted (contingent on executing Host Site 
Agreement with PANYNJ). 


View towards north tube of Lincoln Tunnel — RENDERING showing proposed infrastructure and 
equipment. 


From: Blair, Lori E (DOT) <Lori.Blair@dot.ny.gov> 


Sent: Thursday, December 23, 2021 8:24 AM 

To: mark_eberle@nps.gov; kathryn_schlegel@nps.gov; Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); 
andreagoldwyn@nylandmarks.org; Cuff, David (Parks); Gina Santucci (LPC) 

Ce: robert.davies (robert. davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov; 


Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Williamson, Ann (DOT); C. de Cerreno, 
Allison; Flax, Leah; jschneider@mtabt.org; Desantis, Romolo; Julie Cowing; Claudia 
Cooney; Timoney, Caitlin; Hannah Brockhaus 


Subject: Central Business District Tolling Program - OPRHP 21PR06430 Section 106 Consultation 

Attachments: CBDTP Section 106 CP Mtg 1_Presentation FIN 12-16-21.pdf; CBDTP Section 106 
Meeting Summary_12-22-2021,pdf; CBDTP Project Info for Consulting Parties December 
2021 .pdf 

Good morning, 


The Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) Project Team would like to again thank you for your interest in the 
Project and for attending the Section 106 Consulting Parties meeting on December 16". As discussed during the 
meeting, the attached information is being provided to the Consulting Parties to supplement the information presented 
during the meeting. Attached please find: 
¢ Apdf of the presentation from the December 16" meeting 
e Meeting notes and a list of attendees 
e Adocument summarizing project information; a description of the Area of Potential Effects (APE) as defined in 
consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO); historic properties identified in the APE; and 
proposed project-related activities on/in/in the vicinity of the identified historic properties. 


We are seeking your input on the historic properties and potential effects of the Project on those properties, Please 
provide your comments by January 12, 2022. 


Please send your comments to me and do not hesitate to contact me at the numbers below, if you have any questions. 


Thank you, 
Lori 


Lori E. Blair 
Environmental Specialist 2, Environmental Impact Statements & Special Projects Bureau 


New York State Department of Transportation 
Office of Environment 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1, Albany, NY 12232 
(518) 485-5632 | Jori.blair@dot.ny.gov 
www.dot.ny.gov 


NEWYORK | Department of 


Borchtiary Transportation 


NEW YORK | Parks, Recreation, 

opportunity. | and Historic Preservation 
KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 


December 30, 2021 


Lori Blair 

Environmental Specialist 2, Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. 


We have reviewed your letter and the additional information provided to our office on December 
6", 2021. Based upon our review, we offer the following comments: 

1. We are still concerned that the pole with 50-foot mast arm proposed for Central Park 
West would negatively impact views of the park and would likely alter the setting 
associated with the park’s western boundary and character-defining stone retaining 
wall. We have no concerns with the other Central Park locations. 

2. We have no concerns with the equipment boxes proposed to be mounted on the 
underside of the High Line, however we continue to recommend that the side- 
mounted cabinet be pole-mounted rather than mounted directly onto the High Line 
structure. 

3. We have no concerns with the West 40" Street and 9" Avenue location. 

4. We would appreciate further clarification regarding the Lincoln Tunnel north tube 
location. It is unclear what is meant by “the side-fire could be mounted in a different 
orientation on the column to be hidden.” If pole-mounting is an option, we would 
recommend that instead of mounting directly to the decorative brick pier. 

If you have any questions, | am best reached via e-mail. 


Sincerely, 


O. Skea 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


Cc: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC 
M. Santangelo, NYSDOT 
A. Price, US DOT 
New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 


Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


THE NEW YORK 
LANDMARKS 
CONSERVANCY 


January 12, 2022 


Lori Blair 

Environmental Specialist 2, Environmental Impact Statements & Special Projects Bureau 
Office of Environment 

New York State Department of Transportation 

lori.blair@dot.ny.gov 


Re: Central Business District Tolling Program - Section 106 Review 


Dear Ms. Blair, 


The New York Landmarks Conservancy is pleased to participate in the Section 106 review for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP). We thank you for the December 16 presentation 
and accompanying materials. 


The Area of Potential Impacts for this project covers hundreds of Manhattan blocks that include 
several dozen landmarks and historic districts under the purview of the New York City Landmarks 
Preservation Commission and the New York State Historic Preservation Office. Our review of this 
proposal looks to ensure that installation of tolling equipment does not cause damage to historic 
fabric or detract from historic sites. 


We appreciate that the CBDTP will tailor installation of tolling equipment to the many specific sites. 
At some locations, such as the Lincoln Tunnel (resource 27) or Dover Street parking lot (resource 3), 
the new equipment will be attached to existing infrastructure. The tolling equipment is fairly small in 
proportion to the existing structures, and will have a minimal effect. 


Some new equipment does threaten to have a substantial visual impact on historic resources. There 
are several planned installations within Central Park (resources 39 a and b). The Park is a scenic 
landmark, known for its landscape design and its pastoral beauty. The proposed installations would 
have a negative impact on both. As there is no regular vehicular traffic within the Park, moving the 
tolling equipment outside of the Park could mitigate this impact. Nearby installations along 60" 
Street at Fifth Avenue and Park Avenue (resources 40- 42) will create visual clutter that diminishes 
these streetscapes. 


We are also mindful of other proposals to install equipment, such as cell phone technology, across 
the City, and want to raise the concern that all of these installations, along with existing street 
furniture and sidewalk sheds, create a cumulative effect of cacophony on New York's streets. We ask 
that in every instance, the CBDTP takes the most minimal approach available to prevent this effect. 


Thank you for the opportunity to present the Conservancy's views. Please do not hesitate to reach 
out should you require clarification on any of the above comments. 


Sincerely, 


forbeem (pumy— 


Andrea Goldwyn 
Director of Public Policy 


One Whitehall Street, New York, NY 10004 


tel 212.995.5260 | fax 212.995.5268 | nylandmarks.org 


From: Cuff, David (Parks) <David.Cuff@parks.ny¢c.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 2:57 PM 

To: ‘Blair, Lori E (DOT); mark_eberle@nps.gov; kathryn_schlegel@nps.gov; Brazee, Olivia 
(PARKS); andreagoldwyn@nylandmarks.org; Gina Santucci (LPC) 

Ce: robert. davies (robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov; 
Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Williamson, Ann (DOT); C. de Cerreno, 
Allison; Flax, Leah; jschneider@mtabtorg; Desantis, Romoto; Julie Cowing; Claudia 
Cooney; Timoney, Caitlin; Hannah Brockhaus 

Subject: RE: Central Business District Tolling Program - OPRHP 21PR06430 Section 106 
Consultation 

Hi Lori, 


We have a few comments on the Project Information document. The comments stem from some of the project 
information we have reviewed to date. For this reason, | included all recipients of the original email as there may need 
to be coordination to address the comments. If anyone wants to follow up directly with me, feel free. 


© Page 35 ~ “The Project Sponsors would coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy in the 
design and final location of the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park” 


© Some coordination has occurred to date. Should this rather be stating coordination with NYC Parks "has" 
occurred? Are the Project Sponsors going to come back to do additional coordination with NYC Parks 
and CPC? And, if more coordination with NYC Parks and CPC will occur, shouldn't the same coordination 
efforts occur with NYC Parks and Friends of the High Line regarding the High Line? 


© Page 40 ~ “In Central Park, new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be minimized by 
limiting them to four locations along the existing park roadway system...” 


© Disagree with how this is phrased - It is not being “limited” to four locations. The locations are dictated 
by the existing park access points to the CBD. 


© Page 40—“NYC Parks and the Central Park Conservancy would coordinate in designing and placing the tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment in Central Park.” 
o Same Comment as above for Page 35. 


We also have a general comment on the project- 


e For Central Park and Grand Army Plaza - We would like confirmation the equipment on poles would be painted 
the same color as the poles. Also, is it at all possible that equipment be placed higher on poles in these 
locations? 


Thanks- 


David Cuff 
Director of Environmental Review 
Planning and Development 


T 212.360,3492 
C 917-908-5221 


F 212.380.3453 
E Dayid Cuff@parks.nys.gov 


NYC Parks 

The Arsenal, Central Park 
830 Fifth Avanue, Room 401 
New York, NY 10065 
nyc.goviparks 
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ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


Project number: 77DOTO30Y (DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION) 
Project: Central Business District Tolling 
Date Received: 10/29/2021 


Comments: LPC review of “CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING 
PROGRAM, Cultural Resources Screening Report, SHPO Project Review No: 
21PR06430, October 2021” has been conducted. Comments are as follows. 


Architecture: 


Table 1, “Historic Properties in the Study Area”. The following items need to be 
corrected: 


Item 4, Manhattan Bridge. The Arch and Colonnade are LPC designated. The bridge 
structure/deck itself is not LPC designated or eligible. 

Item 16, U.S. Post Office-Morgan General Mail Facility appears LPC eligible. 

Item 20, St. Michael’s RC Church Complex appears LPC eligible. 


The NRE Paddy's Market Historic District does not appear LPC eligible. 


LPC notes that the document states that no new tolling equipment would be installed 
on the LPC designated Brooklyn Bridge, therefore no adverse effect is anticipated to 
the bridge. 


Section 3.2.2, “Manhattan Bridge.” The Arch and Colonnade are LPC designated. The 
bridge structure/deck itself is not LPC designated or eligible. 


Regarding additional NRE properties listed by the SHPO in their letter of 11/22/21, 
none of these properties appear LPC eligible. 


e The Lithuanian Alliance, 307 West 30" Street. 
e Hotel Irvin, 308 West 30" Street. 
e Firehouse, Engine Co. 34, 440-442 West 38" Street. 


The following LPC designated historic districts: Gansevoort Market, Tribeca North, 
Tribeca West, and the South St. Seaport HD and Extension include original Belgian 
block pavers and bluestone sidewalks as contributing features. Please see the 
following LPC guidance for any proposed work on sidewalks or protected paving: 


https://wwwi.nyc.gov/assets/Ipc/downloads/pdf/LPCPermitGuidebook Chapteri0 Si 
dewalks.pdf 
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Additionally, LPC concurs with the SHPO finding of 12/30/21 that the pole with 50- 
foot mast arm proposed for Central Park West would negatively impact views of the 
park and would likely alter the setting associated with the park’s western boundary 
and character-defining stone retaining wall. There are no concerns with the other 
Central Park locations. 


Regarding archaeology, LPC concurs with the finding that: 


"Extensive prior disturbance associated with historic land modifications and 
construction of the existing transportation facilities and existing utilities has reduced 
the archaeological potential such that the presence of intact archaeological deposits 
is highly unlikely within the very limited areas of ground disturbance proposed by the 
Project. Based on the extent of previous disturbance, there is no potential for intact 
archaeological resources and so an archaeological survey is not recommended.” 
P.23. There are no further archeological concerns. 


Cc: NYS SHPO 
(me \audacer 

1/13/2022 
SIGNATURE DATE 


Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 


File Name: 34621 FSO _DNP_11052021.docx 


From: Eberle, Mark D <mark_eberle@nps.gov> 


Sent: Friday, January 28, 2022 3:37 PM 

To: Blair, Lori E (DOT); kathryn_schlegel@nps.gov; Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); 
andreagoldwyn@nylandmarks.org; Cuff, David (Parks); Gina Santucci (LPC) 

Ce: robert.davies (robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov,; 


Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Lestie, Catherine S. (DOT); Williamson, Ann (DOT); C. de Cerreno, 
Allison; Flax, Leah; jschneider@mtabt.org; Desantis, Romolo; Julie Cowing; Claudia 
Cooney; Timoney, Caitlin; Hannah Brockhaus; Slater, Mark P; Racine, Laurel A 

Subject: Re: [EXTERNAL] Central Business District Tolling Program - OPRHP 21PR06430 Section 
106 Consultation 


Hi Lori, 

Thanks for coordinating this information with the National Park Service and the additional time to 
review. Below are comments on the project information document that you provided from the December 16, 
2021 meeting. 


« Werecommend that you consider completing a traffic pattern study or examination of the area arounc 
the Central Park NHL to see if the tolling system will change existing traffic patterns and usage. For 
example, will the tolls cause more cars to "cut through" Central Park to turn around and avoid entering 
the toll area? 

¢ We want to confirm that no tolling device will be installed on historic structures; if so, we request that 
it be installed in a way that it can be easily removed without damage to the structure and associated 
historic fabric, 


We look forward to further discussion on these topics as we proceed through the Section 106 process. 


Any question, please let me know- 
Thanks, 
Mark 


Mark Eberle 

External Review Coordinator / Resource Planning Specialist 
National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 

Resource Planning and Compliance Division 

1234 Market Street, 20th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19107 
Phone: 215-597-1258 Mobile: 267-315-1631 


DO! folks: check out the new and improved RPC Division SharePoint Site 


From: Brazee, Olivia (PARKS) <Olivia.Brazee@parks.ny.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, March 9, 2022 8:54 AM 

To: Blair, Lori E (DOT) <Lori.Blair@dot.ny.gov>; robert.davies (robert.davies@dot.gov) <robert.davies@dot.gov>; Pavlik, 
Monica (FHWA) <Monica.Pavlik@dot.gov>; anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA) <kaylie.kramer@dot.gov>; 
Eberle, Mark D <mark_eberle@nps.gov>; Slater, Mark P <Mark_Slater@nps.gov>; Schlegel, Kathryn A 
<Kathy_Schlegel@nps.gov>; C. de Cerreno, Allison <allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org>; Angel, Nichola 
<nangel@mtabt.org>; Romolo Desantis <Rdesanti@mtabt.org> 

Cc: Mackey, Linda (PARKS) <Linda.Mackey@parks.ny.gov>; Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT) <Catherine.Leslie@dot.ny.gov>; 
Cuff, David (Parks) <David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov>; Lindsay.Quartini@parks.ny; wullom@dot.nyc.gov; 
WCarry@dot.nyc.gov; Julie Cowing <jcowing@akrf.com>; McNamara, lan <lan.McNamara@wsp.com>; Reis, Sergio 
(TBTA) <sreis@mtabt.org>; Timoney, Caitlin <Caitlin. Timoney@hdrinc.com>; Lindsay.Quartini@parks.nyc.gov; Friman, 
Paul <pfriman@mtabt.org>; Oliva, Louis <LOLIVA@mtahq.org>; Simeon, Jean <jsimeon@dot.nyc.gov>; Lloyd, Timothy 


(PARKS) <Timothy.Lloyd@parks.ny.gov>; Christopher M. Calvert <ccalvert@akrf.com>; Cumming, Beth (PARKS) 
<Beth.Cumming@parks.ny.gov>; LaFrank, Kathleen (PARKS) <Kathleen.LaFrank@parks.ny.gov> 


Subject: RE: CBDTP Section 106 - Central Park West Mast Arm (SHPO #21PR06430) 


Hello, All, 

Our office met with the NPS on Wednesday, 3/2 to discuss the Central Park West pole-and-mast arm and to review 
together the renderings and other project materials- we had an interesting and productive discussion. At this point, we 
would like to request a few more specific pieces of information and materials that we think will help us arrive at a 
finding of No Adverse Effect. Specifically, these items are as follows: 

e Could new renderings be provided that show the pole-and-mast arm finished in a lighter color, like the 
standard DOT lightpole silver/gray? A lighter finish color may help the installation blend in more with the 
immediate context 

e What is the expected “shelf life” of this tolling technology? Could there be an agreement put in place that 
would require removal of the pole-and-mast arm once the tolling technology becomes obsolete, or gets 
replaced with new technology? In a similar vein, could there be an agreement put in place that would prohibit 
the installation or mounting of anything besides the tolling equipment on the pole-and-mast arm? 

e ls there a different material and design that could be specified for the construction of the pole-and-mast arm 
that would allow for smaller and less obtrusive pole and mast-arm diameters and that would be more 
consistent with the scale and design of existing streetscape lighting and traffic signal structures? 
Stronger (titanium alloy?) material? Reducing the mast arm diameter and adding a tension bracket? 
The scale (bulk) and design of the current structure appears more fitting for a multilane highway than 
the setting of a world-renowned National Historic Landmark. 

e Could the overhead lane detection devices be smaller in size (i.e. only house the bare minimum 
amount of equipment needed for detecting vehicle information). If overhead devices were half the 
size/weight, the size and height of the mast arm pole could potentially be reduced and less obtrusive. 

e Could street trees be planted next to the installation, to help it blend in more with the immediate context? 

e Could a scale elevation drawing be provided that shows the proposed pole-and-mast arm in situ, with its 
dimensions (as currently proposed) shown in comparison with the dimensions of the surrounding features, 
such as the CP stone retaining wall, the newsstand kiosk, the subway entrance across CPW, and other street 
furniture? This should help us better understand the scale of the installation. 

Let me know if you have questions about any of the above, or if you’d like to meet to discuss. 
Regards, 
“Olivia 


Olivia Brazee (she/her/hers) 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
Division for Historic Preservation 


New York State Parks, Recreation & Historic Preservation 
Peebles Island State Park, P.O. Box 189, Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


518-268-2182 | cell - 518-948-2067 | olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov 
https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


From: 
Sent: 
To: 


Cec: 


Subject: 
Attachments: 


Good afternoon, 


Blair, Lori E (DOT) <Lori.Blair@dot.ny.gov> 

Wednesday, March 16, 2022 3:19 PM 

Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); robert.davies (robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, Monica (FHWA); 
anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Eberle, Mark D; Slater, Mark P; Schlegel, 
Kathryn A; C. de Cerreno, Allison; Angel, Nichola; Romolo Desantis 

Mackey, Linda (PARKS); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Cuff, David (Parks); Young, Sybil 
(Parks); wullom@dot.nyc.gov; WCarry@dot.nyc.gov; Julie Cowing; McNamara, lan; Reis, 
Sergio (TBTA); Timoney, Caitlin; Lindsay.Quartini@parks.nyc.gov; Friman, Paul; Oliva, 
Louis; Simeon, Jean; Lloyd, Timothy (PARKS); Christopher M. Calvert; Cumming, Beth 
(PARKS); LaFrank, Kathleen (PARKS); zparmenter@dot.nyc.gov; Claudia Cooney 

RE: CBDTP Section 106 - Central Park West Mast Arm (SHPO #21PR06430) 

Response to SHPO-NPS_2022-3-16.docx; CPW Surrounding Feature Dimensions DFT v1 
3-15-22.pdf; 22-0311 W60-8 CPW with views from Central Park.pdf 


The project team has prepared responses to the questions below and prepared the requested renderings. 


For your consideration, attached please find the comments/responses document and the following supporting 


materials: 


e Renderings of the proposed Central Park West pole in three different colors: Central Park Green, NYCDOT 
silver/grey, and NYCDOT black finishes. Also included are the associated color swatches. 
e Elevation, plan and photos depicting the surrounding infrastructure and heights relative to the proposed Central 


Park West pole. 


Please don’t hesitate to contact me if you have any questions or need anything else to assist in preparing your 
recommendation of a 106 finding for the Project. We are hoping to receive your opinion as soon as possible. 


Thanks, 


Lori 


CBD Tolling 
Responses to SHPO & NPS comments dated March 9, 2022 


March 16, 2022 


Could new renderings be provided that show the pole-and-mast arm finished in a lighter color, 
like the standard DOT lightpole silver/gray? A lighter finish color may help the installation blend 
in more with the immediate context. 

Please see attached renderings and color swatches, which show Central Park Green, NYCDOT 
silver/grey, and NYCDOT black finishes. The Design Build Operate & Maintain (DBOM) architect 
(Dattner) extensively reviewed the aesthetic environment of the Central Park West (CPW) 
streetscape in coordination with NYCDOT and determined that a black finish would maintain 
the visual continuity of the existing infrastructure along CPW, which is finished in black. From a 
pedestrian perspective, this continuity of finish within the streetscape is key to a contextual 
installation that doesn't stand out. While the infrastructure within Columbus Circle is 
galvanized/gray, the proposed pole is not within Columbus Circle proper and is instead a part of 
the CPW streetscape. Also, although the infrastructure within Central Park is finished in Central 
Park Green, the proposed pole is not within Central Park. There is no Central Park Green 
finished streetscape infrastructure in the immediate vicinity of the proposed pole, and thus, 
Dattner determined that a Central Park Green finish would call more attention to this pole. 


What is the expected “shelf life” of this tolling technology? Could there be an agreement put in 
place that would require removal of the pole-and-mast arm once the tolling technology 
becomes obsolete, or gets replaced with new technology? In a similar vein, could there be an 
agreement put in place that would prohibit the installation or mounting of anything besides the 
tolling equipment on the pole-and-mast arm? 

The expected shelf life of the tolling equipment is 10 years. The DBOM contract includes 
provisions allowing TBTA to have the equipment and pole removed, replaced and/or upgraded 
to new technology. The Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between NYCDOT and TBTA 
restricts any equipment other than the tolling equipment from being installed on the pole and 
mast arms. 


Is there a different material and design that could be specified for the construction of the pole- 
and-mast arm that would allow for smaller and less obtrusive pole and mast-arm diameters 
and that would be more consistent with the scale and design of existing streetscape lighting 
and traffic signal structures? Stronger (titanium alloy?) material? Reducing the mast arm 
diameter and adding a tension bracket? The scale (bulk) and design of the current structure 
appears more fitting for a multilane highway than the setting of a world-renowned National 
Historic Landmark. 

The AASHTO Standard Specifications for Structural Supports for Highway Signs, Luminaires, and 
Traffic Signals is the Professional Engineering Design Standard is followed for the Structural 
Design of the poles. Additional Standards/Codes such as ACI 318, Building Code Requirements 
for Structure Concrete, ASCE 7-16, Minimum Design Loads and Associated Criteria for Buildings 
and Other Structures are also followed for the Structural Design. NYCDOT Guidelines, such as 
the NYC Street Design Manual are followed for clearance dimensions between the proposed 
poles and existing NYC street furniture. The proposed design is the minimal size possible given 
the operational needs to provide coverage for the full width of the 63’ (six-lane) roadway on 
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Central Park West. For public safety, the AASHTO requirements dictate design standards and 
materials used regardless of location. 


Could the overhead lane detection devices be smaller in size (i.e. only house the bare minimum 
amount of equipment needed for detecting vehicle information). If overhead devices were half 
the size/weight, the size and height of the mast arm pole could potentially be reduced and less 
obtrusive. 

The overall size of the tolling equipment detection device housing is governed by the required 
equipment within the housing needed to meet the project's operational requirements, the 
thermal loads of the internal components, and maintenance serviceability. Dattner Architects 
developed the housing for the tolling equipment with the specific goal to minimize visual impact 
and work within the urban environment. The foundation of Dattner's approach to minimizing 
visual impact was to minimize the number of parts, thus minimizing the number of exposed 
cables, connections, and potential for discrepancies in materials or finish amongst elements. 
When viewed from the perspective and speed of a pedestrian, the sides and bottom of the 
housing are the predominant expression of the system. Creases have been introduced to the 
sides of the housing, creating facets that provide shadow play, break down the mass of the 
enclosure and provide a design continuity throughout the system. Angled skirting at the bottom 
of the enclosure further integrates the antenna housing into the overall form and the single 
expression, again minimizing the visual impact by reducing the number of discreet elements. 


In comparison to a standard NYCDOT three section traffic signal, the overhead lane detection 
cluster is approximately 21% smaller. The overhead lane detection cluster measures 
approximately 34”x13”, while the standard NYCDOT three section signal head measures 
approximately 40”x14”. 


The size of the mast arm and pole are governed by multiple factors outside of the size of the 
tolling equipment, including the length and rigidity of the mast arm and wind load requirements 
of the mast arm itself. Even if the tolling equipment could be reduced in size, a change would 
not appreciably change the size of the pole or arm with a 50' length. 


Could street trees be planted next to the installation, to help it blend in more with the 
immediate context? 

Note that there are currently two street trees on this block, in addition to the trees within 
Central Park that overhang the sidewalk outside of the park. The Project Sponsors will consider 
the planting of additional street trees, in coordination with NYCDRP. 


Could a scale elevation drawing be provided that shows the proposed pole-and-mast arm in situ, 
with its dimensions (as currently proposed) shown in comparison with the dimensions of the 
surrounding features, such as the CP stone retaining wall, the newsstand kiosk, the subway 
entrance across CPW, and other street furniture? This should help us better understand the 
scale of the installation. 

Please see the attached document “CPW Surrounding Feature Dimensions DFT v1 3-15-22” for a 
dimensioned elevation and plan drawing as well as a marked-up rendering to show the heights 
of other relevant infrastructure. 


On the east side of the street, the Central Park stone wall is roughly 16' behind the proposed 
pole. The metal vendor building is roughly 5' south and 12' behind the proposed pole. The 


2 


seating area is roughly 5' north and 10' behind the proposed pole. The subway entrance is 
roughly 27' south of the proposed pole and behind the metal vendor building. The nearby 
newsstand kiosk is approximately 15’ tall and the traffic signal pole located further south near 
Columbus Circle is approximately 20’-2” tall. 


On the west side of the street, there is a decorative streetlamp that is approximately 26’-7” tall 
and it stands next to a NYCT subway elevator shaft that is approximately 17’ tall. Another traffic 
signal pole is located further south near Columbus Circle, and it is approximately 20’-2” tall. 
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From: Cuff, David (Parks) <David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, March 17, 2022 10:57 AM 

To: ‘Blair, Lori E (DOT)'; Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); robert.davies (robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, 
Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Eberle, Mark D; Slater, 
Mark P; Schlegel, Kathryn A; C. de Cerreno, Allison; Angel, Nichola; Romolo Desantis 

Ce: Mackey, Linda (PARKS); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Young, Sybil (Parks); Ullom, William; 
Carry, William; Julie Cowing; McNamara, lan; Reis, Sergio (TBTA); Timoney, Caitlin; 
Quartini, Lindsay (Parks); Friman, Paul; Oliva, Louis; Simeon, Jean; Lloyd, Timothy 
(PARKS); Christopher M. Calvert; Cumming, Beth (PARKS); LaFrank, Kathleen (PARKS); 
zparmenter@dot.nyc.gov; Claudia Cooney 

Subject: RE: CBDTP Section 106 - Central Park West Mast Arm (SHPO #21PR06430) 


As mentioned previously, NYC Parks prefers the green color the most and would be ok with the black color as a second 
choice. 


We don’t prefer grey as it would be inconsistent with existing street lighting and traffic poles along CPW. 


Thank you. 


David Cuff 
Director of Environmental Review 
Planning and Development 


T 212.360.3492 
C 917-938-5221 
F 212.360.3453 
E David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov 


NYC Parks 

The Arsenal, Central Park 
830 Fifth Avenue, Room 401 
New York, NY 10065 
nyc.gov/parks 


From: 
Sent: 
To: 


Ce: 


Subject: 


Hi Lori, 


Eberle, Mark D <mark_eberle@nps.gov> 

Wednesday, March 30, 2022 3:18 PM 

Blair, Lori E (DOT); Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); robert.davies (robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, 
Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA); Slater, Mark P; Schlegel, 
Kathryn A; C. de Cerreno, Allison; Angel, Nichola; Romolo Desantis; Sams, Cheryl A 
Mackey, Linda (PARKS); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Cuff, David (Parks); Young, Sybil 
(Parks); wullom@dot.nyc.gov; WCarry@dot.nyc.gov; Julie Cowing; McNamara, lan; Reis, 
Sergio (TBTA); Timoney, Caitlin; Lindsay.Quartini@parks.nyc.gov; Friman, Paul; Oliva, 
Louis; Simeon, Jean; Lloyd, Timothy (PARKS); Christopher M. Calvert; Cumming, Beth 
(PARKS); LaFrank, Kathleen (PARKS); zparmenter@dot.nyc.gov; Claudia Cooney 

Re: [EXTERNAL] RE: CBDTP Section 106 - Central Park West Mast Arm (SHPO # 
21PR06430) 


Thanks for responding to our questions and preparing additional renderings for the Central Park mast arm for 
us to review. After further discussions with NY SHPO and internally, the National Park Service will not be 
pursuing an adverse effect on this project; however, we will have recommendations for the use of galvanized 
steel for the mast arm structure near Central Park, as well as the planting of a street tree or two to block the 
new structure from the entrance plaza to Central Park. We will provide our official letter response to you 
within 30-days of receiving your Findings of Effect document. 


Any questions, please let me know- 


Thanks, 
Mark 


Mark Eberle 


External Review Coordinator / Resource Planning Specialist 


National Park Service 


Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 
Resource Planning and Compliance Division 
1234 Market Street, 20th Floor, Philadelphia, PA 19107 


Cell Phone: 267-315-1631 


General Work Hours and Schedule: M: office 8:00am-4:00pm; T-F: telework 8:00am-4:30pm 


DOI folks: check out the new and improved RPC Division SharePoint Site 


NEW YORK | Parks, Recreation, 

opportunity. | and Historic Preservation 
KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 


March 31, 2022 


Lori Blair 

NYSDOT 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 
Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. 


We have reviewed the responses your provided to our comments in your e-mail, with 
attachments, dated March 16'", 2022. Based upon our review, we offer the following comments: 

1. It is our opinion that a galvanized finish would be the least visually obtrusive, and so 
we recommend this finish for the Central Park West pole-and-mast arm. 

2. Weare satisfied there is an MOU in place which is a binding agreement for the 
removal, replacement, or modification/upgrading of the pole-and-mast arm 
installation after a period of 10 years. We understand this agreement prohibits the 
installation of any other equipment on the mast arm and pole besides the proposed 
tolling equipment. Please consult with us when the 10-year period expires, so that 
we may comment on any changes. 

3. We are satisfied with the explanation given for the structural design and sizing of the 
pole-and-mast arm installation and its various components. 

4. We continue to recommend the addition of street trees to help screen the pole-and- 
mast arm. Consultation should continue regarding possible appropriate location(s). 

It is our understanding that FHWA intends to issue a finding of No Adverse Effect in their final 
Finding Documentation. We anticipate being able to concur with this finding. 


If you have any questions, | am best reached via e-mail. 


Sincerely, 


O. Skea 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


CC: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC, A. Price, US DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


From: Cuff, David (Parks) <David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov> 

Sent: Friday, April 1, 2022 2:13 PM 

To: ‘Blair, Lori E (DOT)'; Eberle, Mark D; Brazee, Olivia (PARKS); robert.davies 
(robert.davies@dot.gov); Pavlik, Monica (FHWA); anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie 
(FHWA); Slater, Mark P; Schlegel, Kathryn A; C. de Cerreno, Allison; Angel, Nichola; 
Romolo Desantis; Sams, Cheryl A 

Ce: Mackey, Linda (PARKS); Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT); Young, Sybil (Parks); Ullom, William; 
Carry, William; Julie Cowing; McNamara, lan; Reis, Sergio (TBTA); Timoney, Caitlin; 
Quartini, Lindsay (Parks); Friman, Paul; Oliva, Louis; Simeon, Jean; Lloyd, Timothy 
(PARKS); Christopher M. Calvert; Cumming, Beth (PARKS); LaFrank, Kathleen (PARKS); 
zparmenter@dot.nyc.gov; Claudia Cooney; Prince, Nancy (Parks) 


Subject: RE: [EXTERNAL] RE: CBDTP Section 106 - Central Park West Mast Arm (SHPO # 
21PR06430) 

Attachments: Existing Poles on CPW1.pdf 

Hi all- 


Just want to clarify the reasoning behind NYC Parks’ position that we prefer the green color and then the black color for 
the Central Park West mast arm. 


We feel the consistency with the existing poles on Central Park West (CPW) should be considered. The congestion 
pricing mast arm is a similar structure to the existing traffic lights on CPW and consideration should be given to match 
the mast arm with the established dark green color of the traffic lights that also extend over CPW. Further, matching the 
green color allows the mast arm to at least partially blend in with the green of the tree canopy. 


Our second choice is matching the mast arm with the historic black light poles on CPW. Black would also match existing 
street infrastructure and would allow for, to a lesser degree, the mast arm to blend in with the existing tree canopy. 


See examples of both the existing traffic lights and the historic black street poles in this section of CPW in attached PDF. 


Please let me know if anyone would like to discuss further. 


David Cuff 
Director of Environmental Review 
Planning and Development 


T 212.360.3492 
C 917-938-5221 
F 212.360.3453 
E David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov 


NYC Parks 

The Arsenal, Central Park 
830 Fifth Avenue, Room 401 
New York, NY 10065 
nyc.gov/parks 
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NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


April 12, 2022 


Mark Eberle 

Resource Planning Specialist/External Review Coordinator 
National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 

1234 Market Street, 20'" Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 


RE: Section 106 Consultation-Finding Documentation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Eberle: 


As a Section 106 Consulting Party for the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (Project), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is 
providing the enclosed Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation for 
your review and comment in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: 
Protection of Historic Properties. 


The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in 
the National Register. Therefore, the Project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties based on the assessment of effects for the Project. 


The NYSDOT and the FHWA have considered input from Consulting Parties in the 
recommended No Adverse Effect finding, as discussed in the Finding Documentation. 
Responses to comments made by the Consulting Parties are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. 


The NYSDOT respectfully requests written comments on the draft Finding 
Documentation by May 12, 2022. If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, 
the Tribal Nations, or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be 
considered final. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Sincerely, 
a a / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 


Encl. Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


April 12, 2022 


Andrea Goldwyn 

Director, Public Policy 

New York Landmarks Conservancy 
One Whitehall Street 

New York, NY 10004 


RE: Section 106 Consultation-Finding Documentation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Goldwyn: 


As a Section 106 Consulting Party for the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (Project), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is 
providing the enclosed Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation for 
your review and comment in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: 
Protection of Historic Properties. 


The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in 
the National Register. Therefore, the Project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties based on the assessment of effects for the Project. 


The NYSDOT and the FHWA have considered input from Consulting Parties in the 
recommended No Adverse Effect finding, as discussed in the Finding Documentation. 
Responses to comments made by the Consulting Parties are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. 


The NYSDOT respectfully requests written comments on the draft Finding 
Documentation by May 12, 2022. If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, 
the Tribal Nations, or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be 
considered final. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 
(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Sincerely, 
g oe / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 


Encl. Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


April 12, 2022 


Gina Santucci 

Director of Environmental Review 

New York City Landmarks Preservation Commission 
1 Centre St, #9N 

New York, NY 10007 


RE: Section 106 Consultation-Finding Documentation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Santucci: 


As a Section 106 Consulting Party for the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (Project), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is 
providing the enclosed Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation for 
your review and comment in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: 
Protection of Historic Properties. 


The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in 
the National Register. Therefore, the Project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties based on the assessment of effects for the Project. 


The NYSDOT and the FHWA have considered input from Consulting Parties in the 
recommended No Adverse Effect finding, as discussed in the Finding Documentation. 
Responses to comments made by the Consulting Parties are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. 


The NYSDOT respectfully requests written comments on the draft Finding 
Documentation by May 12, 2022. If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, 
the Tribal Nations, or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be 
considered final. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 
(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Sincerely, 
Z ae / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 


Encl. Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


April 12, 2022 


Upload via CRIS 

Olivia Brazee 

Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 189 

Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


RE: Section 106 Consultation: Finding Documentation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Brazee: 


The New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), on behalf of the Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA), is submitting the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation prepared for the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project) for review by the New York State 
Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), in accordance with Section 106 of the National 
Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and implementing regulations (36 CFR 
Part 800): Protection of Historic Properties. 


The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in 
the National Register. Therefore, the Project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties based on the assessment of effects for the Project. 


The NYSDOT and the FHWA have considered input from Consulting Parties in the 
recommended No Adverse Effect finding, as discussed in the Finding Documentation. 
Responses to comments made by the Consulting Parties are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. 


If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, the Tribal Nations, or the other 
Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be considered final. The NYSDOT 
respectfully requests the written concurrence of the SHPO with the recommended 
finding of No Adverse Effect for the undertaking. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
g a / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 


Encl: Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Acting Chief Engineer 


April 12, 2022 


David Cuff 

Director of Environmental Review, Planning and Development 
New York City Department of Parks & Recreation 

The Arsenal, Central Park 

830 Fifth Avenue 

New York, NY 10065 


RE: Section 106 Consultation-Finding Documentation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Cuff: 


As a Section 106 Consulting Party for the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (Project), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), in coordination with the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), is 
providing the enclosed Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation for 
your review and comment in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: 
Protection of Historic Properties. 


The Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result 
in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in 
the National Register. Therefore, the Project would have no adverse effects on historic 
properties based on the assessment of effects for the Project. 


The NYSDOT and the FHWA have considered input from Consulting Parties in the 
recommended No Adverse Effect finding, as discussed in the Finding Documentation. 
Responses to comments made by the Consulting Parties are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. 


The NYSDOT respectfully requests written comments on the draft Finding 
Documentation by May 12, 2022. If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, 
the Tribal Nations, or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be 
considered final. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


Sincerely, 
Z Ae, / D 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 


Encl. Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
R. D. Mackay, SHPO 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. L. C. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
N. Angel, MTA 


A) New York Division 


Giraootion April 13, 2022 


Federal Highway 
Administration 


Ms. Katelyn Lucas 

Historic Preservation Assistant 
31064 State Highway 281 

PO Box 825 

Anadarko, OK 73005 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 


Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 
Albany, NY 12207 
518-431-4127 

518-431-4121 

NewYork.F HWA@dot.gov 


In Reply Refer To: 
HPD-NY 


Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 


OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Lucas: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is transmitting to the Delaware Nation an 


electronic copy of the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation prepared for 
the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project) 
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 


An archaeological assessment for the Project was included in the October 2021 Cultural 
Resources Screening Report that was previously shared with the Delaware Nation. The 
assessment concluded that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological 
potential such that the presence of intact archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the 
Archaeological Study Area. Therefore, no archaeological survey was recommended. In 
correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with this recommendation. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation documents an assessment of the Project’s effects on 
architectural properties (buildings, structures and districts) that are eligible for or listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places and concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify these historic properties for 
listing in the National Register. The Finding Document concludes that the Project will have no 
adverse effects on historic properties. 


The FHWA respectfully requests any written comments from the Delaware Nation on the 
Section 106 Finding Documentation by May 13, 2022. Please send written comments to the 
FHWA address included on the letterhead or to anna.price@dot.gov. 


If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, the Tribal Nations or the other Consulting 
Parties, the Finding Documentation will be considered final. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


AN NA C Digitally signed by ANNA C PRICE 
PRICE ate: 2022.04 13 14:52.43 0400 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Enclosures: 
Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


ce: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 

11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 

US. Department Albany, NY 12207 
par F 

of Transportation April 13, 2022 518-431-4127 


518-431-4121 
eiministration” NewYork. FHWA@dot.gov 


In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Susan Bachor, M.A. 

Archaeologist 

Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation 
126 University Circle, Rm. 437 

East Stroudsburg, PA 18301 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Bachor: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is transmitting to the Delaware Tribe an 
electronic copy of the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation prepared for 
the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project) 
in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, 
and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 


An archaeological assessment for the Project was included in the October 2021 Cultural 
Resources Screening Report that was previously shared with the Delaware Tribe. The assessment 
concluded that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential such that 
the presence of intact archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the Archaeological Study 
Area. Therefore, no archaeological survey was recommended. In correspondence dated 
November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with this recommendation. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation documents an assessment of the Project’s effects on 
architectural properties (buildings, structures and districts) that are eligible for or listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places and concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify these historic properties for 
listing in the National Register. The Finding Document concludes that the Project will have no 
adverse effects on historic properties. 


The FHWA respectfully requests any written comments from the Delaware Tribe on the Section 
106 Finding Documentation by May 13, 2022. Please send written comments to the FHWA 
address included on the letterhead or to anna.price@dot.gov. If no substantive comments are 


received from SHPO, the Tribal Nations or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation will be considered final. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Digitally signed by ANNA C 
ANNA C PRICE eae 04.13 14:50:17 
-04°00' 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Enclosures: 
Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


U.S. Department Albany, NY 12207 
of Transportation April 13, 2022 518-431-4127 


518-431-4121 
Naniasiicnon NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 


In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Ms. Lauryn Randall 
Council of Trustees 
Shinnecock Indian Nation 
PO Box 5006 
Southampton, NY 11969 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Randall: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is transmitting to the Shinnecock Indian Nation 
an electronic copy of the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation prepared 
for the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the 
Project) in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as 
amended, and implementing regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 


An archaeological assessment for the Project was included in the October 2021 Cultural 
Resources Screening Report that was previously shared with the Shinnecock Indian Nation. The 
assessment concluded that the extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological 
potential such that the presence of intact archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the 
Archaeological Study Area. Therefore, no archaeological survey was recommended. In 
correspondence dated November 22, 2021, the SHPO concurred with this recommendation. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation documents an assessment of the Project’s effects on 
architectural properties (buildings, structures and districts) that are eligible for or listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places and concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify these historic properties for 
listing in the National Register. The Finding Document concludes that the Project will have no 
adverse effects on historic properties. 


The FHWA respectfully requests any written comments from the Shinnecock Indian Nation on 
the Section 106 Finding Documentation by May 13, 2022. Please send written comments to the 
FHWA address included on the letterhead or to anna.price@dot.gov. If no substantive comments 


are received from SHPO, the Tribal Nations or the other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation will be considered final. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


ANNA Cc oe signed by ANNA 

a 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Enclosures: 
Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


ce: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 
Aiyana Smith, Executive Director 
Josephine Smith, Director of Cultural Resources 
Ashley Robinson, COTE Executive Assistant 
Jeremy Dennis, Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Shinnecock Nation Graves Protection Warriors Society 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


US. Department Albany, NY 12207 
r . 
of Transportation April 13, 2022 518-431-4127 


518-431-4121 
Price itil NewYork. FHWA@dot gov 


In Reply Refer To: 
HPM-NY 


Ms. Bonney Hartley 

Tribal Historic Preservation Manager 
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal 
Historic Preservation Extension Office 
Williamstown, MA 01267 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD)Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Hartley: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) is transmitting to the 

Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians an electronic copy of the Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation prepared for the Central Business District 
(CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project) in accordance with Section 
106 of the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966, as amended, and implementing 
regulations (36 CFR Part 800). 


An archaeological assessment for the Project was included in the October 2021 Cultural 
Resources Screening Report that was previously shared with the 

Stockbridge-Munsee Community Band of Mohican Indians. The assessment concluded that the 
extent of prior disturbance has reduced the archaeological potential such that the presence of 
intact archaeological deposits is highly unlikely within the Archaeological Study Area. 
Therefore, no archaeological survey was recommended. In correspondence dated November 22, 
2021, the SHPO concurred with this recommendation. The Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal 
Historic Preservation Officer responded with no concerns with the project on October 13, 2021. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation documents an assessment of the Project’s effects on 
architectural properties (buildings, structures and districts) that are eligible for or listed in the 
National Register of Historic Places and concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not 
result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify these historic properties for 
listing in the National Register. The Finding Document concludes that the Project will have no 
adverse effects on historic properties. 


The FHWA respectfully requests any written comments from the Stockbridge-Munsee 
Community Band of Mohican Indians on the Section 106 Finding Documentation by May 13, 
2022. Please send written comments to the FHWA address included on the letterhead or to 
anna.price@dot.gov. If no substantive comments are received from SHPO, the Tribal Nations or 
the other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation will be considered final. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Digitally signed by ANNA C 


ANNA C PRICE Agen 14:48:47 


-04'00' 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Enclosures: 
Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation Manhattan Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program, OPRHP 21PR06430 (April 2022) 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


Parks, Recreation, 
and Historic Preservation 


: NEW YORK 
STATE OF 
OPPORTUNITY 


KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 
April 18, 2022 
Lori Blair 
Environmental Specialist 2, Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 


50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 
Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. 


We have reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation report dated 
April 2022, submitted to our office on April 12, 2022. Based upon our review, we concur with 
the recommended finding of No Adverse Effect for the undertaking. 


If you have any questions, | am best reached via e-mail. 


Sincerely, 


O, Sans 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


cc: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC, A. Price, US DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


United States Department of the Interior By varronat 


K 
SERVICE 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Interior Region 1| 
North Atlantic-Appalachian 
1234 Market Street, 20" Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 


IN REPLY REFER TO: 


1.A.2.(IR1-RSS) 


May 19, 2022 


Catherine Leslie, Director, EIS and Special Projects Bureau 
New York State Department of Transportation 

50 Wolf Road 

Albany, NY 12232 


RE: Section 106 Consultation Finding Document, Manhattan Central Business District Tolling Program 
Dear Ms. Leslie: 


The National Park Service (NPS) has reviewed the Section 106 Finding Document for the proposed 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program in the Borough of Manhattan, New York City/County, 
NY. The purpose of the project is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that 
will generate revenue for future transportation improvements. As defined for this project, the Manhattan 
CBD, which encompasses all of Lower Manhattan and Midtown Manhattan, consists of the geographic 
area of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable, but not including the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery Park underpass and 
any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street (the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A). It is our understanding that this area is characterized by traffic congestion and 
delays that slow travel and jeopardize the vitality of the Manhattan CBD and surrounding region. 


The NPS appreciates the extensive consultation that New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT) and the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) conducted on this proposed project, 
particularly our areas of concern directly adjacent to Central Park, a world-renowned National Historic 
Landmark. Central Park encompasses 840 acres, with the designated boundaries extending from the 
northern curbline of Central Park South (59th Street) to the southern curbline of Central Park North 
(110th Street) and from the western curbline of Fifth Avenue to the eastern curbline of Central Park West 
(Eighth Avenue), including the sidewalks bordering the park on all sides. Central Park was the first large- 
scale public park in the United States, designed in the mid-19th century by Frederick Law Olmsted and 
Calvert Vaux. The Park was planned as a naturalistic landscape in which urban dwellers of all 
backgrounds could mingle and find respite from the pressures of city life. 


After several consulting party meetings, discussions, and written exchanges focused on the project 
infrastructure that will be located in close proximity to the Columbus Circle entrance to Central Park 
(Southwest comer of the park), we offer the following additional comments and observations on the 
project and the Draft (Proposed Final) Central Business District Tolling Program Section 106 Finding 
Documentation — April 2022 


Pg. 32; 
3.2 TOLLING INFRASTRUCTURE AND TOLLING SYSTEM EQUIPMENT ON CITY 
STREETS 


“The CBD Tolling Alternative would minimize interference with public sightlines, view corridors, 
and open spaces at the locations proposed for the installation of the proposed tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. Proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be visually consistent with the existing streetscape and the infrastructure would 
have the same or similar appearance as adjacent NYCDOT standard signal and streetlight poles 
or as NYCDOT’s family of street furniture.” 


While we agree the project as a whole, and the many tolling equipment installations proposed across the 
Central Business District meet this goal, we believe that the installation near the Columbus Circle 
Entrance to Central Park does not, at least to the same degree, as the other installations. The post-and- 
mast arm installation in this location is considerably different in scale (in bulk and dimensions) than the 
existing street infrastructure in this location. While the height of the pole is generally consistent with the 
tallest streetlights in the vicinity, its profile (pole diameter) is significantly and noticeably broader than 
existing street lighting and traffic poles. More significantly, the 50’ mast arm that spans the full width of 
Central Park West (CPW), does interfere with the sightlines and the open view corridor that extends 2.5 
miles along the west side of Central Park. It is the only permanent fixture that bridges the otherwise open 
corridor along CPW, breaking the open sky plane. While this view corridor is outside of park boundary 
and there is other visual clutter in the immediate setting of the park near the Columbus Circle park 
entrance, we believe this post-and-mast arm installation is noteworthy. 


We are, however, satisfied with the explanation offered by the project sponsors and consultants for the 
necessity of the structural design and sizing of the pole-and-mast arm installation and tolling system 
equipment, particularly given the MOU agreement in place for the removal, replacement, or 
modification/upgrading of the post-and mast arm installation after a period of 10 years. Please consult 
with us when the 10-year period expires so that we may comment on any changes. While we are of the 
opinion that a lighter color finish, such as the galvanized steel option, would best minimize the visual 
obtrusiveness of the only structure bridging CPW and the long site line and 2.5 mile view corridor down 
CPW, we also recognize the strong preference of New York City Department of Parks and Recreation 
(NYC Parks) to match the green (“central park green’’) traffic light polls along CPW as well as other 
green street furnishings inside the park, providing some coherency with park related furnishings. 


In conclusion, the National Park Service concurs with your Finding of No Adverse Effect on historic 
resources and agrees to the green (“central park green’) finish color for the post-and-mast arm installation 
near the Columbus Circle entrance to Central Park. We recommend introducing street trees, as 
appropriate, to partially screen the structure from the park entrance as well as the view from the North 
along CPW toward the post-and-mast arm installation at this location. We also recommend working with 
NYC Parks to determine appropriate native tree species and specific locations for the tree installment. The 
NPS requests continued coordination on the tree installation final location and progress. 


Thank you for coordinating with the NPS on this project and we look forward to continuing to work with 
you as a cooperating agency under the National Environmental Policy Act, and plan to review the Draft 
Environmental Assessment, when it is available. We appreciate your efforts to care for and minimize 
harm to National Historic Landmarks as you carry out your mission. 

If you have any questions, please contact me or Kathy Schlegel at 215-554-1771 or via e-mail at 


kathy_schlegel@nps.gov. 


Sincerely, 
but £. 


Laurel A. Racine 
Program Manager, History and Preservation Assistance Program 


cc: 
Robert Davies, FHWA 
Anna Price, FHWA 
Daniel Mackay, NY SHPO 
Olivia Brazee, NY SHPO 
Lori Blair, NYSDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


Albany, NY 12207 


of iricraen May 31, 2022 518-431-4127 
Federal Highw Fax: 518-431-4121 
Pe Aan NewYork. FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Council of Trustees 

Shinnecock Indian Nation 

Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation 
counciloftrustees@shinnecock.org 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Council Members: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the New York State 
Department of Transportation is transmitting the electronic submission of the enclosed 
information for the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing 
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains 
to the addition of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, 
the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with equipment in Central 
Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one 
existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the park close to Central Park 
South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling system equipment, including a 
small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two 
existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with new 
streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box. 
Following consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, 
and other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify 
historic properties for listing in the National Register and recommends that the proposed 
undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 
§800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated April 
18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). No 
comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting Parties. 
Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation were made 
based on the comments received from NYC Parks and NPS. Responses to comments made 
by NYC Parks and NPS with specific reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation 
are provided in the attached Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive 
and did not alter the recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement poles within 
Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of 
the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The components of the CBDTP as 
evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation have 
otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage which was not included in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed 
Final) Section 106 Finding Document, we are continuing Section 106 consultation by 
seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached renderings 
and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining features or 
diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding Documentation will 
continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please provide 
your comments to me at Anna.Price@dot.gov no later than June 14, 2022. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me 
at (518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Digitally signed by ANNA C 


AN NA c PRIC Date: 2022060 11:24:47 


-04'00 


Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Park Replacement poles with equipment and signs 
Section 106_ Consulting Parties Comment Matrix _ Finding Document_ 2022 5 24 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA 
M. Pavlik, FHWA 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
A. Smith, Shinnecock 
J. Smith, Shinnecock 
A. Robinson, Shinnecock 
J. Dennis, Shinnecock 
L. Randall, Shinnecock 
Shinnecock Nation Graves Protection Warrior Society 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


AL) New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
Albany, NY 12207 


of voreporiaion May 31, 2022 518-431-4127 
Federal Highwa Fax: 518-431-4121 
Administration NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Susan Bachor, M.A. 

Archaeologist 

Delaware Tribe Historic Preservation 
sbachor@delawaretribe.org 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Bachor: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the New York State 
Department of Transportation is transmitting the electronic submission of the enclosed 
information for the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing 
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains 
to the addition of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, 
the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with equipment in Central 
Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one 
existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the park close to Central Park 
South/S9th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling system equipment, including a 
small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two 
existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with new 
streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box. 
Following consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, 
and other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify 
historic properties for listing in the National Register and recommends that the proposed 
undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 
§800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated April 
18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). No 
comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting Parties. 
Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation were made 
based on the comments received from NYC Parks and NPS. Responses to comments made 


by NYC Parks and NPS with specific reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation 
are provided in the attached Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive 
and did not alter the recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement poles within 
Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of 
the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The components of the CBDTP as 
evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation have 
otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage which was not included in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed 
Final) Section 106 Finding Document, we are continuing Section 106 consultation by 
seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached renderings 
and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining features or 
diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding Documentation will 
continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please provide 
your comments to me at Anna.Price@dot.gov no later than June 14, 2022. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me 
at (518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


ANNA C AMNACPAICE 
PRICE = aaa 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Park Replacement poles with equipment and signs 
Section 106_ Consulting Parties_ Comment Matrix _ Finding Document_ 2022 5 24 


cc: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
M. Pavlik, FHWA 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


Albany, NY 12207 


i tcracndion sportatt May 31, 2022 518-431-4127 
Federal Highwa Fax: 518-431-4121 
poe rt aaa NewYork. FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Ms. Katelyn Lucas 

Historic Preservation Assistant 
Delaware Nation 
klucas@delawarenation-nsn.gov 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Lucas: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the New York State 
Department of Transportation is transmitting the electronic submission of the enclosed 
information for the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing 
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains 
to the addition of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, 
the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with equipment in Central 
Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one 
existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the park close to Central Park 
South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling system equipment, including a 
small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two 
existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with new 
streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box. 
Following consultation with the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, 
and other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would not result in changes that would alter the characteristics that qualify 
historic properties for listing in the National Register and recommends that the proposed 
undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR 
§800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated April 
18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). No 
comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting Parties. 
Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation were made 
based on the comments received from NYC Parks and NPS. Responses to comments made 


by NYC Parks and NPS with specific reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation 
are provided in the attached Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive 
and did not alter the recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement poles within 
Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of 
the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The components of the CBDTP as 
evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation have 
otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage which was not included in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed 
Final) Section 106 Finding Document, we are continuing Section 106 consultation by 
seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached renderings 
and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR Part 
800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining features or 
diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding Documentation will 
continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please provide 
your comments to me at Anna.Price@dot.gov no later than June 14, 2022. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me 
at (518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Digitally signed by 
ANNA C ANNA CPRICE 
Date: 2022.06.01 
PR ICE 1 agp -04'00' 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Park Replacement poles with equipment and signs 
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cc: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
M. Pavlik, FHWA 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


11A Clinton Avenue, Suite 719 


@ New York Division Leo W. O'Brien Federal Building 
Albany, NY 12207 


Gerson May 31, 2022 518-431-4127 
Recieved Hictiw Fax: 518-431-4121 
pith ata NewYork.FHWA@dot.gov 
In Reply Refer To: 

HPM-NY 


Ms. Bonney Hartley 

Tribal Historic Preservation Manager 
Stockbridge-Munsee Mohican Tribal 
Historic Preservation Extension Office 
thpo@mohican-nsn.gov 


Re: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Hartley: 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), in coordination with the New York State 
Department of Transportation is transmitting the electronic submission of the enclosed 
information for the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with 
Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing 
regulations at 36 CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to 
the addition of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, the 
Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with equipment in Central Park. On 
West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace one existing streetlight 
pole on each of these roads inside the park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new 
streetlight pole with tolling system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to 
Central Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic Preservation 
Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding Documentation 
concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes that would alter the 
characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the National Register and 
recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no adverse effect on historic properties 
in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated April 18, 
2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park Service (NPS). No 
comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the remaining Consulting Parties. 
Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation were made based on 
the comments received from NYC Parks and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks 


and NPS with specific reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the 
attached Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement poles within Central 
Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West Drive and to one of the poles on 
East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the 
April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not 
changed. 


Given the addition of the signage which was not included in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed 
Final) Section 106 Finding Document, we are continuing Section 106 consultation by seeking 
comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached renderings and a 
description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the 
addition of the signage would not alter character-defining features or diminish the integrity of 
setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding Documentation will continue to recommend a no 
adverse effect determination for the CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments related 
to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please provide your 
comments to me at Anna.Price@dot.gov no later than June 14, 2022. 


If you have any questions or would like to request any further information, please contact me at 
(518) 431-8858. 


Sincerely, 


Digitally signed by ANNA 


ANNA C PRICE om Sto? dat 11:23:46 


-04'00 
Anna Price 
Director of Program Management 


Encl: Central Park Replacement poles with equipment and signs 
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cc: R. Davies, FHWA, HPD-NY 
M. Pavlik, FHWA 
T. Millington, FHWA, HEA-NY 
D. Mackay, NYSOPRHP 
O. Brazee, NYSOPRHP 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
C. Leslie, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


From: thpo <thpo@mohican-nsn.gov> 

Sent: Wednesday, June 01, 2022 1:45 PM 

To: Anderson, Cindy (FHWA) <cindy.anderson@dot.gov> 

Ce: anna.price@dot.gov; Kramer, Kaylie (FHWA) <kaylie.kramer@dot.gov>; Davies, Robert (FHWA) 
<Robert.Davies@dot.gov>; Pavlik, Monica (FHWA) <Monica.Pavlik@dot.gov>; patricia.millington@dot.gov; Mackay, 
Daniel (PARKS) <Daniel.Mackay@parks.ny.gov>; Brazee, Olivia (PARKS) <Olivia.Brazee@parks.ny.gov>; Smith, Terry 
(DOT) <Terry.Smith@dot.ny.gov>; Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT) <Catherine.Leslie@dot.ny.gov>; 


allison.cdecerreno@mtahg.org; WCarry@dot.nyc.gov 
Subject: RE: FHWA to Tribal Nations_ Stockbridge-Munsee signs_5 31 22 


Dear Ms. Anderson, 
Thank you for your inquiry regarding the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Project. 


After reviewing the attached documentation, the Stockbridge-Munsee Community Historic Preservation Office concurs 
with the NY SHPO’s finding of ‘No Adverse Effect.’ 


Please keep us informed should their be a change in the project and/or APE. 


Warmly, 
Dr. Jeff 


Jeffrey C Bendremer Ph.D., RPA 
Tribal Historic Preservation Officer 
Stockbridge-Munsee Community 

Tribal Historic Preservation Extension Office 
86 Spring St. 

Williamstown, MA 01267 

413-884-6029 (0) 

406-544-5269 (c) 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 3, 2022 


Andrea Goldwyn 

Director, Public Policy 

New York Landmarks Conservancy 
One Whitehall Street 

New York, NY 10004 


RE: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Goldwyn: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to the addition 
of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with 
equipment in Central Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace one existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the 
park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central 
Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes 
that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no 
adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park 
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Service (NPS). No comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the 
remaining Consulting Parties. Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation were made based on the comments received from NYC Parks 
and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks and NPS with specific 
reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement 
poles within Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West 
Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The 
components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage that was not included in the April 2022 Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, we are continuing Section 106 
consultation by seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement 
poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached 
renderings and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 
CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining 
features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding 
Documentation will continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the 
CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please 
provide your comments to Lori Blair at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov no later than June 17, 2022. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Figures 1-2: Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

R. Davies, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 3, 2022 


Gina Santucci 

Director of Environmental Review 

NYC Landmarks Preservation Commission 
1 Centre St. #9N 

New York, NY 10007 


RE: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Santucci: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to the addition 
of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with 
equipment in Central Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace one existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the 
park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central 
Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes 
that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no 
adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park 
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Service (NPS). No comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the 
remaining Consulting Parties. Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation were made based on the comments received from NYC Parks 
and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks and NPS with specific 
reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement 
poles within Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West 
Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The 
components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage that was not included in the April 2022 Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, we are continuing Section 106 
consultation by seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement 
poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached 
renderings and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 
CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining 
features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding 
Documentation will continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the 
CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please 
provide your comments to Lori Blair at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov no later than June 17, 2022. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
2 (aes / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Figures 1-2: Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

R. Davies, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 3, 2022 


Mark Eberle 

Resource Planning Specialist/External Review Coordinator 
National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 

1234 Market Street, 20th Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 


RE: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Eberle: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to the addition 
of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with 
equipment in Central Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace one existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the 
park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central 
Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes 
that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no 
adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 


concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New 
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York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park 
Service (NPS). No comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the 
remaining Consulting Parties. Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation were made based on the comments received from NYC Parks 
and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks and NPS with specific 
reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement 
poles within Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West 
Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The 
components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage that was not included in the April 2022 Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, we are continuing Section 106 
consultation by seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement 
poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached 
renderings and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 
CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining 
features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding 
Documentation will continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the 
CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please 
provide your comments to Lori Blair at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov no later than June 17, 2022. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 
Sincerely, 
2 La; / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Figures 1-2: Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

R. Davies, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 3, 2022 


David Cuff 

Director of Environmental Review, Planning and Development 
New York City Department of Parks & Recreation 

The Arsenal, Central Park 

830 Fifth Avenue New York, NY 10065 


RE: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Mr. Cuff: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to the addition 
of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with 
equipment in Central Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace one existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the 
park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central 
Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes 
that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no 
adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 
concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park 
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Service (NPS). No comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the 
remaining Consulting Parties. Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation were made based on the comments received from NYC Parks 
and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks and NPS with specific 
reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement 
poles within Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West 
Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The 
components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage that was not included in the April 2022 Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, we are continuing Section 106 
consultation by seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement 
poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached 
renderings and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 
CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining 
features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding 
Documentation will continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the 
CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please 
provide your comments to Lori Blair at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov no later than June 17, 2022. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
Z a / ,: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Figures 1-2: Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative 
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M. Pavlik, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

R. Davies, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 3, 2022 


Olivia Brazee 

Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 189 

Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


RE: Section 106 Consultation 
Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
OPRHP 21PR06430 


Dear Ms. Brazee: 


On behalf of the Federal Highway Administration (FHWA), the New York State 
Department of Transportation (NYSDOT) is submitting the enclosed information for the 
Central Business District Tolling Program (CBDTP) in accordance with Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as amended, and implementing regulations at 36 
CFR Part 800: Protection of Historic Properties. The information pertains to the addition 
of signage within Central Park. 


As described in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding 
Documentation, the Project includes the installation of four replacement poles with 
equipment in Central Park. On West Drive and Center Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace one existing streetlight pole on each of these roads inside the 
park close to Central Park South/59th Street with a new streetlight pole with tolling 
system equipment, including a small equipment box. On East Drive, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would replace two existing streetlight poles inside the park close to Central 
Park South/59th Street with new streetlight poles that support tolling system equipment, 
including a small equipment box. Following consultation with the State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), Tribal Nations, and other Consulting Parties, the Finding 
Documentation concludes that the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in changes 
that would alter the characteristics that qualify historic properties for listing in the 
National Register and recommends that the proposed undertaking would have no 
adverse effect on historic properties in accordance with 36 CFR §800.4(d)(1). 


The SHPO reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation and 


concurred with the recommended finding of no adverse effect as noted in a letter dated 
April 18, 2022. Comments were received from two of the Consulting Parties: the New 
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York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) and the National Park 
Service (NPS). No comments have been received from the Tribal Nations or the 
remaining Consulting Parties. Revisions to the Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation were made based on the comments received from NYC Parks 
and NPS. Responses to comments made by NYC Parks and NPS with specific 
reference to revisions to the Finding Documentation are provided in the attached 
Comment/Response Matrix. The revisions were not substantive and did not alter the 
recommended finding. 


Subsequent to the submission of the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) Section 106 
Finding Documentation, proposed signage has been added to two of the replacement 
poles within Central Park. Signs would be attached to the replacement pole on West 
Drive and to one of the poles on East Drive, as shown in the attached figures. The 
components of the CBDTP as evaluated in the April 2022 Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation have otherwise not changed. 


Given the addition of the signage that was not included in the April 2022 Draft 
(Proposed Final) Section 106 Finding Documentation, we are continuing Section 106 
consultation by seeking comments on the addition of the signs to the two replacement 
poles in Central Park. 


The Section 106 Finding Documentation will be updated to include the attached 
renderings and a description of the signage. Applying the criteria of adverse effect (36 
CFR Part 800.5(a)(1), the addition of the signage would not alter character-defining 
features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central Park. Therefore, the Finding 
Documentation will continue to recommend a no adverse effect determination for the 
CBDTP. 


Based on review of the provided information, we respectfully request written comments 
related to the addition of the two signs to the proposed replacement poles. Please 
provide your comments to Lori Blair at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov no later than June 17, 2022. 


If you have questions or would like additional information, please contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
g is / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/Ib/bb 
Encl: Figures 1-2: Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling 
Alternative 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

R. Davies, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
A. Price, FHWA (w/out encl.) 

K. Kramer, FHWA (w/out encl.) 
T. Smith, NYSDOT (w/out encl.) 
A. de Cerrefio, MTA (w/out encl.) 
N. Angel, MTA (w/out encl.) 

W. Carry, NYCDOT (w/out encl.) 


From: Cuff, David (Parks) <David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov> 

Sent: Friday, June 10, 2022 4:05 PM 

To: catherine.leslie <catherine.leslie@dot.ny.gov> 

Cc: monica.pavlik@dot.gov; Robert Davies <robert.davies@dot.gov>; anna.price@dot.gov; kaylie.kramer@dot.gov; 
Smith, Terry (DOT) <Terry.Smith@dot.ny.gov>; C. de Cerreno, Allison <allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org>; Angel, Nichola 
<nangel@mtabt.org>; Carry, William <wcarry@dot.nyc.gov>; Young, Sybil (Parks) <Sybil.Young@parks.nyc.gov>; Shera, 
Brendan (Parks) <brendan.shera@parks.nyc.gov> 

Subject: RE: CBDTP - Section 106 Consultation 


Catherine- 


In response to your June 3 Letter regarding Section 106 Consultation on the Manhattan Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (OPRHP 21PR06430), we understand the need for the signs, we request that the backs of the signs be 
painted the same color as the pole and equipment so it will blend in better with the park landscape. 


Please let me know if you have any questions. 


David Cuff 
Director of Environmental Review 
Planning and Development 


T 212.360.3492 
C 917-938-5221 
F 212.360.3453 
E David.Cuff@parks.nyc.gov 


NYC Parks 

The Arsenal, Central Park 
830 Fifth Avenue, Room 401 
New York, NY 10065 


nyc.gov/parks 


NEW YORK | Parks, Recreation, 

opportunity. | and Historic Preservation 
KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 


June 16, 2022 


Lori Blair 

Environmental Specialist 2, Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 

50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. 


We have reviewed the continuing consultation information that was submitted to our office on 
June 3%, 2022, illustrating proposed signage at the Central Park tolling locations. Based upon 
our review, we concur with the proposed finding that the project, as modified, continues to have 
No Adverse Effect upon historic properties, provided that the back sides of the signage be 
finished to match the pole and tolling infrastructure, as requested by NYC Parks. 


If you have any questions, | am best reached via e-mail. 


Sincerely, 


OS Kens 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


cc: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC, A. Price, US DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


“ Landmarks 1 Centre Street Voice (212)-669-7700 
H 9th Floor North Fax (212)-669-7960 
stain abr New York, NY 10007 http://nyc.gov/landmarks 


ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW 


Project number: 77DOTO30Y (DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION) 
Project: Central Business District Tolling 
Date Received: 6/3/2022 


Comments: LPC is in receipt of a letter dated 6/3/22 regarding modification of 
poles within the S/NR listed and LPC designated Central Park. LPC concurs with the 
SHPO finding dated 6/16/22 of no Adverse Effect. 


Cc: SHPO 
(mn Juda: aces 

6/17/2022 
SIGNATURE DATE 


Gina Santucci, Environmental Review Coordinator 


File Name: 34621 FSO GS 06172022.docx 


From: Racine, Laurel A <Laurel_Racine@nps.gov> On Behalf Of NHL NEReview, NPS 
Sent: Friday, June 17, 2022 9:39 AM 

To: Blair, Lori E (DOT) <Lori.Blair@dot.ny.gov> 

Subject: RE: CBDTP - Section 106 Consultation - Proposed Signage in Central Park 


Dear Ms. Blair, 

The National Park Service (NPS) reviewed the figures included with Catherine Leslie’s June 3 letter. These figures show 
signage not included in the April 2022 draft Section 106 Finding Document for the Manhattan Central Business District 
Tolling Program (CBDTP). We understand the proposed signage would be added to the replacement pole on West Drive 
and to one of the poles on East Drive. 


The NPS agrees the additional signs do not alter character-defining features or diminish the integrity of setting of Central 
Park. The NPS supports New York Department of Transportation’s plan for the Finding Document to continue to 
recommend a no adverse effect determination for the CBDTP. 


Thank you for including the NPS as a consulting party. We appreciate your efforts to care for and minimize harm to 
National Historic Landmarks as you carry out your mission. 


Sincerely, 
Laurel A. Racine 
Program Manager 


History and Preservation Assistance 

National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic - Appalachian 
1234 Market Street, 20th Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 


Finding Documentation 


Section 106 Consulting Parties Comment/Response Matrix 


6/17/2022 
Item Agency Commentor Date Comment Response 
We have reviewed the Draft (Proposed Final) 
Section 106 Finding Documentation report 
Olivia dated April 2022, submitted to our office on April | Concurrence noted in the Finding 
1 SHPO 4/18/22 
Brazee 12th, 2022. Based upon our review, we concur Documentation. 
with the recommended finding of No Adverse 
Effect for the undertaking. 
Page 4 — “See later comment about reference to 
3 access points and 4 locations - it can be a 
little hard to follow in the document - references 
to both 3 and 4 locations.” 
“Also, only 6th and 7th Avenues access points Ue NE Neal Pitch re 
connect OCF Ss. The third, acess point four re inconent aiBE ee three access 
connects to Grand Army Plaza. Suggest sae me 
favising to “connects-or near CPSt=or point locations in Central Park. Edits to this 
2 NYC Parks | David Cuff 4/29/22 g Pea effect have been made on pages 4, 36, 38, 
something similar. si 
and in Table 1 on page 19. In addition, text 
zi has been clarified on page 4 that the 3 
Page 19, Item PaO} Table 1, Central Park. “Its a access point locations connect to or are 
little confusing when there's a reference to 4 
: ri near Central Park South. 
locations. Suggest replace with "4 poles at three 
access point locations in the park" - or 
something similar - and use the revised 
description consistently throughout the 
document.” 
Page 17, Item 31 of Table 1, The High Line — The text in the table on page 17 has been 
“Why does this refer the underside of the retained as is for brevity. As clarified by 
viaduct? Thought tolling equipment at High Line | MTA, text has been included on page 31 of 
was revised to be on a pole and girder, as the Finding Documentation specifying that 
9 a 
3 NYC Parks David Cuff 4/29/22 described later? In addition, Attachment 3, Page | the tolling equipment would be mounted on 


42 appears to be showing the pole and girder.” 


Page 31 — “This description does not seem to 
match what is shown in Table? And what is 


a 3 % inch diameter pipe which would be 
attached to the existing girders on the 
underside of the High Line structure. Text in 
the Finding Documentation regarding a new 
pole on which would be mounted a small 


Item 


Agency 


Commentor 


Date 


Comment 


Response 


shown in Attachment 3, Page 42 doesn't seem 
to match Figure 2-9 in Attachment 2?” 


Figure 2-9, Attachment 2 — “Wasn't this revised 
to be on a Girder/Column?” 


equipment cabinet is accurate. Figure 2-9 of 
Attachment 2 depicts the proposed 
condition. 


NYC Parks 


David Cuff 


4/29/22 


Pages 38 & 45 — “Can the agreed-upon green 
color of mast-arm and pole be mentioned here 
as well?” 


Page 46 — “Can this be mentioned in earlier 
locations of the document, as noted above?” 


Figure 2-17a, Attachment 2 — “Is this the 
agreed-upon green color? If not, can we show 
that one here?” 


Figure 2-17c, Attachment 2 — “Is this the 
agreed-upon green color mast arm being 
shown? If so can we put that in the Figure name 
or other place?” 


References to the agreed upon green 
finish for the Central Park West pole have 
been added on pages 37, 38, and 45 with 
respect to the description of the pole/mast 
arm, to make clear the green finish is what 
is depicted in Figures 2-17a-2-17c of 
Attachment 2, and as part of the measures 
to avoid and minimize adverse effects. 


NPS 


Laurel A. 
Racine 


5/19/22 


NPS states that the pole and mast arm is 
different in scale than existing street 
infrastructure, therefore they believe it does not, 
at least to the same degree, “ minimize 
interference with public sightlines, view 
corridors, and open spaces at the locations 
proposed for the installation of the proposed 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment”.....or is “visually consistent with the 
existing streetscape and the infrastructure 
would have the same or similar appearance as 
adjacent NYCDOT standard signal and 
streetlight poles or as NYCDOT’s family of 
street furniture” as stated on page 32 of the 
Finding Document. 


Comment noted. 


NPS 


Laurel A. 
Racine 


5/19/22 


NPS believes the mast arm interferes with the 
sightlines and open view corridor extending 
along Central Park West. 


Comment noted. 


NPS 


Laurel A. 
Racine 


5/19/22 


NPS is in the opinion that a lighter color finish 
would best minimize the visual obtrusiveness of 
the mast arm. 


Comment noted. 


Item Agency Commentor Date Comment Response 
However, despite the above opinions, NPS is 
satisfied with the explanation for the necessity 
eae of the structural design and sizing of the pole 
8 NPS Racine ; 5/19/22 | and mast arm and recognizes the preference of | Comment noted. 
NYC Parks to have the pole and mast arm 
match the green traffic light polls along Central 
Park West. 
NPS concurs with the finding of No Adverse The Finding Documentation stated (on page 
Effect on historic resources and agrees to the 45), “The Project Sponsors would 
green finish color for the post-and-mast arm coordinate with NYC Parks and SHPO 
installation near the Columbus Circle entrance regarding the proposed addition of street 
to Central Park. NPS recommends introducing trees to help screen the pole and mast arm 
street trees, as appropriate, to partially screen proposed on the Central Park West 
9 NPS Laurel A. 5/19/22 the structure from the park entrance as well as sidewalk.” The sentence has been revised 
Racine the view from the north along Central Park West | to include NPS in the coordination such 
and recommends the Project Sponsors work that, “The Project Sponsors would 
with NYC Parks to determine appropriate native | coordinate with NYC Parks, the SHPO, and 
tree species and specific locations for the tree NPS regarding the proposed addition of 
installment. They request coordination with the street trees to help screen the pole and 
NPS on the installation final location and mast arm proposed on the Central Park 
progress. West sidewalk.” 
NPS would like to be consulted when the 10- The Finding Doc has been revised by 
Laurel A. hid Meu regarding ne Tetioval, feplacetiant adding a sentence — “The National Park 
10 NES Racine Didee SL ieee chee pine postand mast Service will be consulted when the current 
P , MOU expires, is revised or extended.” 
Stockbridge- 
Sannin After reviewing the attached documentation, the 
4: | Tabalidistone Jeffrey C. 6/1/22 Stockbridge-Munsee Community Historic Concurrence noted in the Finding 
Didediniation Bendremer Preservation Office concurs with the NY Documentation. 
; SHPO’s finding of ‘No Adverse Effect.’ 
Extension 
Office 


Item Agency Commentor Date Comment Response 
In response to your June 3rd Letter regarding ere 
Section 106 Consultation on the Manhattan Rae rato late ae nine 
pe nial Business: Disticl (GER) will be painted the same color as the oan 
Polling Progratnn OF ROP ear Roe te). we and equipment. In addition, Figure 2-13 of 
12 NYC Parks | David Cuff 6/10/22 | understand the need for the signs, we request Attachment 2 éf the Findin Do tati 

that the backs of the signs be Se ee 

ented the Same color asthe oole-and has been revised to show the back of the 
pan ae mane signs on the pole on East Drive painted the 
equipment so it will blend in better with the park : 

same color as the pole and equipment. 

landscape. 
Concur with the proposed finding that the Secale pe) ees ne Radian ri 

Olivia project, as modified, continues to have No Documentation has been revised to indicate 

13 SHPO 6/16/22 | Adverse Effect upon historic properties, : 

Brazee ; ; this requested design change has been 
provided that the back sides of the signage be incorporated into the project as noted 
finished to match the pole and tolling above ! 
infrastructure, as requested by NYC Parks. : 

LPC is in receipt of a letter dated 6/3/22 
Gina regarding modification of poles within the S/NR Concurrence noted in the Finding 
14 NYCLPC Santucc 6/17/22 | listed and LPC designated Central Park. LPC Documentation 
concurs with the SHPO finding dated 6/16/22 of : 
no Adverse Effect. 
The NPS agrees the additional signs do not 
alter character-defining features or diminish the 
integrity of setting of Central Park. The NPS 
15 NPS Laurel A. 6/17/22 supports New York Department of Concurrence noted in the Finding 
Racine Transportation’s plan for the Finding Document | Documentation. 


to continue to recommend a no adverse effect 
determination for the CBDTP. 
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Appendix 9. ‘Visual Resources 


9.1 INTRODUCTION 


This appendix evaluates the potential effects of implementation of the Central Business District (CBD) 
Tolling Program (the Project) on visual resources and aesthetic conditions in the local study area for tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


9.2 METHODOLOGY 


FHWA’s Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects (VIA guidance)? provide 
procedures for assessing the impact of roadway projects on prominent visual resources and aesthetic 
conditions of the surrounding communities. 


FHWA’s VIA guidance begins with a “visual impact assessment (VIA) decision tree,” a process that 
determines whether a VIA is required for a project and, if so, the appropriate level of documentation, 
ranging from a VIA memorandum, to an abbreviated VIA, a standard VIA, or an expanded VIA. The 
appropriate level of analysis is based on the potential visual effects of a project. The guidance calls for a 
scoping tool—the VIA Scoping Questionnaire (Appendix 9, "Visual Resources: Attachment 1")—to help 
determine first if a VIA is necessary, and if so, the level of detail needed to fulfill regulatory and judicial 
requirements. Noting that “the assessment of visual impacts should not place an undue burden on the 
government entities providing those transportation services and improvements necessary for the health, 
safety, and welfare of the communities they serve,” the guidance recommends that no assessment be 
prepared if there would be no noticeable visible changes to visual resources, viewers, or visual quality and 
that if there would be a visual change, the level of assessment be tailored to the potential level of visual 
change.° 


The Project Sponsors completed the VIA Scoping Questionnaire, and the resulting score for the Project 
determined that no visual impact assessment is required (Appendix 9, "Visual Resources: Attachment 1"). 
Nonetheless, the Project Sponsors prepared this appendix to describe the physical elements of the CBD 
Tolling Alternative that could affect the visual environment. The appendix demonstrates that the effects of 
the Project would be neutral and not adverse. 


1 Federal Highway Administration. January 2015. Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects. FHWA-HEP- 
15-029. https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other_topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx. 

2 Refer to FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment Guidelines of Highway Projects, Chapter 3, for more information. 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx#chap3. 

3 Ibid. pp. 3 through 5. 
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9.3 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT 


0.3.1 Regulatory Context 


FHWA’s VIA guidance calls for identifying local, state, regional, and Federal plans, policies, and regulations 
related to visual resources, views, or visual quality in the area that could be affected by a project. According 
to the guidance, these plans, policies, and regulations are evidence of a community’s visual preferences. 


In the Manhattan CBD and local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, 
regulations that relate to visual resources, views, and visual quality include the Zoning Resolution of the 
City of New York, which governs the shape and form of buildings and mandates provision of visual corridors 
to the waterfront.* In addition, as described in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources,” certain 
properties in areas near the Project location are recognized as historic properties, including National 
Historic Landmarks, properties listed on or eligible for listing on the National Register of Historic Places, 
and/or properties designated as New York City Landmarks. The visual setting for historic properties is an 
important consideration for the assessment of a project’s visual effects. One of the historic properties near 
the Project location is Central Park, which in addition to being a historic property is also a New York City 
Scenic Landmark. FHWA and the Project Sponsors assessed the potential visual effects associated with 
implementation of the Project as part of the process required by Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as discussed in Chapter 8. 


9.3.2 Area of Visual Effect 


FHWA’s VIA guidance provides information on defining the area of visual effect (sometimes referred to as 
the AVE), which is the study area for a VIA. According to the guidance, the area of visual effect is “the area 
in which views of the project would be visible as influenced by the presence or absence of intervening 
topography, vegetation, and structures.” 


The assessment of potential visual effects of the Project presented in this appendix uses the area where 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be visible to viewer groups as the area of visual 
effect. Figure 3-2a in Chapter 3, “Environmental Analysis Framework,” shows the local study area for tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment, which was used as the area of visual effect for the Project 
because it encompasses the areas of proposed new visual elements (i.e., project environment) associated 
with the Project and adjacent areas. Figure 3-2b through Figure 3-2g provide more detailed information on 
the local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. Figure 3-3a through Figure 3-3) 
illustrate the proposed locations of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. As described and 
illustrated in Chapter 3, the local study area for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, which 
is the basis for the study area for potential visual effects, consists of the areas where tolling infrastructure 
and tolling system equipment would be installed for the CBD Tolling Alternative and immediately adjacent 


4 Zoning Resolution of the City of New York City. Article VI Chapter 2. https://zr.planning.nyc.gov/article-vi/chapter-2. 
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areas on the same city block. These are also the areas where the tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be visible. 


9.3.3 Description of the Visual Environment 


This appendix describes the general visual character of the Manhattan CBD as it applies to the area of visual 
effect, which, as noted earlier, consists of locations where tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be placed and adjacent areas. 


FHWA’s guidance identifies three types of visual environments: 


e Natural environment, which is a landscape without built elements. 


e §=Cultural environment, which is a landscape that is composed of built elements or is otherwise highly 
manipulated. Cultural environments can include buildings, infrastructure, structures, and other 
artifacts and art, as discussed later in this appendix. 


e Project environment, which is landscape inside the proposed transportation right-of-way and can be 
natural environment, cultural environment, or a combination of both. 


The existing visual character of an area is determined by its visual distinctive features, or “visual resources.” 
As defined in the FHWA guidance, visual resources are visible components of the natural, cultural, or project 
environments. 


For the CBD Tolling Alternative, the area of visual effect is a cultural environment, because it is a fully 
developed urban landscape. The Project environment (i.e., the specific locations where Project elements 
are proposed) consists of the transportation right-of-way and adjacent sidewalks where new tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be placed. The area of visual effect also includes 
portions of roadway and adjacent sidewalk in three small areas of Central Park near its southern boundary. 
There is natural environment in Central Park, but the area of visual effect for the Project in Central Park is 
limited to grassy areas and trees close to the roadway that can be considered a cultural environment 
according to the definition in the FHWA guidance. Other landscaped park spaces are in the area of visual 
effect, but these are urban parks that are also not natural environment according to the definition in the 
FHWA guidance. The next section of this appendix describes the parks in the area of visual effect. 


9.3.3.1 Cultural Environment 

The cultural environment of the area of visual effect is densely developed. It contains all four of the visual 
elements of a cultural environment described in FHWA’s VIA guidance: buildings, infrastructure, structures, 
and artifacts and art. 


As defined in FHWA’s VIA guidance, buildings (defined as “enclosed structures that are or have been used 
by people”) are often the dominant human-constructed objects in a landscape and are prevalent in the 
Manhattan CBD. Lower Manhattan (generally the area south of Canal Street) and Midtown Manhattan 
(generally the area north of 34th Street, between 34th and 60th Streets) feature mid- and high-rise 
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commercial and residential buildings in an area that has been developed and redeveloped for more than 
100 years. Most buildings are built to the sidewalk line, forming a continuous streetwall along most streets 
and avenues. The area of visual effect, and particularly the 60th Street corridor and the areas near the 
Lincoln and Holland Tunnels, is consistent with this pattern. 


FHWA’s VIA guidance notes, “In addition to buildings, the country’s infrastructure systems add to visual 
character of the cultural environment.”° Infrastructure, such as streets, sidewalks, and bridges, supports 
the human functions within the cultural study area. Streets are a prominent feature of the Manhattan CBD. 
Most of the Manhattan CBD—including the 60th Street corridor and the areas near the Lincoln and Holland 
Tunnels—has a grid pattern of streets with wide, north-south avenues and narrower east—west streets 
that intersect at standard, 90-degree angles. Most avenues are about 100 feet wide from property line to 
property line, including a wide sidewalk on each side of the roadway. Streets are typically 60 feet wide from 
property line to property line, including a sidewalk on each side. Broadway is an exception to the grid street 
pattern. Broadway cuts through the regular grid on a diagonal, forming irregular intersections with the 
east-west streets and north-south avenues, including West 59th and 60th Streets in the area of visual 
effect. In Lower Manhattan near the Brooklyn Bridge and Manhattan Bridge, the street pattern is irregular. 
While some streets and avenues intersect at 90-degree angles, others intersect at nonstandard angles. 


Traffic controls, including traffic lights on mast arms extending over the street, streetlights, and signage are 
common features throughout the Manhattan CBD and the area of visual effect. 


The area of visual effect includes the two peripheral highways on the far west and far east sides of the 
Manhattan CBD. On the west side along the Hudson River waterfront, the West Side Highway/Route 9A is 
a two-way, at-grade arterial roadway that extends from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel to West 57th Street, 
where it transitions to an elevated roadway that extends beyond the Manhattan CBD. For most of the at- 
grade portion of this highway, a landscaped median separates northbound and southbound traffic. The 
West Side Highway/Route 9A has overhead signs and in Lower Manhattan has pedestrian bridges that cross 
the highway. On the east side along the East River waterfront, the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive begins 
at the Battery (the southern end of Manhattan) and runs along the East River for the full length of the 
Manhattan CBD. The FDR Drive is a limited-access highway with interchanges at principal east-west streets. 
It is close to existing commercial and residential neighborhoods and is either at-grade or on a viaduct 
elevated about 20 feet above local streets. Like the West Side Highway/Route 9A, the FDR Drive has 
overhead sign structures at intervals along its route and some overhead pedestrian bridges. Both peripheral 
highways also have streetlights, signage including overhead sign structures, and overhead pedestrian 
bridges; the West Side Highway/Route 9A also has traffic lights. 


Close to its western and eastern edges, the area of visual effect also includes four tunnels and four bridges 
that provide vehicular access to and from the Manhattan CBD. On the west side in Midtown, the Holland 


5 The VIA guidance states, “Railroads, airports, harbors, roads, canals, dams, electrical and telecommunication utilities, 
pipelines, sewer and water systems, solar arrays, wind turbines, and other infrastructure provide a special set of buildings, 
structures, and associated artifacts that, as part of an intermodal system of moving people, goods, and services, can affect 
the visual character of an adjacent highway project. A major visual attribute of infrastructure is its linearity.” Federal Highway 
Administration, p. 5-13. 
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and Lincoln Tunnels connect to the Manhattan street grid with curved access ramps; the Lincoln Tunnel in 
particular has anumber of below-grade access roads that cut through the street grid as well as above-grade 
ramps that connect directly into the Port Authority Bus Terminal structure. In Lower Manhattan, access to 
and from the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel is via a plaza-like area that is lower than the surrounding street grid. On 
the east side, access to and from the Queens-Midtown Tunnel is also via a plaza-like area and several below- 
grade roads that cut through the street grid. For these four tunnels, the access roadways are notable 
interruptions to the surrounding streetscape. 


The four bridges that connect directly to the Manhattan CBD—the Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Williamsburg 
Bridges in Lower Manhattan and the Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge in Midtown near East 59th Street—are 
prominent visual features in the nearby area of visual effect. Each includes multiple access ramps that cut 
through the street grid, typically on ramps above the local streets. The bridges’ superstructures are also 
dominant visually from the area of visual effect. 


As defined in FHWA’s VIA guidance, structures are “engineered elements that provide a necessary social 
function but are not buildings or part of a larger infrastructure system” (e.g., walls, towers, or other 
constructed items that serve a utilitarian function). The area of visual effect has very few structures that 
are not buildings, but the areas near the Lincoln and Holland Tunnels and along the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A have ventilation structures for the vehicle and rail tunnels that cross beneath the area. 


The last type of visual element defined in the FHWA VIA guidance is artifacts and art, which are elements 
other than buildings, infrastructure, and structures that contribute to the visual environment. As noted 
earlier, public parks and plazas are present in the area of visual effect. These include Central Park and 
Columbus Circle in the 60th Street corridor, as well as smaller plazas. Along the West Side Highway/Route 
9A and FDR Drive, there are two linear waterfront parks beside the highways— Hudson River Park and East 
River Park—as well as many smaller parks and plazas that abut the highways. Many of the parks and plazas 
in the area of visual effect feature public art, including fountains, sculptures, and landscaping features. 
Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” provides a list and maps of the parks in the area of visual 
effect. As discussed in Chapter 7 and illustrated in Figure 7-1a through Figure 7-1g, the area of visual effect 
includes 82 parks, as follows: 


e 60th Street corridor: 19 parks and plazas adjacent to city blocks that are included in the area of visual 
effect. Most of these are small plaza areas close to the street. The 60th Street corridor also includes 
Central Park, discussed more below. 


e Lincoln Tunnel area: Four plazas close to the roadway and the High Line, a park atop an elevated former 
freight railroad line. These plazas are close to the street. 


e Holland Tunnel area: Three plazas close to the roadway. 
e Queens-Midtown Tunnel area: Three plazas close to the roadway. 


e Brooklyn, Manhattan, and Williamsburg Bridges approaches: Nine plazas close to the roadway. 
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e West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive: Many parks and plazas are adjacent to these two 
peripheral highways. They include Hudson River Park, which is adjacent to the west side of the West 
Side Highway/Route 9A from Lower Manhattan to West 59th Street, and John V. Lindsay East River 
Park, which is adjacent to the east side of the FDR Drive from Lower Manhattan to East 13th Street. 
They also include many smaller parks and plazas along the approximately 10.6 miles of these two 
peripheral highways included in the Manhattan CBD. 


The southernmost portion of Central Park is at the northern boundary of the Manhattan CBD and within 
the area of visual effect. Central Park is an 840-acre park bounded by Central Park South (59th Street), Fifth 
Avenue, Central Park North (110th Street), and Central Park West (the extension of Eighth Avenue). The 
area of visual effect within Central Park encompasses small areas of three park roadways close to the park 
border. These roads provide access for park patrons. Each roadway has adjacent walkways and signage, 
landscaped lawns, and mature trees. Chapter 7, “Parks and Recreational Resources,” provides more 
information on the area of Central Park that would be affected by the Project. Chapter 7 also provides 
information on the numerous other parks that are within the parks study area, which is the same area as 
the area of visual effect (see Table 7-1). 


9.3.3.2. Project Environment 

According to FHWA VIA guidance, the Project environment is the landscape inside the proposed 
transportation right-of-way and can be natural environment, cultural environment, or a combination of 
both. For this Project, the Project environment consists of roads and the adjacent sidewalks, tunnel portals 
and bridges, and in a few cases, median islands or overhead sign structures. 


Avenues and streets are the primary elements of the Project environment. Most avenues and wide 
crosstown streets have long north-south sightlines, but sightlines on narrow streets tend to be obstructed 
by mature street trees, signage, and other building and sidewalk features. Avenues and streets in the 
Project environment are level, at-grade terrain. Most serve one-way traffic within the Manhattan CBD, but 
notable exceptions include Eleventh Avenue/West End Avenue, Broadway, Park Avenue, and York Avenue 
in the 60th Street corridor, and Eleventh Avenue near the Lincoln Tunnel. Most avenues have four to five 
anes for moving traffic with some sections with curbside or offset bus lanes, bicycle lanes, and/or parking 
anes. Most one-way streets have one or two lanes for moving traffic with curbside parking and/or bike 
anes, and two-way streets have two or four lanes for moving traffic with curbside bus lanes, bicycle lanes, 
and/or parking lanes. Park Avenue and Broadway have center medians, and some avenues have concrete 


islands and raised features to delineate bicycle lanes and provide pedestrian refuge. The avenues and 
streets in the Project environment have streetlight poles at regular intervals and poles with mast arms over 
the roadway supporting traffic lights at each intersection. Signage is also a common feature in the Project 
environment. 


The two peripheral highways in the Project environment both serve two-way traffic. The West Side 
Highway/Route 9A is generally three to four lanes wide in each direction with a landscaped median dividing 
the two directions of traffic. This highway runs north-south along the western edge of Manhattan, with 
regular intersections with east-west local streets that are controlled by traffic lights. For most of its length 


Appendix 9-6 August 2022 


Appendix 9, Visual Resources 


south of West 57th Street, the West Side Highway/Route 9A has on-street parking on the east (northbound) 
side of the street. At West 57th Street, the highway ramps upward to become an elevated highway above 
the local street grid. Roadway-related infrastructure along the West Side Highway/Route 9A includes traffic 
lights on mast arms extending over the street, streetlights, signage (including overhead sign structures), 
and overhead pedestrian bridges. 


On the east side of Manhattan, the FDR Drive is a limited-access peripheral highway. It is generally three 
lanes in each direction with a barrier in the median to separate traffic. Access to and from the highway is 
via ramps that connect to the local street grid. Similar to the West Side Highway/Route 9A, roadway-related 
infrastructure along the FDR Drive includes streetlights, signage (including overhead sign structures), and 
overhead pedestrian bridges. 


The four tunnels and four bridges that connect to the Manhattan CBD are also part of the Project 
environment. Along the roads leading to and from these tunnels and bridges are streetlight poles and poles 
with traffic controls; there are also similar poles along the sides of the roadways on the bridges. 


The Project environment within Central Park consists of sidewalks adjacent to paved roadways. Within 
Central Park, streetlight poles and other types of poles with equipment mounted on them are already 
adjacent to the park road system, including in the area where the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would be placed (discussed in Section 9.3.2). 


9.3.4 Viewer Groups 


The FHWA VIA guidance calls for identifying the population, referred to as viewers, who could be affected 
by any changes in the visual environment that would result from the Project. As defined in the guidance, 
there are two distinct groups of viewers: neighbors and travelers. Neighbors are people who are adjacent 
to the highway (i.e., Project site) and have views of the road, and travelers are people who use the highway 
(i.e., Project site) and have views from the road. The guidance further divides these types of potential 
travelers, to help establish viewer preferences and their sensitivity to changes in the visual environment:® 


e Neighbors, consisting of people who may have a view of the Project, include the following: 


Residential neighbors, consisting of people who live within viewing distance of the Project 
— Recreational neighbors, who participate in recreation in the area of visual effect 


— Institutional neighbors, including people who provide or receive services from institutions, such as 


schools and hospitals 


— Civic neighbors, consisting of people who provide or receive services from a government 


organization 


— Retail neighbors, including merchants and shoppers 


5 The FHWA VIA guidance also notes that for an abbreviated visual impact assessment and frequently for a standard visual 
impact assessment, the simple division between neighbors and travelers is sufficient for assessing visual impacts. 
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— Commercial neighbors, or people who occupy or use office buildings and other commercial 
structures 


— Industrial neighbors, who work in industrial facilities 
— Agricultural neighbors, or farmers 


— Viewer neighbors, who are traveling but not in the Project site; these can include pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and motorists on other routes 


e Travelers, defined as the users of the existing highway or future users of the improved highway (in this 
case, people who would travel past the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment); 
these can be motorists, bicyclists, or pedestrians: 


— Commuting travelers, who are regular travelers of the same route 
— Touring travelers, who use the highway (Project site) primarily for enjoyment 


— Shipping travelers, consisting primarily of drivers delivering goods and can also include delivery 
people and messengers in the Manhattan CBD 


The Manhattan CBD has a wide mix of land uses and therefore supports all of these viewer groups except 
industrial and agricultural neighbors. Residential neighbors are most sensitive to the changes in the visual 
environment, although residents of the Manhattan CBD are accustomed to the urban character of the 
Manhattan CBD. Institutional, civic, retail, and commercial neighbors have less sensitivity to changes in the 
visual environment than residential neighbors, and they are also accustomed to the urban character of the 
Manhattan CBD. Recreational neighbors are sensitive to changes in their recreational spaces (i.e., parks); 
in the Manhattan CBD, recreational spaces are urban parks, plazas, promenades, and indoor facilities that 
are typical of the physical and cultural environment of the Manhattan CBD. 


The Manhattan CBD’s transportation right-of-way serves motorists, bicyclists, and pedestrians for various 
trip purposes; therefore, it supports commuting travelers, touring travelers (i.e., tourists), and shipping 
travelers by multiple modes (i.e., car, bus, truck, bicycle, and on foot).’ Travelers in the Manhattan CBD are 
highly acclimated to its transportation network and the supporting infrastructure. While commuters and 
shippers have frequent exposure to the same visual environment, they may not be sensitive to changes in 
the visual environment because they are focused mainly on the business purpose of their trip rather than 
leisure or other purposes. Touring travelers have greater sensitivity to the visual environment because 
pleasure takes more prominence in the purpose of their trips; however, views of the Manhattan CBD’s 
physical and cultural environment, including its skyscrapers, signs, public art, and street life, are generally 
the points of interest for touring travelers. Pedestrians are more sensitive to changes in the visual 
environment than motorists and bicyclists because pedestrians, moving at slower speeds, spend more time 
experiencing a trip than bicyclists and motorists at higher speeds; however, all three user groups are highly 
accustomed to the urban character of the Manhattan CBD. 


7 Refer to FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment Guidelines of Highway Projects, Section 5.3, for a definition of viewer groups. 


www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx#chap52. 
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9.4 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES 


9.4.1 No Action Alternative 


The No Action Alternative would not result in a vehicular tolling program or any associated tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment; therefore, it would have no effect on visual resources in the 
Manhattan CBD or area of visual effect. The area of visual effect would remain the same, and viewer groups 
would continue to be accustomed to that environment. 


9.4.2 CBD Tolling Alternative 


9.4.2.1 Appearance of Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 

Chapter 2, “Project Alternatives,” describes the proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment for the CBD Tolling Alternative (Section 2.4.2.2). As discussed there, this would include poles 
and mast arms, similar to those used for streetlights and traffic lights today; tolling system equipment 
housed in enclosures; and signage similar in size and character to signs already present throughout 
Manhattan. Figure 9-1 through Figure 9-18 at the end of this appendix provide illustrations comparing the 
No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative at representative locations within the area of visual 
effect. Figure 9-1a and Figure 9-1b depict the area of visual effect and provide a photo key showing the 
locations for the figures that follow. Figure 9-2 through Figure 9-18 provide renderings of conditions with 
the No Action Alternative and the CBD Tolling Alternative. In addition, Appendix 2D, “Project Alternatives: 
CBD Tolling Program Signage,” provides details about the size and location of signage associated with the 
CBD Tolling Alternative. 


The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment has been designed to minimize its visual impact, by 
using existing infrastructure as much as possible and coordinating the appearance of new infrastructure 
and equipment with the existing street furniture palette. Different tolling infrastructure would be used, 
depending on location, to minimize the Project footprint and reflect the existing setting. In most locations, 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would use octagonal poles that are similar in appearance to the New York City 
Department of Transportation’s (NYCDOT) standard poles for traffic signals and streetlights (these are 
called “M-2A” poles), except that the poles would be larger in diameter (potentially up to 14 inches in 
diameter rather than 8.5 inches). The poles for the CBD Tolling Alternative would typically be at locations 
where standard poles are currently installed or would replace existing poles with new poles that are up to 
about 20 feet from the existing poles. In some locations, new poles would be installed where no poles 
currently exist. In all cases, the Project Soonsors would avoid the removal of street trees for pole placement 
to the maximum extent feasible and practicable. Figure 2-2a through Figure 2-2k in Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” provide information on the proposed locations and types of infrastructure at each location 
based on preliminary design. 


On some poles, anew mast arm (similar to the mast arms that support traffic signals throughout New York 
City) would extend 20 to 50 feet over the roadway with tolling system equipment mounted on it. On other 
poles, tolling system equipment would be mounted directly on the pole without a mast arm. The color of 
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poles, cabinets, and tolling system equipment would be consistent and would match existing light pole 
colors. Supports, fasteners, and other hardware would also be designed to be minimally visible. Figure 9-2, 
Figure 9-3, Figure 9-5, Figure 9-6, Figure 9-7, Figure 9-8, and Figure 9-15 illustrate locations with proposed 
mast arms over the roadway. Figure 9-4a, Figure 9-4b, Figure 9-4c, and Figure 9-5 show locations with 
tolling system equipment mounted on poles without a mast arm. 


On the East River bridges, West Side Highway/Route 9A, and along the FDR Drive, tolling system equipment 
would be mounted on existing structures, including the bridge superstructures and light poles and on 
existing overhead sign structures and pedestrian bridges. Figure 9-9a, Figure 9-9b, Figure 9-9c, and 
Figure 9-11 provide views of proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at the Ed Koch 
Queensboro Bridge and Manhattan Bridge. Figure 9-10 illustrates the proposed tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment mounted to an existing pedestrian bridge over the FDR Drive. At the Queens- 
Midtown Tunnel and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, tolling system equipment already in place would be used. 


The Project Sponsors are coordinating with the Port Authority of New York and New Jersey (PANYNJ) 
regarding the locations for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment near the Holland and Lincoln 
Tunnels. If PANYNJ approves the use of its property for associated tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment, this would allow the Project Sponsors to eliminate tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment from the local streets near the Holland and Lincoln Tunnels. Figure 9-12 illustrates proposed 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on a local street near the Holland Tunnel. Figure 9-13 
and Figure 9-15 show views of proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment on a local 
street near the Lincoln Tunnel. Figure 9-14a and Figure 9-14b show tolling system infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment on PANYNJ property at the Lincoln Tunnel. 


The proposed tolling system equipment would be clustered into single enclosures to reduce its visual 
impact. These enclosures would house the license-plate reader cameras, illuminators, and antenna in a 
single unit comparable in size and mass to traffic control devices currently used throughout the area of 
visual effect. The cameras included in the array of tolling system equipment would use infrared illumination 
at night to allow images of license plates to be collected without any need for visible light. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would include new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment at three 
locations in Central Park near its southern boundary at Central Park South/59th Street. At these locations, 
four existing streetlight poles would be replaced with new poles supporting tolling system equipment. 
These replacement streetlight poles would be in the same location and have the same appearance as 
existing streetlight poles. The tolling system equipment mounted on them would use matching color 
schemes to blend with the appearance of the poles. 


In addition to the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, the CBD Tolling Alternative would 
include signage on local streets outside the Manhattan CBD to advise drivers before they enter the tolling 
zone, and within the Manhattan CBD to advise drivers before they exit the zone. These signs would be 
similar in size and nature to existing signs and would be mounted on standard sign posts on local streets 
and on existing infrastructure where feasible. 
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The type, sequence, and quantity of signs would differ depending on the location. Chapter 2, “Project 
Alternatives,” Section 2.4.2.2, includes a description of the types, numbers, and sizes of proposed signs, 
and Appendix 2D, “Project Alternatives: CBD Tolling Program Signage,” provides maps illustrating potential 
locations for signage and depictions of the types of signs, based on preliminary design. This information 
would be further refined during final design, and some additional signs or signs in different locations might 
be required as a result of final design. Figure 9-5, Figure 9-16, Figure 9-17, and Figure 9-18 illustrate the 
types of signage included as part of the CBD Tolling Alternative. 


9.4.2.2 Assessment of Visual Effect 

In most locations, the Project environment where the proposed new tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment would be installed is on city streets, bridges and bridge ramps over land, near tunnel 
portals, and on the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive. The tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment on city streets would be placed where there is already a variety of sidewalk structures 
and infrastructure, including streetlight poles, traffic lights, bus stops, and signs. 


The CBD Tolling Alternative would minimize interference with public sightlines, view corridors, and open 
spaces at the locations of proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. The infrastructure 
and equipment would be visually consistent with the existing streetscape and would have the same or 
similar appearance as adjacent NYCDOT standard signal and streetlight poles or as NYCDOT’s family of 
street furniture. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would have a neutral effect on the visual 
environment of the surrounding area. 


At the three locations in Central Park where tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment is proposed, 
four existing streetlight poles would be replaced with new poles supporting tolling system equipment. 
These replacement streetlight poles would be in the same location and have the same appearance as 
existing streetlight poles, and the tolling system equipment mounted on them would use matching color 
schemes to blend with the appearance of the poles. In addition, tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be installed along the sidewalk bordering the park on Fifth Avenue between East 60th 
and 61st Streets and on the sidewalk bordering the park on Central Park West between West 60th and 61st 
Streets. Based on preliminary design, on the west side of Fifth Avenue an existing modern streetlight pole 
would be replaced with a new light pole of similar appearance. On Central Park West, a new 26-foot-tall 
pole with a narrow profile, with a 50-foot mast arm extending over the Central Park West roadway would 
be installed on the east (park) side of the road. These poles along the sidewalk bordering Central Park would 
be consistent with the presence of modern street furniture in the area and would constitute a minimal 
change. The CBD Tolling Alternative would not change the character of Central Park’s use or of physical 
features within the property’s setting that contribute to its historic significance and would not introduce 
visual elements that diminish the integrity of Central Park’s significant features. Therefore, the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would have a neutral effect on the visual environment of Central Park and the surrounding area. 


FHWA and the Project Sponsors assessed the potential visual effects on historic properties associated with 
implementation of the Project as part of the process required by Section 106 of the National Historic 
Preservation Act, as discussed in Chapter 8, “Historic and Cultural Resources.” That assessment concludes 
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that the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would not result in adverse effects on historic 
architectural resources, many of which are also prominent visual features within or near the area of visual 
effect. This includes Central Park, as discussed previously, as well as other historic properties. Each of the 
bridges that connect to the Manhattan CBD is a historic property, as described in Chapter 8. The proposed 
tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment that would be installed on those bridges would 
generally have minimal visibility that is consistent with the type of infrastructure already located on the 
bridges (including signage) and would not obstruct views to any visually significant portions of the bridge 
structures. On the Manhattan Bridge, a new steel girder that supports tolling system equipment would be 
installed above the westbound inner roadway, and would be supported on the existing steel framing that 
once supported an upper-deck roadway (removed in the mid-20th century) between the westbound inner 
roadway and the outer roadways (Figure 9-11). The new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment 
would be at a substantial distance from the arch and colonnade located at the bridge entrance on Canal 
Street in Manhattan, where it would be prominent in views only for drivers in the westbound center lanes 
as they approach the end of the bridge. This view would be available only for a short time as drivers move 
toward the end of the bridge. 


The new signs within and outside of the Manhattan CBD would be similar in size and placement to other 
signs already common throughout the area of visual effect. These would have a neutral effect on the visual 
environment of the Project area. 


For the various viewer groups in the area of visual effect, including neighbors (residential, recreational, 
institutional, civic, retail, and commercial; see Section 9.3.4 earlier in this appendix) and travelers 
(commuting, touring, and shipping; see also Section 9.3.4), the visual changes introduced by the CBD Tolling 
Alternative would be minimal in the context of the urban landscape and are not likely result in a change in 
visual quality as perceived by these viewers. Therefore, the CBD Tolling Alternative would have a neutral 
effect on viewer groups. 


Following the implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative, motorists, pedestrians, and bicyclists would 
continue to use existing roadways and sidewalks. As described in Subchapter 5B, “Social Conditions: 
Neighborhood Character,” changes in traffic volumes and pedestrian activity that would result with 
implementation of the CBD Tolling Alternative would not result in adverse effects on the aesthetic 
characteristics of the areas where they would occur. Projected changes in traffic, transit ridership, and 
pedestrians would occur on busy arterial roadways and near transit hubs (see Chapter 4, “Transportation,” 
including Subchapter 4A, “Regional Transportation Effects and Modeling,” Subchapter 4B, “Highways and 
Local Intersections,” Subchapter 4C, “Transit,” and Subchapter 4E, “Pedestrians and Bicycles”), where 
heavy transportation activities are already part of the Project environment. Therefore, these changes in 
traffic and pedestrian activity associated with the CBD Tolling Alternative would have a neutral effect on 
viewer groups. 


Overall, the installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment as well as changes in traffic 
and pedestrian volumes that would result from the CBD Tolling Alternative would have a neutral effect on 
viewer groups and would not result in adverse effects on the visual environment. 
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9.5 CONCLUSION 


For the various viewer groups in the area of visual effect—including residential, recreational, institutional, 
civic, retail, and commercial “neighbors” (i.e., those who may have a view of the Project), and commuting, 
touring, and shipping “travelers” (i.e., those who would use the affected roadways)—the visual changes 
introduced by the CBD Tolling Alternative would be minimal in the context of the urban landscape and are 
not likely to result in a change in visual quality as perceived by these viewers. Therefore, the CBD Tolling 


Alternative would have a neutral effect on viewer groups. 
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Figure 9-1a. Area of Visual Effect and Photo Key for Renderings 
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Figure 9-1b. Area of Visual Effect and Photo Key for Renderings: 60th Street 
60th Street - Western Portion 
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Figure 9-2. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Broadway at West 
60th Street 
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No Action Alternative, view northwest at Broadway 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northwest at Broadway 
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Figure 9-3. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Central Park West 
at West 60th Street Near Columbus Circle 
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Figure 9-4a. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Central Park 
West Drive near Seventh Avenue 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 
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Figure 9-4b. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Central Park 
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No Action Alternative, view southeast 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view southeast 
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Figure 9-4c._ Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Central Park 
East Drive Near Grand Army Plaza 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northeast 
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Figure 9-5. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Fifth Avenue at 
East 60th Street 


No Action Alternative, view south 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south 
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Figure 9-6. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Madison Avenue at 
East 60th Street 
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Figure 9-7. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative, Park Avenue at 
East 60th Street 


Tol 


m\ 
m\ 
wm 
— i] 
—* 
— 
Fi] 
—, 


Ss qui 


= 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view south from East 60th Street crosswalk 
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Figure 9-8. | Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: First Avenue at 
East 60th Street 
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Figure 9-9a. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge Lower Level Westbound and Eastbound 


No Action Alternative 


CBD Tolling Alternative 
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Figure 9-9b. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: 
Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge Lower Level, Westbound Approaching East 60th Street 
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Figure 9-10. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: FDR Drive at 
East Sth Street 


No Action Alternative, view north 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view north 
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Figure 9-11. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Manhattan Bridge 
Westbound Center Lanes 


No Action Alternative, view northwest 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northwest 
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Figure 9-12. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Vestry Street at 
Holland Tunnel Exit 
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Figure 9-13. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: High Line at Tenth 


No Action Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 
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CBD Tolling Alternative, view north on Tenth Avenue 
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Figure 9-14a. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Lincoln Tunnel 
North Tube 


CBD Tolling Alternative 
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Figure 9-14b. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: Lincoln Tunnel 
Center Tube 
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Figure 9-15. Comparison Views of No Action Alternative and CBD Tolling Alternative: West 40th Street 


CBD Tolling Alternative, view northeast 
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nee 9-16. ——— of Proposed New Signage, Fifth Avenue between East 66th and 67th Streets 
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Figure 9-18. Rendering of Proposed New Signage, Fifth Avenue at East 60th Street 


ay 


= WK ; X : KN Wh & el to ‘ 8 Nga 


ahikikikihil Ay 


ee ee 


LE: 


mil 


a 


a 


August 2022 Appendix 9-35 


Appendix 9, Visual Resources 


Attachment 1 
Visual Impact Assessment Scoping Questionnaire 


The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) guidance, Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of 
Highway Projects January 2015),® provides procedures for assessing the impact of roadway projects on 
prominent visual resources and aesthetic conditions of the surrounding communities. The guidance begins 
with a “visual impact assessment (VIA) decision tree,” a process to determine whether a VIA is required for 
a project and, if so, the appropriate level of documentation, ranging from a VIA memorandum, to an 
abbreviated VIA, a standard VIA, or an expanded VIA. The appropriate level of analysis is based on the 
potential visual effects of a project. The guidance calls for a scoping tool, the Visual Impact Assessment 
(VIA) Scoping Questionnaire, to help determine first if a visual impact assessment is necessary, and if so, 
the level of detail needed to fulfill regulatory and judicial requirements.° Noting that “the assessment of 
visual impacts should not place an undue burden on the government entities providing those 
transportation services and improvements necessary for the health, safety, and welfare of the communities 
they serve,” the guidance recommends that no assessment be prepared if there would be no noticeable 
visible changes to visual resources, viewers, or visual quality and that if there would be a visual change, the 
level of assessment be tailored to the potential level of visual change. *° 


The Project Sponsors completed the Visual Impact Assessment Scoping Questionnaire for the Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the Project), and based on the resulting score for the Project, 
determined that no visual impact assessment is required. This appendix provides the Visual Impact 
Assessment Scoping Questionnaire that the Project Sponsors completed for the Project. 


The FHWA guidance notes that producing a Visual Impact Assessment can be complicated and it describes 
recommended skills, training, and experience for authors of a Visual Impact Assessment. The Visual Impact 
Assessment Scoping Questionnaire provided in this appendix was prepared, as noted, by Christopher M. 
Calvert, AICP, a Senior Vice President at AKRF, Inc. Mr. Calvert is an urban planner with 25 years of 
experience in preparing environmental assessments for large-scale FHWA transportation projects. Given 
that the Scoping Questionnaire demonstrates that no Visual Impact Assessment is needed for the Project, 
a practitioner with the recommended skills, training, and experience for authors of such an assessment is 


not necessary. 


8 Federal Highway Administration. January 2015. Guidelines for the Visual Impact Assessment of Highway Projects. FHWA-HEP- 
15-029. https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other_topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx. 

9 Refer to FHWA’s Visual Impact Assessment Guidelines of Highway Projects, Chapter 3, for more information. 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/other topics/VIA Guidelines for Highway Projects.aspx#chap3. 

10 Ibid. pp. 3-5. 


Appendix 9-36 August 2022 


sce Pictrict (CBD) Tolling Pragqram Enviranmentoal Acceccment 
ess District (CBD) Tolling P; ogram Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 9, Visual Resources 


Visual Impact Assessment Scoping Questionnaire 


Project Name: Central Business District Tolling Program Site Visit Date: Various, 2019, 2020, 2021 
Location:New York County (Manhattan), New York Time: 9 AM-3 PM 


Special Conditions/Notes: The area of visual effect is the area where Conducted By: Christopher M. Calvert, AICP 
proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed, in Manhattan generally south of 61st Street. 


Environmental Compatibility 


ule 


August 2022 


Will the project result in a noticeable change in the physical characteristics of the existing 
environment? (Consider all project components and construction impacts - both permanent and 
temporary, including landform changes, structures, noise barriers, vegetation removal, railing, 
signage, and contractor activities.) 


High level of permanent change (3) O Moderate level of permanent change (2) 
Low level of permanent or temporary change O No Noticeable Change (0) 


(1) 


Will the project complement or contrast with the visual character desired by the community? 
(Evaluate the scale and extent of the project features compared to the surrounding scale of the 
community. Is the project likely to give an urban appearance to an existing rural or suburban 
community? Do you anticipate that the change will be viewed by the public as positive or 
negative? Research planning documents, or talk with local planners and community 
representatives to understand the type of visual environment local residents envision for their 
community.) 


Low Compatibility (3) O Moderate Compatibility (2) 
High compatibility (1) 


What level of local concern is there for the types of project features (e.g., bridge structures, large 
excavations, sound barriers, or median planting removal) and construction impacts that are 
proposed? (Certain project improvements can be of special interest to local citizens, causing a 
heightened level of public concern, and requiring a more focused visual analysis.) 


High concern (3) O Moderate concern (2) 
Low concern (1) Negligible Project Features (0) 
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Is it anticipated that to mitigate visual impacts, it may be necessary to develop extensive or novel 
mitigation strategies to avoid, minimize, or compensate for adverse impacts or will using 
conventional mitigation strategies, such as landscape or architectural treatment adequately 
mitigate adverse visual impacts? 

Extensive Non-Conventional Mitigation Likely O Some non-conventional Mitigation Likely (2) 
(3) 

Only Conventional Mitigation Likely (1) @ No Mitigation Likely (0) 


Will this project, when seen collectively with other projects, result in an aggregate adverse 
change (cumulative impacts) in overall visual quality or character? (Identify any projects [both 
state and local] in the area that have been constructed in recent years and those currently 
planned for future construction. The window of time and the extent of area applicable to 
possible cumulative impacts should be based on a reasonable anticipation of the viewing 
public's perception.) 


Cumulative Impacts likely: 0-5 years (3) O Cumulative Impacts likely: 6-10 years (2) 
Cumulative Impacts unlikely (1) 


Viewer Sensitivity 


1. What is the potential that the project proposal may be controversial within the community, or 
opposed by any organized group? (This can be researched initially by talking with the state DOT 
and local agency management and staff familiar with the affected community's sentiments as 
evidenced by past projects and/or current information.) 


High Potential (3) O Moderate Potential (2) 
Low Potential (1) O No Potential (0) 


How sensitive are potential viewer-groups likely to be regarding visible changes proposed by the 
project? (Consider among other factors the number of viewers within the group, probable 
viewer expectations, activities, viewing duration, and orientation. The expected viewer 
sensitivity level may be scoped by applying professional judgment, and by soliciting information 
from other DOT staff, local agencies and community representatives familiar with the affected 
community’s sentiments and demonstrated concerns.) 


O High Sensitivity (3) O Moderate Sensitivity (2) 
Low Sensitivity (1) 
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To what degree does the project's aesthetic approach appear to be consistent with applicable laws, 
ordinances, regulations, policies or standards? 


Low Compatibility (3) O Moderate Compatibility (2) 
High compatibility (1) 


Are permits going to be required by outside regulatory agencies (i.e., Federal, State, or local)? 
(Permit requirements can have an unintended consequence on the visual environment. 
Anticipated permits, as well as specific permit requirements - which are defined by the 
permitter, may be determined by talking with the project environmental planner and project 
engineer. Note: coordinate with the state DOT representative responsible for obtaining the 
permit prior to communicating directly with any permitting agency. Permits that may benefit 
from additional analysis include permits that may result in visible built features, such as 
infiltration basins or devices under a storm water permit or a retaining wall for wetland 
avoidance or permits for work in sensitive areas such as coastal development permits or on 
Federal lands, such as impacts to Wild and Scenic Rivers.) 


Yes (3) O Maybe (2) 
No (1) 


Will the project sponsor or public benefit from a more detailed visual analysis in order to help 
reach consensus on a course of action to address potential visual impacts? (Consider the proposed 
project features, possible visual impacts, and probable mitigation recommendations.) 


Yes (3) O Maybe (2) 
No (1) 
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Determining the Level of Visual Impact Assessment 


Total the scores of the answers to all ten questions on the Visual Impact Assessment Scoping 
Questionnaire. Use the total score from the questionnaire as an indicator of the appropriate level of 
VIA to perform for the project. Confirm that the level suggested by the checklist is consistent with 
the project teams’ professional judgments. If there remains doubt about whether a VIA needs to be 
completed, it may be prudent to conduct an Abbreviated VIA. If there remains doubt about the level 
of the VIA, begin with the simpler VIA process. If visual impacts emerge as a more substantial 
concern than anticipated, the level of VIA documentation can always be increased. 


The level of the VIA can initially be based on the following ranges of total scores: 


O Score 25-30 

An Expanded VIA is probably necessary. It is recommended that it should be proceeded by a formal 
visual scoping study prior to beginning the VIA to alert the project team to potential highly adverse 
impacts and to develop new project alternatives to avoid those impacts. These technical studies will 
likely receive state-wide, even national, public review. Extensive use of visual simulations anda 
comprehensive public involvement program would be typical. 


O Score 20-24 

A Standard VIA is recommended. This technical study will likely receive extensive local, perhaps 
state-wide, public review. It would typically include several visual simulations. It would also include 
a thorough examination of public planning and policy documents supplemented with a direct public 
engagement processes to determine visual preferences. 


O Score 15-19 

An Abbreviated VIA would briefly describe project features, impacts and mitigation requirements. 
Visual simulations would be optional. An Abbreviated VIA would receive little direct public interest 
beyond a summary of its findings in the project’s environmental documents. Visual preferences 
would be based on observation and review of planning and policy documents by local jurisdictions. 


O Score 10-14 

A VIA Memorandum addressing minor visual issues that indicates the nature of the limited impacts 
and any necessary mitigation strategies that should be implemented would likely be sufficient along 
with an explanation of why no formal analysis is required. 


M1 Score 6-9 

No noticeable physical changes to the environment are proposed and no further analysis is required. 
Print out a copy of this completed questionnaire for your project file to document that there is no 
effect. A VIA Memorandum may be used to document that there is no effect and to explain the 
approach used for the determination. 
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Appendix 10A, Air Quality: Description of Pollutants and MOVES Modeling Files 


10A.1 Criteria and Mobile Source Air Toxic Descriptions 


Ozone 

Ozone (Os) is a colorless toxic gas. As shown in Figure 10A-1, O3 is found in both the Earth’s upper and lower 
atmospheric levels. In the upper atmosphere, O3 is a naturally occurring gas that helps to prevent the sun’s 
harmful ultraviolet rays from reaching the Earth. In the lower layer of the atmosphere, O3 is not emitted 
directly into the air, but is created by chemical reactions between oxides of nitrogen (NOx) and volatile 
organic compounds (VOCs). This happens when pollutants emitted by cars, power plants, industrial boilers, 
refineries, chemical plants, and other sources chemically react in the presence of sunlight. 


Figure 10A-1. Ozone in the Atmosphere 


Source: EPA 


O3 at ground level is a harmful air pollutant, because of its effects on people and the environment, and it is 
the main ingredient in “smog." O3 in the air we breathe can harm our health. People most at risk from 
breathing air containing ozone include people with asthma, children, older adults, and people who are 
active outdoors, especially outdoor workers. 


Breathing ozone can trigger a variety of health problems including chest pain, coughing, throat irritation, 
and airway inflammation. It also can reduce lung function and harm lung tissue. Ozone can worsen 
bronchitis, emphysema, and asthma, leading to increased medical care. O3 also damages vegetation by 
inhibiting its growth. The effects of changes in VOC and NOx emissions are examined on a regional level. 


Carbon Monoxide 

Carbon monoxide (CO) is a colorless gas that interferes with the transfer of oxygen to the brain. CO is 
emitted almost exclusively from the incomplete combustion of fossil fuels. Motor vehicle emissions 
(on-road motor vehicle exhaust) are the primary source of CO. In cities, 85 to 95 percent of all CO emissions 
may come from motor vehicle exhaust. Prolonged exposure to high levels of CO can cause headaches, 
drowsiness, loss of equilibrium, or heart disease. CO levels are generally highest in the colder months of 
the year when temperature inversions (when warmer air traps colder air near the ground) and/or stable 
atmospheric conditions are more frequent. 
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CO concentrations can vary greatly over relatively short distances. Relatively high concentrations of CO are 
typically found near congested intersections, along heavily used roadways carrying slow-moving traffic, and 
in areas where atmospheric dispersion is inhibited by urban “street canyon” conditions. Consequently, CO 
concentrations are predicted on a microscale basis. 


As shown in Figure 10A-2, national 8-hour average CO levels have decreased by 87 percent between 1980 
and 2021. This reduction is due in large part to the Clean Air Act (CAA). The CAA required the 
U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) to issue a series of rules to reduce pollution from vehicle 
exhaust, refueling emissions and evaporating gasoline. As a result, emissions from a new car purchased 
today are over 90 percent cleaner than a new vehicle purchased in 1970. This applies to SUVs and pickup 
trucks, as well. As cleaner vehicles enter the national fleet and older vehicles are taken out of service, 
emissions continue to drop. 


Figure 10A-2: CO Air Quality, 1980-2021 


Concentration, ppm 


1980 to 2021: 87% decrease In National Average 


Source: https://www.epa.gov/air-trends/carbon-monoxide-trends#conat 


Particulate Matter and Black Carbon 

Particulate pollution is composed of solid particles or liquid droplets that are small enough to remain 
suspended in the air. In general, particulate pollution can include dust, soot, salts, acids, metals and smoke; 
these can be irritating but usually are not poisonous. Particulate pollution also can include bits of solid or 
liquid substances that can be highly toxic. Of particular concern are those particles that are smaller than, 
or equal to, 10 microns (PMio) or 2.5 microns (PM_;5) in size. A micron, also referred to as a micrometer, is 
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a millionth of ameter. PMio refers to particulate matter less than or equal to 10 microns in diameter, about 
one-seventh the thickness of a human hair (Figure 10A-3). 


Figure 10A-3: Relative Particulate Matter Size 
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Image courtesy of the U.S. EPA 


Source: EPA Office of Air and Radiation 


Major sources of PMao include motor vehicles; wood-burning stoves and fireplaces; dust from construction, 
landfills, and agriculture; wildfires and brush/waste burning; industrial sources; windblown dust from open 
lands; and atmospheric chemical and photochemical reactions. Suspended particulates produce haze and 
reduce visibility. Data collected through numerous nationwide studies indicate that most of the PM1op comes 
from the following: 


e Fugitive dust 
e Wind erosion 
e =Agricultural and forestry sources 


A small portion of particulate matter is the product of fuel combustion processes. In the case of PMos, the 
combustion of fossil fuels accounts for a large portion of this pollutant. The main health effect of airborne 
particulate matter is on the respiratory system. PM2>5 refers to particulates that are 2.5 microns or less in 
diameter, roughly 1/28th the diameter of a human hair. PM25 results from fuel combustion (from motor 
vehicles, power generation, and industrial facilities), residential fireplaces, and wood stoves. In addition, 
PM25can be formed in the atmosphere from gases such as sulfur dioxide (SO), nitrogen oxides, and volatile 
organic compounds. Black carbon (BC) is one component of PM2s5 and is emitted from diesel exhaust and 
other sources. Like PMio, PM2.5 can penetrate the human respiratory system’s natural defenses and damage 
the respiratory tract when inhaled. Whereas particles 2.5 to 10 microns in diameter tend to collect in the 
upper portion of the respiratory system, particles 2.5 microns or less are so tiny that they can penetrate 
deeper into the lungs and damage lung tissues. 
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Appendix 10A, Air Quality: Description of Pollutants and MOVES Modeling Files 


Nitrogen Dioxide and Nitric Oxide 

Nitrogen dioxide (NO2), a brownish gas, irritates the lungs. It can cause breathing difficulties at high 
concentrations. Like O3, NO2 is not directly emitted, but is formed through a reaction between nitric oxide 
(NO) and atmospheric oxygen. NO and NO: are collectively referred to as nitrogen oxides (NOx) and are 
major contributors to ozone formation. NO2 also contributes to the formation of PMio, small liquid and 
solid particles that are less than 10 microns in diameter (see discussion of PMio above). At atmospheric 
concentration, NOz is only potentially irritating. In high concentrations, the result is a brownish-red cast to 
the atmosphere and reduced visibility. There is some indication of a relationship between NO2 and chronic 
pulmonary fibrosis. Some increase in bronchitis in children (two and three years old) has also been observed 
at concentrations below 0.3 parts per million (ppm). 


lead 

Pb is a stable element that persists and accumulates both in the environment and in animals. Its principal 
effects in humans are on the blood-forming, nervous, and renal systems. Lead levels in the urban 
environment from mobile sources have substantially decreased due to the Federally mandated switch to 
lead-free gasoline. 


Sulfur Dioxide 

SO2 is a product of high-sulfur fuel combustion. The main sources of SO. are coal and oil used in power 
stations, industry and for domestic heating. Industrial chemical manufacturing is another source of SO2. 
SO2 is an irritant gas that attacks the throat and lungs. It can cause acute respiratory symptoms and 
diminished ventilator function in children. SO2 can also yellow plant leaves and erode iron and steel. 


Mobile Source Air Toxics 

In addition to the criteria pollutants for which there are National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS), 
EPA also regulates air toxics. Toxic air pollutants are those pollutants known or suspected to cause cancer 
or other serious health effects. Most air toxics originate from human made sources, including on-road 
mobile sources, nonroad mobile sources (e.g., airplanes), area sources (e.g., dry cleaners), and stationary 
sources (e.g., factories or refineries). 


Mobile source air toxics (MSATs) are a subset of the 188 air toxics defined by the CAA Amendments. MSAT 
are compounds emitted from highway vehicles and nonroad equipment. Some toxic compounds are 
present in fuel and are emitted into the air when the fuel evaporates or passes through the engine 
unburned. Other toxics are emitted from the incomplete combustion of fuels or as secondary combustion 
products. Metal air toxics also result from engine wear or from impurities in oil or gasoline. EPA has 
assessed this expansive list in their latest rule on the Control of Hazardous Air Pollutants from Mobile 
Sources (Federal Register, Vol. 72, No. 37, page 8430, February 26, 2007) and identified a group of 
93 compounds emitted from mobile sources that are listed in their Integrated Risk Information System 
(IRIS) (http://www.epa.gov/iris/). In addition, EPA identified nine compounds with significant contributions 


from mobile sources that are among the national and regional-scale cancer risk drivers from its 2011 
National Air Toxics Assessment (NATA) (https://www.epa.gov/national-air-toxics-assessment). These are: 
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e 1,3-butadiene — characterized as carcinogenic to humans by inhalation. 


e Acetaldehyde — classified as a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and 


sufficient evidence in animals. 


e = Acrolein — major effects from chronic (long-term) inhalation exposure consist of general respiratory 
congestion and eye, nose, and throat irritation. The potential carcinogenicity of acrolein cannot be 
determined based on existing data. 


e Benzene — characterized as a known human carcinogen. 


e Diesel particulate matter (DPM) — likely to be carcinogenic to humans by inhalation from environmental 
exposures. Diesel exhaust as reviewed in this document is the combination of diesel particulate matter 
and diesel exhaust organic gases. Diesel exhaust also represents chronic respiratory effects, possibly 
the primary noncancer hazard from MSATs. Prolonged exposures may impair pulmonary function and 
could produce symptoms, such as cough, phlegm, and chronic bronchitis. Exposure relationships have 
not been developed from these studies. 


e Ethylbenzene — classified as a Group D, not classifiable as to human carcinogenicity. Chronic exposure 
to ethylbenzene by inhalation in humans has shown conflicting results regarding its effects on the 
blood. 


e Formaldehyde — classified as a probable human carcinogen, based on limited evidence in humans, and 


sufficient evidence in animals. 


e Naphthalene — classified naphthalene as a Group C, possible human carcinogen. Acute exposure of 
humans to naphthalene by inhalation, ingestion, and dermal contact is associated with hemolytic 
anemia, damage to the liver, and neurological damage. Cataracts have also been reported in workers 


acutely exposed to naphthalene by inhalation and ingestion. 


e Polycyclic organic matter (POM) — defines a broad class of compounds that includes the polycyclic 
aromatic hydrocarbon compounds (PAHs), of which benzo[a]pyrene is a member. Cancer is the major 
concern from exposure to POM. EPA has classified seven PAHs (benzo[a]pyrene, benz[a]anthracene, 
chrysene, benzo[b]fluoranthene, benzo[k]fluoranthene, dibenz[a,hJanthracene, and indeno[1,2,3- 
cd]pyrene) as Group B2, probable human carcinogens. 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


The following tables present the details of the screening analysis that was performed to determine if 
detailed microscale modeling for carbon monoxide (CO), particulate matter (PMio or PM25) would be 
required to assess the potential air quality effects of implementing the CBD Tolling Program. The screening 
was conducted using the criteria from NYSDOT’s The Environmental Manual, Chapter 1.1. Chapter 10, “Air 
Quality,” Section 10.3.2.2 presents the results of the screening analysis. 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-1. | Upper East Side Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


Intersection Name 4 10% 1 
# BD | Los BD | Los oe NB Los Us 
Volume Volume Volume 
E 59th Street & 2nd Ave 


E 60th Street & Queensboro Bridge Exit NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 
E 60th Street & 2nd Ave NA 
NA 
NA 


E 60th Street & 3rd Ave 
6 E 60th Street & 1st Ave NA 1727 | 1434 | NA | 


Intersection MD Volume MD Screen PM Volume PM Screen LN Volume LN Screen 
E 60th Street & York Ave 
E 60th Street & Lexington Ave 


E 60th Street & Park Ave NB 
E 60th Street & Park Ave SB 


NA 
NA 


DIlOaIlO, A JOJAIMIAIQ;,o 


E 60th Street & Madison Ave NA 


E 62nd Street & Queensboro Bridge Exit NA 


E 60th Street & Sth Ave NA 


E 63rd Street & York Ave NA 


E 53rd Street & FDR Drive 0 NA 0 
E 61st Street & 5th Ave c NA c 
E 65th Street & 5th Ave D NA c 
16 E 66th Street & Sth Avenue c N Cc 

7 D c 


1 E 79th Street & Sth Ave N 1653 | 1491 


18 E 71st Street & York Ave c NA Cc c 963 642 


NA 
NA 


0 
B 
c 
c 
c 


A 
A 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-2. | Upper East Side Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


LN 
Intersection inierection Nae PM Increment |PMHDDV| PM Screen LN Increment HDDV 


Total_| LOS | HDDT HT _| Total | LOS | HDDT 
l ] l 
E 60th Street & Queensboro Bridge Exit 4 - 5 z 4 NA a 0 3 | NA 


LN Screen 


E 60th Street & 3rd Ave - - } - - NA NA 


E 60th Street & York Ave - ] ~ ~ 4 -10 NA + NA 


E 59th Street & 2nd Ave “ - - - < NA - 2 NA 


E 60th Street & 2nd Ave “ - - - - NA - : NA 


E 60th Street & 1st Ave - + E, “ NA j 10 NA 


E 60th Street & Lexington Ave - - - - - NA NA 


E 60th Street & Park Ave NB “ ~ - - 4 : NA 4 5 NA 


E 60th Street & Park Ave SB . 4 - 38 a “ 7 NA - 5 NA 


E 60th Street & Madison Ave - 34 7 : - NA - 9 NA 


E 62nd Street & Queensboro Bridge Exit - -1 “ : NA . 4 NA 


E 60th Street & Sth Ave - a = 7 2 -44 NA - “Ai NA 


E 63rd Street & York Ave “ - “ 4 8 - NA 


E 53rd Street & FDR Drive : 4 . 3 : 4 ; 5 si 


E 61st Street & 5th Ave - + ] 3 - v - 5 NA 


E 65th Street & Sth Ave “ - 14 “ = 4 a 7 5 NA 


E 66th Street & Sth Avenue + - 8 4 a r 7 . NA 


E 79th Street & 5th Ave 5 | - E 4 . F * i 3 NA 


E71st Street & York Ave 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-3. 


pe 


Intersection 
Name 


AM Volume 


AM Screen 


PM Volume 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


PM Screen 


NB BD 


Pulaski Bridge / 11th Street & Jackson Avenue ete 7473 | 2447 


11th Street & 48T H Avenue 


10% 
Volume 


> 


50th Avenue @ Vernon Blvd 


Green Street & McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Bhd & Freeman Street Par 2723 | 2647 


21st Street & 49th Avenue 


11th Street & Borden Avenue 


Van Dam Street & QMT Expy a 9344 | 2200 


Van Dam Street & Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / Northern Blvd & Queens Plaza 


> 


2192 


2009 


Thomson Avenue & Dutch Kills Street 


11b Thomson Avenue & Dutch Kills Street 
2523 | 2358 


12 [24st Street & Queens Plaza N | D | D | 1998 | 1915 


Table 10B-4. 


Intersection # 


Intersection Name 


AM Increment 


AM HDDV| 


AM Screen 


Increment 


2390 al 


1723 


| 1710 | 


MD Screen 


PM LOS 


PM Increment 


PM 
HDDV 


Long Island City Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


PM Screen 


LN Increment 


>| > 


Z|Zz Zz Zi/Z|/Z ZiZz Z(Z)/2Z2\/Z|2 


LN 


LN Screen 
HDDV 


Pulaski Bridge / 11th Street & Jackson Avenue 


Total LOS 


11th Street & 48th Avenue 


HDDT 


LOS | HDDT 


Total 


LOS | HDDT 


Total | LOS | HDDT 


NA 


NA 


50th Avenue @ Vernon Blvd 


fon leh ey 


Green Street & McGuiness Blvd 


McGuinness Blvd & Freeman Street 


° 


° 


21st Street & 49th Avenue 


11th Street & Borden Avenue 


rm 


o 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


lo 


NA 


Van Dam Street & QMT Expy 


Van Dam Street & Borden Avenue 


Jackson Ave / Northern Blvd & Queens Plaza 


NA 


NA 


NA 


Thomson Avenue & Dutch Kills Street 


NA 


Thomson Avenue & Dutch Kills Street 


Vlololo|mlulco|a 


21st Street & Queens Plaza N 


DBlololalmsalco|o 


ofs|slols}m&lolo 


Appendix 10B-4 


Dlololc|oluolco|o 


DIS{O/SJUIWIco/oO 


Ald} slole|m&lolo 


ofsfolo]m&]srlolo 


Mlsc/alclaolalo|a 


Mlol/olclololo|a 


Alolslolalalolo 


NA 


Sl[o][olol[o}jo|o 


NA 


Seeley 
i 


| 
| 
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Intersection 


Intersection Name 


AMLOS | AM Volume MDLOS| MD Volume 


Central Business District (CBD) vironmenta mM 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Lower Manhattan Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


MD Screen PM Volume PM Screen LNLOS | LN Volume 


Trinity Place & Edgar Street 


Trinity Place & Rector Street 


HCT Entrance/Exit & West Street 


HCT Exit & West Street & West Thams Street 


Chambers Street & Centre Street 


Canal Street & Hudson Street/Holland Tunnel On- 
Ramp 


Canal Street & Holland Tunnel On-Ramp 


Canal Street S & West Street 


West Street & Albany Street 


West Street & Vesey Street 


West Street & Chambers Street 


Canal Street/Manhattan Bridge & Bowery 


Manhattan Bridge & Bowery 


6th Avenue & Watts Street 


Canal Street & 6th Avenue/Laight Street 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-6. 


Lower Manhattan Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


1 Trinity Place & Edgar Street A -10 0 NA 10 11 0 NA 0 4 0 NA NA 
2 Trinity Place & Rector Street 2 8 0 NA 3 14 0 NA A 3 0 NA NA 
3a HCT Entrance/Exit & West Street 2 8 0 NA 1 12 0 NA 0 17 0 NA NA 
HCT Exit & West Street & West Thames 
3b A 0 0 NA 3 ‘A 0 NA 2 4 0 NA NA 
Street 
4 Chambers Street & Centre Street -23 | 40 0 NA -32 | -152 | 0 NA 61 | -124 0 NA 
Canal Street & Hudson Street/Holland 
Sa AT | -13 A NA 42 46 8 2 A 0 NA NA 
Tunnel On-Ramp. 
Sb Canal Street & Holland Tunnel On- 43 9 3 33 6 | 0 NA 2 4 0 NA 
Ramp 
7a Canal Street S & West Street 6 5 0 5 -‘ 0 NA 5 4 0 NA 
g) West Street & Albany Street 0 0 0 NA 6 4 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA 
10 West Street & Vesey Street A A 0 NA 5 2 0 NA 4 A 0 NA NA 
11 West Street & Chambers Street 4 2 0 NA 1 0 0 NA 2 4 0 NA NA 
14 Canal Street/Manhattan Bridge & Bowery! 44 | 14 4 NA -127 | -31 SS) NA 48 | -35 A NA NA 
5) Manhattan Bridge & Bowery 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA 0 0 0 NA NA 
18 6th Avenue & Watts Street 7 6 0 NA ce) 6 1 NA 2 6 0 NA NA 
19 Canal Street & 6th Avenue/Laight Street -20 8 ‘1 46 4 3 NA -16 6 A NA NA 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-7. | Queens-Midtown Tunnel — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


Intersection # intcreactioniName MDLOS |MDVolume| MD ae PM TES NEP = Volume | PM Screen LNLOS | LNVolume | LN Screen 
icc: ccc. os [NB|BD| NB { BD | 10% | NB re |r| ll 


E 37th | 1 fesrhsreet sar menue | 3rd Avenue 8 | 1837 | 1508 Pm [oc] | 182 83 ca: 1723 ona | c | c [1799 1799 1381 


a aoe wold = [|= ml 
E 34th Street & 3rd Avenue 2071 | 1943 C | 2247} 2028 Cc C | 2410 | 2156 
E 35th Street & 3rd Avenue 1684 | 1584 1734 | 1580 B B | 1878 | 1666 
Reo Gooso Bon 
SSSccco Goose eS ‘b= 


Table 10B-8. | Queens-Midtown Tunnel — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


‘ AM Increment AM Screen Li Increment PM Increment Increment LN Screen 
Intersection Name 


LOS | HDDT 
E 37th Street & 3rd Avenue : - - 4 | : 2 ‘ - 46 E 0 NA 


E 36th Street & 2nd Avenue : - | 2 [ey] 2 | om NA 
E 34th Street & 3rd Avenue : - | E 4 20m 9 | - [2 Z z 5 | NA 
E 35th Street & 3rd Avenue - “ [ | g | 2|- [ Ei r 6 i F : [ i NA 
E 34th Street & 2nd Avenue 4] 3 4 6 | - : | al: é i 5 NA 
E 35th Street & 2nd Avenue E [ecrael| E Een 2| - 5 | E : | 2 | NA 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-9. | Red Hook Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 
AMLOS| AM Volume | AM Screen | MDLOS| MD Volume PMLOS | PMVolume | PMScreen | LNLOS | LN Volume | LN Screen 


Intersection |Intersection Name 10% 10% 10% 10% 
# NB NB LOS | Volume NB | BD | LOS | Volume NB | BD | LOS | Volume | NB | BD} NB |} BD |} LOS | Volume 
A|A 


Hamilton Avenue, Clinton 
Street & West 9" Street A 5490 | 5506 NA 5387 | 5689 NA 5372] 5471 NA 
Hamilton Avenue NB & 

th 2324 | 2289 NA NA 
West 9° Street 


Table 10B-10. Red Hook Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


sya 3035 | 3290 


Intersection a MD Increment uP MD Screen | PMLOS} PM Increment LN Increment 
# Intersection Name HDDV 


MT Total | LOS |HDDT| NB| BD | MT} Bus MT | Bus 


Hamilton Avenue, Clinton 


Street & West 9" Street 23 


Hamilton Avenue NB & West 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-11. Upper West Side Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


AMLOS | AM Volume AM Screen MDLOS_ | MD Volume MD Screen PM LOS PM Volume PM Screen LNLOS LN Volume LN Screen 
: y r 
Intersection # Intersection Name ne | eo! np | ep | tos 10% ne | Bo |B | Bp | Los 10% NB ap | Los 10% ao | ne | pp 
olume Volume Volume 
A Cc 


W 72nd Street & West End Ave N 
W 61st Street & West End Ave NA B B 
W/79th Street & Riverside Drive NA B B 


W 56th Street & 12th Avenue 


W 56th Street & West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & West Side Highway 


W 55th Street & 12th Avenue 


W 55th Street & West Side Highway 
Arterial 


W 60th Street & Broadway 


W 60th Street & Columbus Ave 
W 60th Street & Amsterdam Ave 
W 60th Street & West End Ave 
W 61st Street & Amsterdam Ave 
W 61st Street & Columbus Ave 
W 61st Street & Broadway 

W 61st Street & Columbus Ave 


W 81st Street & Central Park West 


0 IDWID/O]/S/W/O]}w!] O 
0 IDIDIO]/S/DlO;S] Oo 
oO |D/a/w]yF/wWlol>] Oo 
QO |w/wal/wo/>/w]w/ >] Oo 
oO |w/w]/wo/>/w/w/>|] w 


W 66th Street & Central Park West 


fo) 
io) 
CD: 
fo) 
w 


W 65th Street & Central Park West 


is} 
is} 
is} 
fo) 
fo) 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-12. 


Upper West Side Study Area — No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


inaction intersection Nae AM LOS. AM Increment HDDV AM Screen MDLOS MD Increment PM LOS PM Increment on PM Screen LNLOS LN Increment. 
NB | BD | MT | Bus BD | MT | Bus NB | BD | MT | Bus Total BD | MT | Bus | HT | Total 
1 W 72nd Street & West End Ave Cc Cc -4 | -10 Cc | 6 4 D} Cc} 4] -10 Cc 0 a) 0 
2 W 61st Street & West End Ave B B -17 | -14 B | -22] -8 B B | -15} -13 B 3 9 0 
3a W 79th Street & Riverside Drive Cc Cc 0 7 B 0 5 c|/ Bo 7 B 0 2 0 
4a W 56th Street & 12th Avenue B B 2 0 B | -1 0 B B | -1 1 A 0 3 0 
4b W 56th Street & West Side Highway Cc Cc 2] -1 C | -55) -2 B B | -2 3 B -1 9 0 
Sa W 55th Street & West Side Highway (e G 0 0 D 0 1 c]cy]-1 1 B -1 0 0 
5b W 55th Street & 12th Avenue D D 0 2 cc} 4 -1 D;]D] = 41 Cc 0 2 0 
5c bee Street & West Side Highway D D 0 0 E 0 0 alalo 0 A 0 0 0 
6 W 60th Street & Broadway Cc C | -10] -11 Cc }-15) -9 c|/c]|-4 9 B 2 8 0 
if W 60th Street & Columbus Ave B B -28| -8 A | -40] -8 A} A | -27] 8 A -14 6 4 
8 W 60th Street & Amsterdam Ave Cc C | -36] -10 C | -33] -7 Cc] Cc | -18) -8 B 4 2 0 
9 W 60th Street & West End Ave B B -16 | -16 B | -25] -13 B B | -15] -16 B 5 -10 0 
10 W 61st Street & Amsterdam Ave A A | -35] -9 A | -29] 6 A} A|-A7] 7 A 4 2 0 
1 W 61st Street & Columbus Ave Cc B 29] -5 B | -38] -8 C | B | -25| -7 B -14 45 2 
12 W 61st Street & Broadway B B -13 | -10 B | -14] -10 B B | 7 9 B 3 -10 0 
13 W 61st Street & Columbus Ave B B 4) -1 B | -2 -1 B} By} -1 1 B 0 1 0 
14 W 81st Street & Central Park West D Cc 0 46 Cc 0 4 DI] c 0 5 Cc 0) 2 0 
15 W 66th Street & Central Park West (ce; Cc 3 | -3 Cc | -3 4 c|]c]{-3 45 B 2 3 0 
16 W 65th Street & Central Park West D Cc 4) 4 c | 4 3 D} Dy} -2 4 Cc 1 2 0 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-13. Robert F. Kennedy Bridge Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


AM Volume AM Screen MD Volume MD Screen PM Volume PM Screen LN Volume {LN Screen LN Screen 


i Hf 0) 0, 0) 0, 
Intersection # Intersection Name ne | Bp 10% BD Los 10% NB BD Los 10% NB BD Los 10% 


Volume Volume Volume Volume 


126th Street and 2nd Avenue NA NA NA NA 


125th Street and 2nd Avenue NA NA 


E 134th Street & St. Ann's Avenue NA NA 


St Ann's Ave and Bruckner Blvd NA 


31st St & Astoria Blvd NA 


Hoyt N & 31st St NA 


Hoyt S & 31st St NA 


Table 10B-14. Robert F. Kennedy Bridge Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


intersection # Intersection Name AMLOS AM Increment ae AM Screen MD LOS MD Increment hae MD Screen PM LOS PM Increment ee PM Screen LNLOS LN Increment ae LN Screen 
NB | BD | MT | Bus | HT | Total | LOS | HDDT | NB | BD | MT | Bus | HT | Total | LOS | HDDT | NB | BD} MT | Bus | HT | Total | LOS | HDDT| NB} BD} MT {| Bus | HT | Total | LOS | HDDT 
1 126th Street and 2nd Avenue Cc Cc 9 4 0 13 NA c B 9 9 0 18 NA c Cc 5 -10 0 -15 NA B} B{-12} 4 -1 AT NA 
2 125th Street and 2nd Avenue Cc D | -14 -1 2 Cc Cc 4 | -10 0 “14 NA Cc D 8 7 0 -25 Cc Cc | 7 -1 -1 a) NA 
1 E 134th Street & St. Ann's Avenue Cc Cc 0 0 0 NA Cc Cc 0 0 0 0 NA Cc Cc 0 0 0 0 NA Cc Cc 0 0 0 0 NA 
22 St Ann's Ave and Bruckner Blvd Cc Cc 0 0 0 NA D D 0 0 0 a Cc Cc 0 0 0 Po NA Cc Cc 0 0 0 i Z| NA 
17 31st St & Astoria Blvd Cc Cc 0 0 0 NA B B 0 1 0 ‘ NA E E 3 0 0 3 B| BY} -1 1 0 r 0 NA 
24 Hoyt N & 31st St Cc Cc 0 -1 -1 NA B B -3 0 -1 4 NA B B 4 2 0 ; 6 NA c Cc | -3 0 0 ; 3 | NA 
3 Hoyt S & 31st St Cc D 4 0 1 Cc Cc 2 0 1 j 3 | NA Cc Cc 1 1 0 A J NA Cc Cc 1 0 1 we | NA 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-15. Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


Flatbush Avenue and 
Tillary Street 


Intersection 


Adam Street and Tillary 


Street Intersection 


Old Fulton Street and 


Vine Street Intersection 


Table 10B-16. Downtown Brooklyn Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


Flatbush Avenue and 
Tillary Street 


Adam Street and Tillary 
Street 


Old Fulton Street and 
Vine Street 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-17. Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


Dyer Ave and 34th Street 


12th Ave and 34th Street 


11th Ave and 42nd Street 


Dyer Ave & 36th Street 


10th Ave and 33rd Street 


11th Ave and 34th Street 


10th Ave and 41st Street 


12th Ave and 42nd Street 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-18. 


Lincoln Tunnel Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


1 9th Ave and 33rd Street 5 3 0 
2 Dyer Ave and 34th Street 2 2 0 
3 12th Ave and 34th Street 6 5 0 
4 11th Ave and 42nd Street 6 7 “1 
5 Dyer Ave & 36th Street 4 “1 0 
6 10th Ave and 33rd Street 4 0 0 
7 11th Ave and 34th Street 3 2 0 
8 10th Ave and 41st Street -13 | -27 | -1 
9 12th Ave and 42nd Street “1 4 0 
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NA 6 | -2 0) 
NA 3 | -3 0 
NA 2) 4 0 
NA -19 | -10 | -2 
NA 9 | -1 -1 
NA -22 | -1 -1 
NA 8 | -2 0 
NA -37 | -31 | -2 

2 | 3 0 


NA 4) -2) 0 
NA -1] -21) 0 
NA 5 | 6} 0 
NA 11] 9] -4 
NA 2/0) 0 
NA 5 | 2) 0 
NA 5 | 6] 0 
NA -53 | -49 | -4 

4) 5) 0 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-19. New Jersey Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


14th Street / Holland Tunnel (E-W) 
& Marin Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street (E-W) & Jersey Avenue 
(N-S) 


12th Street (E-W) & Jersey Avenue 
(N-S) 


12th Street/Holland Tunnel (E-W) 
& Marin Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street / Holland Tunnel (E-W) 
& Marin Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street (E-W) & Jersey Avenue 
(N-S) 


12th Street (E-W) & Jersey Avenue 
(N-S) 


12th Street/Holland Tunnel (E-W) 
& Marin Boulevard (N-S) 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-21. West Side Highway/Route 9A Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 
|AMLOS| AMVolume | AMScreen | MD |MDVolume|  MDScreen | PMLOS | PMVolume | PMScreen  [LNLOS| LNVolume | ——LNScreen_ 


I i Int tion N 109 
ntersection # ntersection Name Net espe line BD Los 0% BD NB BD Los 
Volume Volume 
24th Street & 12th Ave C |} C | 4133 | 4005 NA C | C | 3484 | 3350 Cc C | 4976 | 4711 NA Cc 3235 2966 


Table 10B-22. West Side Highway/Route 9A Study Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


F a AMLOS | AM Increment a AM Screen MD LOS MD Increment ls MD Screen PMLOS | PM Increment all PM Screen LNLOS LN Increment |LNHDDV| LN Screen 
Intersection # Intersection Name HDDV HDDV HDDV 


NB | BD | MT] Bus} HT} Total | LOS | HDDT | NB | BD | MT |} Bus] HT | Total | LOS | HDDT | NB | BD | MT | Bus| HT | Total LOS | HDDT | NB} BD |MT| Bus] HT} Total | LOS | HDDT 


1 24th Street & 12th Ave cC;}C} 5] -3] 0 8 NA c c 4 4 0 $8 NA | C | C }] 5} -3 | 0 8 NA c Cc 4 | -3 | -2 9 NA 


Table 10B-23. Little Dominican Republic Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


AMLOS | AM Volume AM Screen MD LOS MD Volume MD Screen PM LOS PM Volume PM Screen LN Volume LN Screen 
Int tion # Int tion N 10% 
as mersechonuam?|ne|po| NB | BD | Los |10%Volume| NB) 8D | NB | BD | Los Voure | NB) 82 | NB} 80 


Table 10B-24. Little Dominican Republic Area - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


Intersection < AM Increment AM Screen Li MD Increment PM Increment Li LN Increment |LN HDDV| LN Screen 
# Intersection Name 


Total 


1 W 179th St & Broadway 0 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-25. Lower Eastside - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Carbon Monoxide Screening 


Park Row/Chatham 
Square & Worth/Oliver St 
& Mott St 


Chatham Square & E 
Broadway 


Chatham Square/Bowery 
& Divison St 


Table 10B-26. Lower Eastside - No-Action Alternative vs. CBD Tolling Alternative Particulate Matter Screening 


Park Row/Chatham i 
1 Square &Worth/Oliver} C | C | -5 | -2 | 0 7 


j 
NA D Cc | -22 | -10] 0 32 NA D|C ]-19} -8] 0 -27 NA 0; 0;0)/0/;0 0 | NA 
St & Mott St 


Chatham Square & E 
Broadway 


Chatham 
3 Square/Bowery & B B 2 | -1 0 3 NA B B 6} 4 0 10 NA Bi} Cc] 9] -5] 0 14 NA o;o;}0;0)] 0 0 NA 
Divison St 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-27. Maximum Truck Changes on Highway Links with Project — All Tolling Scenarios 


Le |New york | 220571] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) Ni | yes 
TE Quesns____ 64851) TRIBOR yes 
a 
| & |NewYork _|_64916| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) -S_| yes _| 
| 0 |Queens | 64851] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
| [NewYork _|_-220571| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) -N | yes _| 
| 0 |Queens | 64831] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
| [NewYork _|_64916| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH)-S | yes _| 
| F |Queens | 64851] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
| F  |NewYork __|_ 220571] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH)-N | yes __| 
| & [NewYork | oagzefi278 ves 
| & |NewYork __| 90365] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
| & |NewYork | 64925] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
| [Bronx | _ 64930] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (NORTH)-N| yes _| 
| &  |NewYork | oaggafiiz7e ves 
| & Bronx | 6agao] TRIBOROBR ves 
| € |Queens | 220948] GRAND CENTRALPKY | yes 
| DO |NewYork | eagagliiz7s ves 
| |NewYork _|—90365| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | yes 
PD NewYork | 64926) 1278 ves 
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OETA ELD A 
PT eriess | ais | oe] 20055 [aa a2 
| 67,666| 81,185] 8,04a| 10,035 | 12%] 12% 
ree | 79.205 | 7467] — 9.256] 10%] 109 
| 72,057| 79,124] 7,467| _—9,234| 10%] 12%) 
| 67,666| 80,531] 8,044 | 9,756] 12% 12% 
| 67,666] 80,531] 8,0aa| 9,756] 12%| 12%] 
| 72,148 | 79,557] 7.467 9,073] 10% 11% 
| 72,057| 79,465 | 7.467] 9,073] 10%] 11% 
| 42,009 | 44,713] 6,554] 8,108 | 16%| 18%) 
| 42,009| 44,713| 6,554] 8,108] 16%] 18% 
| 42,009] 44,713] 6554] 8,108] 16%] 18% 
| 45,875 | 47,691] 6,711] 8,263] 15%] 17% 
| 45,875 | 47,691] 6,711] 8,263] 15%] 17% 
| 45,875 | 47,691] 6,711 8,263] 15% 17% 
| 48951] 54546] 5,358| 6,901] 11%] 13%] 
| 42,009| 44,709| 6,554] 8,084] 16%] 18% 
| 42,009 | 44,709| 6,554| 8,084] 16%] 18% 
| 42,009 | 44,709 | 6,554] 3,084] 16%] 18% 
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Appendix 10B, Air Quality: Project-Level Hot-Spot Screening Procedure 


Table 10B-28. Maximum Average Annual Daily Traffic (AADT) on Highway Links with Project — All Tolling Scenarios 


a ee a 
Pnizse42| 130608] 18015] 18421] 401 
a Sooo ee a 
| D | Bergen | 268133/1-95 Cisse =| 124,642 130,461| 18,019] 18,421] 402] 145%] 14.1%] 
| 8 | Bergen | 268133/1-95 = C“‘zLSSCeS: =| «(124,642/ 129686] 18,019] 18421] 401] 14.5%] 14.256 
| A | Bergen | 268133/1-95 CC‘ #CVS;”~=«|«(124,642( «128,575| 18,019] 18,421] 01] 14.5%] 14.356) 
| C | Queens | 64554] VANWYCKEXPY |e =| 128,793] 127,045] 5,664] 5,703] 9] AK] 4G 
| Cc | Bergen | 268077] 1-95 CCC‘LSSC§eS; =| «120,803| 126,821] 17,101] 17,517] 416] 14.2%) 13.8%) 
| & | Bergen | 268077/ 1-95 CidTC ves’ =| 120,803] 126,656] 17,101] 17,517] 16] 14.2% 13.8%) 
| F | Bergen | 268077) 1-95 CTs, =| 120,803 126,645] 17,101] 17,517] 416] 14.2%) 13.8% 
| | Bergen | 268077] 1-95 | ves | 220,803] 126,416] 17,101] 17,517] 426] 14.2%] 13.9% 
| 8 | Bergen | 268077/ 1-95 CC“‘C‘*@L:SCVeS:”~=*i|:«120,803/ «126,029] 17,101] 17,517] 416] «= 14.2%] 13.9% 
| A_| Bergen | 268077/ 1-95 C“‘CSC*Y ses” ~=*|:«£2120,803( «124,622| 17,101] 17,517] 426] ~— 14.2%] 14.156) 


| A | Queens | 64564] vaNWycKexPy | ves, | 123,598] 123,416| 4,731] 4.850] 19] 3.8%] 3.9% 
| 268131] 1-95 ves | tt6.685] 123,100] 16,114] 16,514] 


| Ff | Queens | 64564] VANWYCK EXPY | ves | 123,598 | 

[—c _| Queens | 64564] vanwycxexey | ves | 123598| 122250] 473i] 4850] ____—iaisi__—sa%| 40% 
|_ 0 | Queens | 64564] VANWyCKEXPY | ves | 123,598| 122,200| 4,731] 4,850] 329] 3.8%] 4.0%] 
| & | Queens | 64564] vANWyckexPy | ves, | 123,598] 121,845| 4,731] 4.850] 219] 3.8%] 4.0% 
|) | Queens | 64564] vANWyCKEXPy | ves | 223,598] 121,602] 4,731] 4.850] 19] 3.8%] 4.0% 
| 8 | Queens | 63972] VANWyCKExPy | ves, | 19,688| 119,497] 4,081] 4,201] 2a 3.4%] 3.4) 
| 8 | Queens | 64564] VANWYCKEXPy | ves, | 123,598| 119,188] 4,731] 4.850] 39] 3.8%] 4.15) 
| ¢ | Bergen | 268131] 1-95 ves, | tte6as| 118593] 16114] 16,516] 400] 13.8%] 13.9%] 
| & | Bergen | 268131] 1-95 ves | tt6,685| 117,737| 26,114] 16,516] 400] 13.8%] 14.0% 
|_& | Queens | 64289] LONG istaND EXPY | ves, | 217,203] 117,281| 6,571] 6,672] 02] 5.6% 5.7% 
| Ff | Queens | 64289] LONG istanDExPy | ves, | 117,103] 117,108| 6,571] 6,672] 102] 5.6% 5.7% 
| A | bergen | 266i1i)sr¢ 00 ves, 37502] 117,077| 7.057] 7.062] S| 6.0%] 6.0%) 
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1 Particulate Matter Hot Spot Analysis Methodology 


1.1 INTRODUCTION 


The Tiborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), which isan affiliate of MTA; the New York 
State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT); and the New York City Department of 
Transportation (NYC DOT) (collectively, the Project Sponsors) are proposing a program, known as 
the Central Business District Tolling Program (CBD Tolling Program or the Project), to address 
congestion in the Manhattan Central Business District. 


The Project purpose isto reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will 
generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into the 
Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA’s) Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP). The Project would 
addressthe need to reduce vehicle congestion in the Manhattan CBD and create a new local, 
recuming funding source forMTA’scapital projects. 


The Project wasincluded in the regional emissions analysis for NYMTC's current Transportation 
Conformity Determination, adopted on August 19, 2021, and isincluded in NYMTC’s current FFY 
2022-2050 Regional Transportation Plan, adopted on September9, 2021. 


1.2 PURPOSE OF THIS DOC UMENT 


An effect of the Project includes truck diversions from the CBD to highways sunounding 
Manhattan - especially those going over the RFK Bridge into the South Bronx and overthe 
George Washington Bndge into New J ersey. Thisis mainly due to truck traffic to/from Long Island 
and Pennsylvania that will re-route due to the tolling in the CBD. 


Assuch, the Project Sponsors, in coordination with NYMTC staff, are meeting with the 
Interagency Consultation Group (ICG) on April 19, 2022 (Referto AppendixA forICG 
Presentation). This meeting isto discussthe PMio and PM2s hot-spot analysis that will be 
undertaken to determine potential impacts from the truck diversions on highway segments. This 
analysis willbe performed in accordance with the United States Environmental Protection 
Agency (USEPA) Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analysesin PM25 
and PMio Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas (EPA-420-B-21-037, October 2021).1 


This PM Hot-Spot Analysis Methodology identifies the process for conducting a project-specific 
hot-spot analyss following USEPA’snine-step process as summarized in Exhibit 3-1 of that 
document, presented here in Figure 1-1. 


1 https://nepis.epa.gov/Exe/ZyPDF.c gi? Doc key=P1013C 6A.pdf 
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Figure 1-1 Overview ofa PM Hot- Spot Analysis 


Is this a project of 
local air quality 


analysis year( 


Do emissions, from 
other sources (e.g., 
locomotives) need 
to be considered? 


Estimate using Estimate using 


MOVES EMFAC 


EMFAC, dust, and 
nearby source outputs 


Project conforms 


Source: USEPA, “PM Hot-spot Guidance: Transportation Conformity Guidance for Quantitative Hot-spot Analyses in PMas 
and PMio Nonattainment and Maintenance Areas” (EPA-420-B-21-037, October 2021), page 19. 
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1. Particulate Matter Hot Spot Analysis Methodology 


All modeling procedureswill follow the applicable guidance in NYSDOT Environmental 
Procedures Manual (EPM) and will be reviewed and approved for use by the ICG priorto the 
start of the analyss. For the purposes of this project, it is assumed that three analysis sites will 
require a detailed PM microscale analyssand that the sites will be analyzed forthe No Action 
Altemative as well as for the worst-case sc enanio of the Action Altemative. 


1.3. PROPOSED NINE-SIEP PM HOT-SPOTANALYSIS 
Step 1. Determine Need fora PM Hot-Spot Analysis 


A PM2s and PMio (PM) microscale/hotspot analysis will be conducted for NEPA purposes to 
addresspublic concems regarding air quality and shall be performed in a mannerconsstent 
with USEPA guidance for PM hotspot analyses. 


Step 2. Determine Approach, Models and Data 


a. Approach 


Three approximately 1000’ long highway-segment locations have been selected for detailed 
analysis. These sitesdemonstrate an increase in diesel truck traffic due to the projectand were 
chosen fordetailed analysis based upon either highest Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT), 
community concem, orthe largest increase in trucks between the No Action and Action 
Altematives. Details of the site selection can be found in AppendixA. The location of the 
nearest sensitive receptorsat these selected stescan be found in Appendix B. The analysis sites 
are listed below and shown in Figure 1-2, Figure 1-3, and Figure 1-4. Asshown in these figures, all 
the red traffic links within the ovals will be included in the analyds. The analyss locations are as 
follows: 


1. I-95 westofthe George Washington Bridge, Scenario C 


o Highest AADTin all scenarios 
o NewJersey location 
o E}) community 


2. Cross Bronx Expressway @Macombs Road, Scenario B 


o Community concem 
o Bronxlocation 
o E] community 
3. RFK (Triborough) Bridge Queens Approach, Scenario E 
o Highest truck increase acrossall scenarios 


o Queenslocation 


o E] community 
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Figure 1-2 I-95 west of the GWB, Scenario C 


Figure 1-3 Cross Bronx @ Macombs, Scenario B 


Figure 1-4 RFK (Triborough) Queens Approach, Scenario E 
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b. Analysis Years 


The analyds isbeing conducted foropening yearconditions (2023) with and without the project. 
This will capture the immediate effects of the project, particulary with regards to truck diversions 
on highwaysin the area. In addition, based on the regional emission burden analysis, which 
accounts fortraffic growth ratesand vehicle emission rates, 2023 is predicted to be the yearof 
highest emissions for PM2s emissons. 


CG. PM Emissions 


The PMio and PM2s hot-spot analyses will include only directly emitted PMio and PM25 emissions. 
PM2s precursorsare not considered in PM hot-spot analyses, since precursors take time at the 
regional level to form into secondary PM. Exhaust, brake wear, and tire wear emissions from on- 
road vehicles are included in the project's PMio and PM2s analyses. Forthese analyses, both 
running and crankcase running exhaust will be considered because start exhaust is unlikely to 
occuron the roadwaysincluded in the model domain. 


Re-entrained road dust will be included in the PMio analysis because the New York State 
Implementation Plan previously identified that such emissions contribute to PMio concentrations. 
Road dust will not be included in the PM25 analysis. 


d. Model 


The analyss will be performed using the EPA’s MOVES3 emissions model, AP-42 and the AERMOD 
dispersion model (curently version 21112). 


e. Data 


MOVES input parameters have been obtained from NYSDOTand NYSDEC. It will be confirmed 
that these parametersare still the latestand best input parametersto be used forthe project. 
Project-specific base traffic data, including volumes, average vehicle speeds, and facility type 
foreach roadway section in the project area, will also be obtained from the project team. 
Vehicle volumeswill be obtained forAM, midday, PM, and ovemight penods. The approprnate 
hourly meteorological data will be obtained in the format required for use in AERMOD, as 
provided by NYSDEC. The meteorological data will be representative of the terrain, climate, and 
topography of the study area. It is currently assumed that surface meteorological data and 
upperairdata from LaGuardia Airport, NY will be used. 


Step 3. Estimate On-Road Vehicle Emissions 


On-road vehicle emissions will be estimated using MOVES. MOVES input parameters will be 

provided by NYSDOTand NYSDEC. MOVESinput relieson link-specific data. The PM emissions 
vary by time of day and time of year. Volume and speed data for each link will be obtained 
from the traffic analysis being conducted for this project forAM, midday, PM, and ovemight 
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periods. For each intersection and analysis year, MOVES will be run four (4) times (AM, PM, 
midday, and ovemight) for one quarter. The month selected in MOVES will coincide with the 
month with seasonal fuel that resultsin highest PM emissions. For every source, a set of four (4) 
emission factorsin units of graamsper mile will be developed foruse for each of the analysis years 
and foreach pollutant. Based on the traffic analysis forthe Proposed Project, the data will be 
allocated into the time periods shown in Table 1-1. 


Table 1-1 Proposed Traffic Analysis Time Period Combinations 


| Period 3 | Midday 10:00 AM 4oopmm | 6 | 


Step 4. Estimate Emissions from Road Dust, Construction and Additional Sources 


Road dust emissions will be included in the analysis, asdescribed in step 2(b). 


No additional sourcesof PM emissions will be included. It isassumed that PM concentrations due 
to any other nearby emissions sources will be included in the ambient monitor valuesused for 
background concentrations. In addition, the Proposed Projectis not expected to result in 
changesto emissions from nearby sources. 


Step 5. Selectan Air Quality Model, Data Inputs and Receptors 
a. Model 


The USEPA’s AERMOD air dispersion model, curently verson 21112, will be used to estimate 
concentrations of PM due to project operations. The model usestraffic data, emission factor 
data, and meteorological data to estimate concentrations of PM ata seriesof receptors. For 
each modeled altemative, the model setup will include a seresof links or oadway segments, 
forand approximately 1,000 feet segment of the highway. The analysis will include adjacent 
service roadsand crossstreets, as presented in Step 2. 


b. Data Inputs 


Link-spec ific inputs include length, mixing zone width, volume, emission factor, initial vertical 
dimension and vertical dispersion coefficient, as well as release height above ground. The 
projectteam shall provide volume and speed data on the affected roadway links forthe Action 
and No Action condition for the agreed-upon analysis year and scenario. The vehicle mix, 
including the percentage of medium trucks, heavy trucksand buses, along with radway grade 
(dope) on the affected roadway links will also be obtained. Meteorological input files will be 
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obtained from NYSDEC. Asrecommended in EPA’s “Guideline on Air Quality Models” (Appendix 
W to 40 CFR Part 51), five consecutive years of the most recent and readily available 
meteorological data willbe used forthe dispersion modeling analysis. It is curently assumed that 
meteorological data from LaGuardia Airport willbe used. Foreach altemative, AERMOD will be 
run foreach of the five years of meteorological data. 


Cc: Receptors 


Receptors willbe placed to estimate the highest concentrationsof PMioand PM2s to determine 
any possible violations of the NAAQS. Highest concentrations are expected to occurnearthe 
areaswith the highest-volume roadways. Receptors willbe placed ina grid, asapplicable. 
Pursuant to the NYSDOTs TEM and USEPA guidance, receptors will be placed five meters 
(approximately 16 feet) from the source of emissions, with a grid of receptorsspaced at 25 
meters (approximately 82 feet) nearer to the main roadway sourcesand 50 meters 
(approximately 164 feet) farther from these sources. Receptors will be placed up to 300 meters 
(approximately 1,000 feet) from the source of emissions. 


Figure 1-5 presents a sample receptor grid. 


Figure 1-5 Sample Receptor Grid 


Step 6. Determine Background Concentations from Nearby and Other Sources 


The applicable background concentrations will be obtained from EPA’sdeggn value database 
(http s://www.epa.gov/airtrends/air-quality-design-values). The background value will be 
added to the AERMOD modeled design values for comparison to the NAAQS. Currently these 
valuesare 22 ug/m3 for 24 hour PM2s5 and 8.7 ug/m3 forannual PM2s. EPA doesnot currently 
provide PMio desgn valuesfor the area due to incomplete information. Assuch, the highest 
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maximum annual average at the closest PMio monitor to the site (PS 124) 43 ug/m3 will be 
applied. 


Step 7. Calculate Design Values and Determine Conformity 


The model results (Step 5) willbe added to the background concentration(s) (Step 6) forboth 
the No Action and Action altemativesto calculate the design values. The maximum design 
values for No Action and Action altematives will be calculated using the steps outlined in EPA’s 
PM hot-spot guidance, which are consistent with the statistical form of the National Ambient Air 
Quality Standards (NAAQS). The desgn valueswill be evaluated to determine the project's 
potential impactson PMioand PM2s concentrations in the project area. 


In additional to the maximum desgn values, contour mapswill be created using the dispersion 
model results to demonstrate the relative concentrations at all receptors included in the analysis. 
Figure 1-6 presents a sample contour diagram. 


Figure 1-6 Sample Contours 


aX Y 


Step 8. Consider Mitigation or Control Measures 


If the project resultsin any violation of NAAQS, mitigation or control measuresto reduce 
emissionsin the projectarea may be considered by the project sponsors. If such measuresare 
consdered, additional modeling willneed to be completed and new desggn valuescalculated 
to ensure that conformity requirements are met. Mitigation measures, which must include written 
commitments for implementation (40 CFR 93.125), include the following: 


a. Retrofitting, replacing vehicles/engines, and using cleaner fuels; 
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Reducing idling; 

Redesigning the transportation project itself; 
Controlling fugitive dust; and 

Controlling other sourc es of emissions. 


Step 9. Document the PM Hot-Spot Analysis 


The PM hotspot analysis and results will be documented in an Air Quality Technical Report. Due 
to the large volume of input and output filescreated for this analysis, these files will be available 
electronically. 


4/25/2022 v. 5.0/ ANAL Page| 19 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
1. Particulate Matter Hot Spot Analysis Methodology 


Appendix A 
Air Quality Interagency Consultation Presentation 


April 19, 2022 
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U.S. Department of Transportation 
ev Federal Highway 
& Administration 


NEW 
D Bridges and Tunnels ~~ 


Department of 
Transportation 


e The Central Business District Tolling Program 
(CBDTP) was included in the regional emissions 
analysis for NYMTC's current Transportation 
Conformity Determination, adopted on August 19, 
2021. 


e The CBDTP ts included in NYMTC’s current FFY 


2022-2050 Regional Transportation Plan, adopted on 


September 9, 2021. 


» U.S. Department of Transportation NEW ee ents 
é Federal Highway D Bridges and Tunnels ~~ ransportation 


& Administration 


TRANSPORTATION 


CONFORMITY 
DETERMINATION 


Project-Level Conformity 


Outcomes from 8/29/19 Interagency 
Consultation Group (ICG) meeting: 


Project-level hot-spot screening will be 
conducted for the CBDTP as part of the 
environmental review process. 


¢ Environmental Process will look at 
Hot Spot Analysis for CO or PM. 


e Screening analysis based on level 


of service (LOS) and traffic volume. 


If a project-level analysis is needed, the 
project team will meet with ICG to discuss 
the approach. 


Project Type 


New highway projects that have a significant number of diesel vehicles, 
and expanded highway projects that have a significant increase in the 
number of diesel vehicles 

Projects affecting intersections that are at Level of Service D, E, or F with 
a significant number of diesel vehicles, or those that will change to Level 
of Service D, E, or F because of increased traffic volumes from a 
significant number of diesel vehicles related to the project 


New bus and rail terminals and transfer points that have a significant 
number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 


Expanded bus and rail terminals and transfer points that significantly 
increase the number of diesel vehicles congregating at a single location 


Projects in or affecting locations, areas, or categories of sites which are 
identified in the PM,. or PM 4, applicable implementation plan or 
implementation plan submission, as appropriate, as sites of violation or 
possible violation 


dr" U.S. Department of Transportation NEW Departrenttan 
é Federal Highway D Bridges and Tunnels ~~ Transportation 
& Administration 


Assessment of 
Applicability to the 
CBDTP 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


Not Applicable 


98 intersections around the study area were screened in consultation with NYSDOT. 


¢ For CO, intersections with a build Level of Service (LOS) of C or better 


e Ifthe intersection was LOS D or below in the Action Alternative, the intersection was 
further screened by a 10 percent or more increase in traffic volume. 


e For PM, intersections with a build Level of Service (LOS) of C or better 


¢ For intersections that demonstrated a LOS of D or worse under the Action Alternative, 
an hourly change of 10 or less heavy-duty diesel vehicles would not warrant further 
analysis. 


¢ All Intersections 


Department of 
Transportation 


Federal High oe 
eaeral highway Bridges and Tunnels os 
QV :eceraitichvay D 9 ia 


Preliminary - Recap of Tolling Scenarios 


Scenario 
A B C D E F 


Low Crossing Credits High Crossing Credits for 
for Vehicles Using _,,. ‘ ‘ High Crossing Credits for Vehicles Using 
Base Plan are mene d Tunnels to Access dod ela Derailed Vehicles Using Tunnels to Manhattan Bridges and 
Beni eae the CBD, with Some foecese He CBD Access the CBD, with Some Tunnels to Access the 
P Caps and Caps and Exemptions CBD, with Some Caps 
Exemptions and Exemptions 
Toll Level Lowest Low Medium High Highest Highest 


Net Revenue 
Projections ($/B) $1.06 $0.83 $1.11 $1.34 $1.48 $1.02 


Credits Tolled CBD Crossings; 


Sere All Manhattan; Higher 
lonencreat Tolled CBD Crossings; Higher Credit 


Credit 


Autos 1x Daily 


Taxis Uncapped 1x Daily @ Auto Rate Exempt Uncapped Exempt 1x Daily @ Auto Rate 


FHVs Uncapped 1x Daily @ Auto Rate 3x Daily @ Auto Rate Uncapped 3x Daily @ Auto Rate 1x Daily @ Auto Rate 


Trucks Uncapped 2x Daily Uncapped 1x Daily 


Buses Uncapped Exempt Uncapped ets Bee ae 


Transit: Uncapped Ee 


In response to concerns raised during community 
meetings, the team decided to analyze the effects of 
the link-level highway segments on localized 
communities — particularly on the Cross Bronx 
Expressway in the vicinity of Macombs Road and on 
the FDR Drive near 10" Street. 


Due to the changes in truck volumes at Macombs 


Road, a highway link PM microscale analysis was a) Py (A 


conducted to determine air quality effects of the 
project. 


As the FDR does not allow trucks, a PM analysis was 
not conducted. ACO screening at that location 
passed NYSDOT TEM’s Volume Threshold Analysis. ) 


Pe: $. Department of Transportation REM 
ev Federal Highway D Bridges and Tunnels ~~ 
& Administration 


Department of 
Transportation 


Table 1: Cross Bronx Expressway Volumes at Macombs Road 


Meh Sielidieinad eral 
28 
Cross Bronx 7 Volumes at Macombs Road 
|_ am [| 4 | 29,205 | 29,975 | 40,003 | 29,613 | 29,757 | 40,235 | 39,703 | 
Pwo [sf sant [sas asze [arr [stass [suse [sacs 54,689 
pf ee jee owe fe 


6 
pie [if [ea [sos {sus | se [ae | sae 


Cross Bronx Expresswa’ Truck uence at RaScoraBS Road 
Faw Te T 70s | rons Troe | sme | roe [zoe | zass | 
se are =| eee 996 
[sees [ase | seen {sane [aos [sar {ager | 
eae eee ee ee ee 
jtotal_|_24_|_ 27,592 | 28,100 | 28,286 | 27.762 [28.102 | 27.970 | 25.128 | 


a a TT 
ee ee ee eee 

[sx | sx| — 9 9% 9% 
pee {st ae aes as sl al a 


Cross Bronx apa Truck oie Ganges at iaacorabs aad 


[em [| 4 [| 
[wr [10 |  -| aes] saz] aes] aca] 26] 4a 
[Total_|_24 | __-|_sos| __7oa]__szo|__s1o|_a7e|_sas] 


PM Microscale Analysis at Cross Bronx Expressway 


Model result 


Background 
Total 


NAAQS 
(ug/m3) 


yr S&S ie a 


“ y ' 094 
Fee} a ae = Fy ¢ ag ia 
DILLEY ~ESe - SE A) EE OER EES 
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Link Level Truck Volume Change 
Scenario E - No Action 
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A more in-depth analysis of truck 
movements was then conducted. 


As shown by the darker red links, 
the tolling scenarios show varying 
degrees of truck diversions around 
Manhattan. 


This is mainly due to truck traffic 


to/from Long Island and 
Pennsylvania. 


Note: Blue shaded areas are E] communities 


Highway Link Analysis — Maximum Truck Changes 
(Top 20 da Links) 


Total Total 
Maximum Daily AADT- |Trucks-No} Trucks- | % Trucks - | % Trucks - 
|_Change in Trucks | in Trucks | NoAction| Scenario | Action | Scenario | NoAction | Scenario 


New York 220571] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) - N 2125| —_72,057| 79,003 7,467 | 9,592] 10%] 12% 
E Queens TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE 72,148 79,094 7,467 9.592 10% 1294 
Queens 64831| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE 1991| 67,666] 81,185 10,035 12% 12% 


E 
E |New York TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) - $ 1991| 67,666] 81,185 8,044 | 10,035 12% 12% 
64851| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE 1767| 72,148 | 79,215 9,234 10% 12% 
D |New York 220571] TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) - N ; 72,057 | _79,124 7,467 
D __|Queens 64831| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE | | 67,666] 80,531 8,044 
D |New York 64916| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) - S 67,666 | 80,531 S 
TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE 1,606 9,073 10% 
TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH) - N 1,606 
1278 1,554 ; 
8,108 16% 
8,108 16% 
8,263 15% 
New York 8,263 15% 


E 

E TRIBORO BR 1552] 45,875| 47,691 6,711 8,263 15% 

E [Queens 220948] GRAND CENTRAL PKY 1543| 48,951] 54,546 5,358 6,901 11% 

64926| 1278 1,530] 42,009| 44,709 6,554 8,084 16% 
6,554 


90365| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE 1,530| _42,009| —_ 44,709 : 8,084 16% 
64926| 1278 1,530| 42,009] 44,709 8,084 16% 


The project team assessed the truck aE to determine those links with maximum 
truck changes across all scenarios. This was done to identify “worst case” locations 
to perform highway link PM analyses. 


Notes: map shows Scenario E truck changes 
Blue shaded areas are E] communities 


Note: one-way directional links 


» U.S. Department of Transportation NEW D m1 tof 
: epartment o 
é Federal Highway D Bridges and Tunnels ~~ Transportation 


Administration 


Highway Link Analysis - Max Truck Changes by County 


Maximum Daily | AADT- AADT - Paes No| Trucks- | % Trucks - | % Trucks - 
Roadway pear Change Hl No Action | Scenario | Action | Scenario | No Action | Scenario 


|e (NewYork _| __220571| TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (SOUTH)-N|__ yes __| 2,125] 72,057] 79,003 7,467 9,592 10.4% The p rOj ect team 

aaa TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE E 

[Bronx TRIBOROUGH BRIDGE (NORTH)-N| yes 1,552] 45,875 ; ; 6%| z assessed the truck 
43,802 


Kings BROOKLYN BATTERY TUNNEL no 1,277 23,795 


Nassau LIE HOV WB no =a ; data to determine 
[Bergen George Washington Bridge | 722 | 86,255 | 255 19,996 . . th ose | j al ks W ith 
no 


Richmond 1278 106,278 6,294 I i : A 
filmes = maximum truck 


Fairfield 195 HOV 


Somerset 1-78 to 1-287 ramp 
Suffolk LIE WB 


[eee [aera esa a | 01 


Morris 256254] | 287 33,856 34,618 6,268 6,647 
Union 246785| GOETHALS BRIDGE - WB Ses 265 30,664 2,533 2,880 


HYlPiminim|o|[m|o|m 


Hudson Tonnele Av 90, L540 [lms0,3261 5,000 changes by CO unty 


across all scenarios. 


m 


mim 


[an | __5,773| 1,452 This was done to 
a 23,135 45,366| 4016] 4312] 9. 3 identify “worst case” 
1,996 | __2,340 1,108 | aa. . 


SS eee, = Ocations to perform 
Middlesex 255463] 1-287EB aaa saael 4, = 4,713 ; o u 
cee mom) 278) 7 my = highway link PM 
= = analyses. 

[Mercer 249007] Bruncswick Pike 65, 793 66,105 6,145 6,177 s ; 

Hunterdon 254727] I-78 WB no | [ S60 51,453 8,693 8,709 16.8% 
oui atl vo ie 110% 


p38 Jocean | ~asinaeh1-as5 | ~no ] 2,627| 13.3% : 
ee a 3576] 8.0% ; 


4 = H i 1 U.S. Department of Transportation NEW YORK CITY 
Note: one-way directional links @v Federal Highway D Bridges and Tunnels i Toten 
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Highway Link Analysis - Maximum AADT 


Scenario] Count Roadwe ge in Trucks 
Bergen “5 ST mete §=§— |e project team also 
Bergen | 268133] I-95 assessed traffic data to 
Bergen | 268133/1-95 (ss Ctsi‘dE:Ciées’ =| 324,642 130,461 18,019| 18,421| 401] 14.5%| 14.1%] 

[ws CSCSC~C~=iz” determine those links 


Queens re cer) § with maximum AADT by 
EET Coty across all 


nim 


aO};oO 


170i] _17si7|_ 416] _14.2%| 13.65 Oot gt-Va SSP 


120803| 126,416] 17,101] 17,517] 416] 14.2%) 13.9%] 
Bergen | 268077/1-95 ves 17,101] 17,517] 426] 14.2%) 13.9% 


Queens 64| VANWYCKEXPY This was done to 


= identify “worst case” 


Bergen 268 “ 


95 
95 
95 
“95 : 
Bergen | 26g077/1-95 ves, | 120,803] 126,656 14.2%| 13.8%| 
Bergen | 268077/1-95 
95 
95 
95 
5 
= 
N 
5 


N 
Oo) 
oo 
as 


Bergen | 268134] I- 


n/> 


fi locations to perform 
highway link PM 


Queens VAN WYCK EXPY 


Queens 


Queens VAN WYCK EXPY 
Queens 64564| VAN WYCK EXPY 
Queens 64564| VAN WYCK EXPY 


W 
9 
9 

" 123,598 122,200 
: 
Queens 
N 

9 


y 
y' 
yes analyses. 
¥ 473i] 4850] 29] 3.8%] 4.0% 
y 
y 


yes 


yes 
yes | 123598] 119188] 4731] 4.850] 139] 3.8%] 4.1%) 
16,114] 1 
Bergen es | 116685] 117,737| 16114] 16514] 400] 13.8%] 14.0% 
Queens | 64289] LONG IsLaNDExPyY, | ves,_ | 117,103] 117,281] 6571] 6,672] 02] 5.6%] 5.7% 
Queens | 64289] LONG IsLaNDEXPY | ves,_ | 117,103] 217,108] 6571] 6672] 202] 5.6%] 5.7% 
Bergen | 266111[sR4 ves | izsoz| 117.077] 7.057] 7.062] 0%) 6.0% 


Note: one-way directional lin ks U.S. Department of Transportation 
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> Highest AADT in all scenarios 
> New Jersey location 


> EJ community 


¥Y Cross Bronx @ Macombs, Scenario B 
> Community concern 
> Scenario with highest truck increase at that location 
> Bronx location 


> EJ community 


¢ REK (Triborough) Queens Approach, Scenario E 
> Highest truck increase across all scenarios 
> Queens location 


> EJ community 


Notes: map shows Scenario E truck changes 
Blue shaded areas are EJ] communities 
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Exhibit 3-1. Overview of a PM Hot-Spot Analysis 


= - - 
Step 1: Determine Need Step 2: 
for Analysis Determine Approach, Models, and Data 
Is this a project of \V¥ Lemp Dace ae ] 
pe and emission PM types tobe specific den 
d 


ICG concurrence on approach 
° Project team has provided draft methodology, following 
EPA's 9-step process, for ICG review a 
ICG concurrence that no further consultation 
required if all levels are below NAAQS for all | | 
a al a | YS = ) Step 5: Set Up and Run | _ Step 7: Calculate Design Step 8: 
* Findings for the additional locations will be circulated prior MRERMOD) nal “Cont Meare 
to release of EA raring — “hs —.- 


Step 3: Estimate On-Road Motor Step 4: 
Vehicle Emission Estimate Dust and Other Emissions 


Step 6: | 
Determine Background , 
Concentrations 
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Central Business District Tolling Program 
1. Particulate Matter Hot Spot Analysis Methodology 


Appendix B 


Nearest Sensitive Receptor Distances at Proposed 
Analysis Sites 
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During the interagency consultation meeting on 4/19/22, it was requested that more 
information be provided regarding the distance from the roadway to the nearest 
sensitive receptorat each of the proposed analysis sites. As shown in the figures below, 
the nearest sensitive receptors range from approximately 18’ to 43’ from roadway 
segments, depending on the analysis site. In addition to these receptors, a gnd pattem 
of receptors, asper EPA guidance and detailed in the methodology, will also be placed 
at each analysis location. 


Site 1 - I-95 west of the GWB, Scenario C 


Receptor — 
Approximately 
43’ from roadway 


Roadway linksto be analyzed 


Site 2 - Cross Bronx @Macombs, Scenario B 


Nearest sensitive receptors are approximately 24’ away from the edge of the roadway. 


Receptor 
approximaiely 
24’ from roadway 


Tc 


Receptor 
approximately 
40'from roadway 


Receptor 
approximately 
4 25’ from roadway 


Roadway linksto be analyzed 


Site 3- RFK (Triborough) Queens Approach, Scenario E 


Nearest sensitive receptor are approximately 18’ from the edge of the roadway 


Receptor _ 
approximately 
25'below 

roadway 


Receptor _ 
approximately 


18’ from roadway 


Receptors 
approximately 
18’ from roadway 


Roadway linksto be analyzed 


Central Business District Tolling Program 
1. Particulate Matter Hot Spot Analysis Methodology 


Appendix C 
ICG Concurrence E-mail 


April 25, 2022 
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Tadross, Edward 


From: C. de Cerreno, Allison <allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org> 

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 2:53 PM 

To: McNamara, lan; Tadross, Edward; Lovegrove, Alice; Liebowitz, Peter 

Cc: Wojnar, Michael; Flax, Leah; Angel, Nichola; Oliva, Louis 

Subject: Fwd: CBDTP Air Quality ICG Meeting: Presentation and proposed methodology 
Follow Up Flag: Follow up 

Flag Status: Flagged 


Pls see below and let us know when things are ready as they progress. 


Allison L. C. de Cerreno, Ph.D. 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
2 Broadway, 23rd floor * NY, NY 10004 
T: 646-252-7750 * M: 646-899-3735 

E: allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org 


From: Lentlie, Patrick (DOT) <Patrick.Lentlie@dot.ny.gov> 

Sent: Monday, April 25, 2022 12:55:41 PM 

To: C. de Cerreno, Allison <allison.cdecerreno@ mtahq.org> 

Cc: Angel, Nichola <nangel@ mtabt.org> Flax, Leah deah.flax@mtabt.org> Wojnar, Michael <nwojnar@mtahq.org> 
Nelson, Debra (DOT) Debra.Nelson@dot.ny.gov> gautam.mani@dot.gov <gautam.mani@ dot.gov> 
laurita.matthew@ epa.gov <aurita.matthew@epa.gov> Lentlie, Patrick (DOT) <Patrick.Lentlie@ dot.ny.gov>; 
anna.price@ dot.gov <anna.price@ dot.gov> M oser, Daniel (FTA) <daniel.moser@dot.gov> Black, Lily 

<Black.Lily@ epa.gov> Burns, Donald (FTA) <Donald.Burns@ dot.gov> Anukwe, Uzoma (FTA) 

<uzoma.anukwe@ dot.gov> Smith, Terry (DOT) <Terry.Smith@ dot.ny.gov> Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT) 
<“Catherine.Leslie@dot.ny.gov> Nierenberg, Daniel R (DOT) <Daniel.Nierenberg@dot.ny.gov> Savage, Laura E (DOT) 
<Laura.Savage@ dot.ny.gov>; Neerackal, George (DOT) <George.Neerackal@ dot.ny.gov> 

Subject: RE: CBDTP Air Quality ICG M eeting: Presentation and proposed methodology 


Allison, 


The ICG concurs with the methodology used to identify the three locations for the CBDTP particulate matter hot-spot 
analysis. The ICG also concurs that if, after review of the analysis results and documentation, the three locations return 
values that do not violate the relevant NAAQS, then no further consultation with the ICG is required. This concurrence 
comes with the condition that the following comments are satisfactorily addressed: 

e The USEPA and involved agencies reserve the right to request review of the modeling inputs/ outputs and design 
value calculations during the review of the Air Quality technical report. Accordingly, the NYSDOT recommends 
the input files and relevant documentation be provided as soon as possible. 

e Provide the source of age distribution data for the heavy-duty long-haul diesel trucks and confirm whether it is 
local or MOVES default data. 

e For the RFK Bridge analysis location, confirm that the emissions from the nearby Astoria Generating Station are 
reasonably assumed to be reflected in the background PM concentrations 

e Please specify the location(s) of the monitor(s) being used for the background concentrations used in the 
analysis. 


If you have any questions, please let me know. 


Thanks, 
Patrick 


Patrick Lentlie 
Environmental Specialist 2, Environmental Science Bureau 


New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Rd, POD 4-1, Albany, NY 12232 


(518) 457-0212 | Patrick.Lentlie@dot.ny.gov 


www.dot.ny.gov 


From: C. de Cerreno, Allison <allison.cdecerreno@ mtahq.org> 

Sent: Friday, April 22, 2022 8:40 PM 

To: Lentlie, Patrick (DOT) <Patrick.Lentlie@ dot.ny.gov> 

Subject: Re: CBDTP Air Quality ICG Meeting: Presentation and proposed methodology 


Hi Patrick, 
Any word from the agencies? 
Allison 


Allison L. C. de Cerreno, Ph.D. 

Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Metropolitan Transportation Authority 
2 Broadway, 23rd floor * NY, NY 10004 
T: 646-252-7750 * M: 646-899-3735 

E: allison.cdecerreno@mtahq.org 


From: Lentlie, Patrick (DOT) <Patrick.Lentlie@ dot.ny.gov> 

Sent: Thursday, April 21, 2022 8:47:33 AM 

To: Sheehan, Michael P (DEC) <michael.sheehan@dec.ny.gov> gautam.mani@dot.gov <gautam.mani@dot.gov> 
anna.price@ dot.gov <anna.price@dot.gov> Moser, Daniel (FTA) <daniel.moser@dot.gov> laurita.matthew@ epa.gov 
<aurita.matthew@epa.gov> Black, Lily <Black.Lily@epa.gov> Burns, Donald (FTA) <Donald.Burns@ dot.gov> Anukwe, 
Uzoma (FTA) <uzoma.anukwe@ dot.gov> 

Cc: Smith, Terry (DOT) <Terry.Smith@dot.ny.gov> Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT) <Catherine.Leslie@ dot.ny.gov> Nelson, 
Debra (DOT) <Debra.Nelson@dot.ny.gov> Neerackal, George (DOT) <George.Neerackal@ dot.ny.gov> Nierenberg, 


Daniel R (DOT) <Daniel.Nierenberg@dot.ny.gov> Savage, Laura E (DOT) <Laura.Savage@ dot.ny.gov> 
Subject: RE: CBDTP Air Quality ICG M eeting: Presentation and proposed methodology 


Good morning NYSICG for air quality conformity, 


As requested during the ICG meeting on April 19, the MTA added more detail regarding the proximity of sensitive 
receptors to the roadways at the selected sites. See Appendix B in the revised attachment. 


Also, in the Main Body (Step 5, Item c), the original version sent on April 18 stated that the receptors will be placed up to 
1,000 meters (approximately 3,280 feet) from the source of emissions. This section was revised to specify receptors will 
be placed up to 300 meters (approximately 1,000 feet) from the source of emissions. 300 meters is still consistent with 
the USEPA guidance (i.e. at least 100 meters from the project). 


The April 19 presentation is also included as Appendix A. These are the only changes to the materials sent on April 18. 


Please let me know if you concur with the approach to the analysis, or if you have any comments, by Friday, April 
22. Please also let me know if you agree no further consultation is required if the completed analysis predicts the 
design concentrations are less than the relevant NAAQS. 


Thank you, 
Patrick 


Patrick Lentlie 
Environmental Specialist 2, Environmental Science Bureau 


New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Rd, POD 4-1, Albany, NY 12232 
(518) 457-0212 | Patrick.Lentlie@dot.ny.gov 


www.dot.ny.gov 


From: Lentlie, Patrick (DOT) 

Sent: Monday, April 18, 2022 5:58 PM 

To: Sheehan, Michael P (DEC) <michael.sheehan@dec.ny.gov> gautam.mani@dot.gov; anna.price@ dot.gov; 
Daniel.moser@ dot.gov; laurita.matthew@epa.gov; Black, Lily <Black.Lily@epa.gov> Burns, Donald (FTA) 
<Donald.Burns@dot.gov> Anukwe, Uzoma (FTA) <uzoma.anukwe@dot.gov> 

Cc: Smith, Terry (DOT) <Terry.Smith@dot.ny.gov> Leslie, Catherine S. (DOT) <Catherine.Leslie@ dot.ny.gov> Nelson, 
Debra (DOT) <Debra.Nelson@dot.ny.gov> Neerackal, George (DOT) <George.Neerackal@ dot.ny.gov> Savage, Laura E 


(DOT) <Laura.Savage@ dot.ny.gov> 
Subject: CBDTP Air Quality ICG M eeting: Presentation and proposed methodology 


NYSICG for air quality conformity, 


The MTA presentation and proposed methodology for considering the local effects of the Central Business District 
Tolling Program on air quality are attached for your information and review. 


Thanks, 
Patrick 


Patrick Lentlie 
Environmental Specialist 2, Environmental Science Bureau 


New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Rd, POD 4-1, Albany, NY 12232 

(518) 457-0212 | Patrick.Lentlie@dot.ny.gov 
www.dot.ny.gov 


Confidentiality Note: This e-mail, and any attachment to it, may contain privileged and confidential information and is 
intended for the use of the individual(s) or entity named on the e-mail. Unauthorized disclosure of this message is 


prohibited. If you have received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by return e-mail and destroy 
this message and all copies thereof, including all attachments. 
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Appendix D 
Analysis Results 


(Electronic MOVES/AERMOD Files Available Upon 
Request) 
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Table 1 - Predicted 24-hour PMio Design Value Concentrations 


Background Modeled Total 
Site Alternative | Concentration | Concentration | Concentration* 
g/m? g/m? gim? 


No Build 
1-95 west of the GWB J 

Scenario C 
Cross Bronx at No Build 43 
Macombs Road Scenario B | 66d 
RFK Bridge Queens _|_No Build 
Approach Scenario E 


* — Total concentrations = modeled results + 24-hour PM1o background 
g/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter 


Table 2 - Predicted 24-hour PMz2s Design Value Concentrations 


Background Modeled Total 
Site Alternative | Concentration | Concentration Concentration* 
g/m? g/m? g/m? 


|-95 West of the No Build 
GWB Scenario C 

Cross Bronx at No Build 

Macombs Road Scenario B 

RFK Bridge Queens | No Build 

Approach Scenario E 


* — Total concentrations = modeled results + 24-hour PM25 i 
g/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter 


Table 3 - Predicted Annual PM25 Design Value Concentrations 


Background Modeled Total 
Site Alternative | Concentration | Concentration Concentration* 
g/m? g/m? g/m? 


1-95 West of the No Build 
GWB Scenario C 95 


Cross Bronx at No Build 2.2 


Macombs Road | Scenario B | 


RFK Bridge Queens | No Build de 


Approach Scenario E 1.9 


* — Total concentrations = modeled results + Annual PMzs background 
g/m’ = micrograms per cubic meter 


Figure 1 - AERMOD Model Screenshot, I-95 west of GWB 
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Figure 3 - 24-Hour PMio Scenario C Contours (g/m*), I-95 west of GWB 
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Figure 5 — 24-Hour PMz25 Scenario C Contours (yg/m*), I-95 west of GWB 
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Figure 6 — Annual PMz25 No Build Contours (yg/m%), I-95 west of GWB 
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Figure 7 — Annual PM25 Scenario C Contours (yg/m%), I-95 west of GWB 
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Figure 8 - AERMOD Model Screenshot, Cross Bronx at Macombs 


Figure 9 — 24-Hour PM1o No Build Contours (yg/m*), Cross Bronx at Macombs 
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Figure 10 — 24-Hour PMip Scenario B Contours (ug/m’), Cross Bronx at Macombs 
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Figure 11 - 24-Hour PM2.5 No Build Contours (ug/m*), Cross Bronx at Macombs 
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Figure 12 - 24-Hour PM2.5 Scenario B Contours (yg/m*), Cross Bronx at Macombs 
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Figure 13 - Annual PM25 No Build Contours (ug/m*), Cross Bronx at Macombs 
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Figure 15 - AERMOD Model Screenshot, RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 16 — 24-Hour PMio No Build Contours (j1g/m*), RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 17 — 24-Hour PMip Scenario E Contours (yg/m*), RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 18 - 24-Hour PM25 No Build Contours (ug/m?), RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 19 - 24-Hour PM2.5 Scenario E Contours (yg/m*), RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 20 - Annual PM25 No Build Contours (pg/m*), RFK Queens Approach 
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Figure 21 - Annual PM25 Scenario E Contours (yg/m?), RFK Queens Approach 
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Appendix 10D, Air Quality: Changes in Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) 
Figure 10D-1. Changes in 2023 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): Manhattan (New York County) and the Bronx (New York City Counties) 
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Appendix 10, Air Quality 
Figure 10D-2. Changes in 2023 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): Brooklyn (Kings County) and Queens (New York City Counties) 
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Appendix 10D, Air Quality: Changes in Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) 


Changes in 2023 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): Nassau and Suffolk Counties (Long Island Counties, New York) 


Figure 10D-3. 
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2023 Scenario A - No Action 


Note: blue shaded areas are EJ communities 
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Appendix 10D, Air Quality: Changes in Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT)) 


Figure 10D-5. Changes in 2023 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): Westchester and Putnam Counties (New York Counties North of NYC) 
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Figure 10D-6. Changes in 2023 Annual Average Daily Traffic (AADT): Rockland, Bergen, and Hudson Counties (New Jersey Counties) 
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Table 12-1. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Long Island City 
Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION # INTERSECTION NAME cs a MOVEMENT AM MD PM 


5 21st Street and 49th Avenue 


7 11th Street and Borden Avenue 


Vandam Street and Queens— -0. -1. -1.0 


e Midtown Tunnel Expressway -0. -0. -1.1 


Vandam Street and Borden 
Avenue 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION # INTERSECTION NAME oe GROUP MOVEMENT AM — PM 


9 Jackson Avenue/Northern 
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Table 12-2. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: 
Lower Manhattan Traffic Analysis Area 
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EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
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PASSENGER CAR 

EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 

CHANGES (DB(A)) 

NO MITIGATION 

INTERSECTION 
# INTERSECTION NAME PM 


West Street and Albany 
Street 


10 West Street and Vesey Street 


West Street and Chambers 
Street 


Canal Street/Manhattan -0. -0.2 

Bridge and Bowery -0. -2. -14 
Manhattan Bridge and | 00 | 02 | 0. 

15 Bowen 2.8 


Sixth Avenue and Watts -0. 0.0 
Street ies Le ll 1. 0.7 
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Table 12-3. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Queens-Midtown 
Tunnel Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME ar Fira ae AM MD PM LN 


-1.0 
E. 37th Street and Third -0.8 
Avenue 1.0 
1.4 


E. 36th Street and 
Second Avenue 


E. 34th Street and Third -0. -0. -0. -0.2 
Avenue -0. -0.7 


E. 35th Street and Third -0. -0. -0. -0.6 
Avenue -0. -0. -0. -0.3 


E. 34th Street and -0. -0. -0. “1.1 
Second Avenue 0. 01 | 00 | 00 


E. 35th Street and 
Second Avenue 
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Table 12-4. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 


Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Red Hook 
Brooklyn Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 


INTERSECTION 
# INTERSECTION NAME 


4 Hamilton Avenue, Clinton ae 


(at an 0.7 
Street and West 9th Street SB j : ; 1.2 


(at Clinton : : : 0.9 


D Hamilton Avenue NB and -0. : -0. -0.7 
West 9th Street 
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Table 12-5. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Upper East Side 
Traffic Analysis Area 
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EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
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NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE | PCE | PCE 
INTERSECTION NAME APPROACH | GROUP | MOVEMENT | AM | MD | PM 


a ee ee 0. 


E. 71st Street and York Avenue 
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Table 12-6. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Lincoln Tunnel 
Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME Paacy ey MOVEMENT PM MD PM 


Ninth Avenue and W. 33rd 
Street 


Dyer Avenue and W. 34th 00° ‘|| 20.0 | -0.0 
Street -0. -0. -0.3 


Twelfth Avenue and -0. -0. -0.2 
W. 34th Street -0. -0. -0.4 


Eleventh Avenue and 
W. 42nd Street 


Twelfth Avenue and 
W 34th Street 


Tenth Avenue and W 33rd -0. -0. -0.1 
Street -3. -0.7 


Eleventh Avenue and 
W 34th Street 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME ‘| APPROACH Pal MOVEMENT PM 
| 00 | 00 | 


Tenth Avenue and W 4ist -0. -0.1 
Street -1. -5.2 


Twelfth Avenue and -U. - 
W 42nd Street Pk 00 0.0 


Appendix 12-12 August 2022 


Appendix 12, Noise 


Table 12-7. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: West Side 
Highway/Route 9A Traffic Analysis Area 

CHANGES (DB(A)) 


INTERSECTION LANE PCE PCE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME ries MOVEMENT | GROUP AM MD PM 


| NBT | TO 00 | 00 | 04 | 
Nee [ ae Fo 0000 
: W 24th Street and s3 | SBL_| t | 01 | 04 | -02 | 
Twelfth Avenue | Set Tt 0s | 04 | 04 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 


ae 
| weR | Rf 00 { 00 | 00 | 
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Table 12-8. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario C) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Downtown 
Brooklyn Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE 
# INTERSECTION NAME es ee ee HY Hi a 


4 Flatbush Avenue and 
Tillary Street 


D Adams Street and 
Tillary Street 


Old Fulton Street and 
Vine Street 
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Table 12-9. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Robert F. 
Kennedy Bridge Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION # | INTERSECTION NAME ae LANE GROUP MOVEMENT at ie Pu LN 


E. 126th Street and 
Second Avenue 


E. 125th Street and 
Second Avenue 


E. 134th Street and St. 
Ann’s Avenue 


St. Ann’s Avenue and 0.0 


22 Bruckner Boulevard 


31st Street and Astoria 
Boulevard 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 


INTERSECTION # INTERSECTION NAME LN 


Hoyt Avenue N and 31st : -0.2 


24 
Street 0.0 


Hoyt Avenue S and 31st 
-0. -0.4 
Street 08 
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Table 12-10. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Upper West Side 
Traffic Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME cs ee MOVEMENT AM MD PM LN 


W 72nd Street and West End 
Avenue 


W 61st Street and West End 
Avenue 


W 79th Street and Riverside -0. -0. -0. -0.3 


3a Drive 03 | -04 | -07 | -1.0 


W 56th Street and Twelfth -0. -0. -0.5 
Avenue -0. -0.2 


verre RT OE OE 
db die Pa a eee 0.4 
maid [sat [1100 [01 | 04 | 02 


4a 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME APPROACH | GROUP MOVEMENT AM = a LN 


W 55th Street and West Side 
Highway 


5a 


W 55th Street and Twelfth 


5b Avenue 


5c Woshh Steetand WestSide [SB__[_saT_[_T [00 | 00 | 00 | 00 
Highway Arterial We | Wer ft | 00 | oo | 00 | 0.2 


6 W 60th Street and Broadway 


W 60th Street and Columbus -0. -1. -2. -3.1 
Avenue -1.0 


W 60th Street and Amsterdam -1. -1. -1. -0.8 


Avenue 0. 1.0. 208 [Or 


W 60th Street and West End -1. -2. -1. -2.2 
Avenue 0.0 


W 61st Street and Amsterdam 
Avenue 
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PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION LANE PCE 
# INTERSECTION NAME APPROACH | GROUP MOVEMENT AM MD PM LN 


12 W 61st Street and Broadway ee a eel 28 


13 W 61st Street and Columbus a ee 0.5 
Avenue eee eee “3.3 


W 81st Street and Central | SBR | -0. -0. -0. -1.0 
Park West -0. -0.3 


W 66th Street and Central 
Park West 


W 65th Street and Central 
Park West 
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Table 12-11. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Little Dominican 
Republic (Washington Heights) Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 


INTERSECTION # INTERSECTION NAME 


W 179th St & Broadway 
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Table 12-12. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Lower East Side 
Analysis Area 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 
NO MITIGATION 
INTERSECTION# | _INTERSECTIONNAME | APPROACH raed GROUP AM MD PM 
| 00 | 00 | 


| 00 | 00 | 00 

08 

| -07 | -09 | -08 

rea | 00 | 00 | 00 

Park Row/Chatham | 0.0 | 00 | 0.0 

1 Square & Worth/Oliver St. pee | 00 | 00 | 00 
& Mott St. | 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 

| -06 | 54 | -39 

| WT | 0.0 | 0.0 

“2.7 

| 0.0 | 0.0 

| 00 | 00 | 00 

| 00 | 00 | 00 

== | 00 | 00 | 00 

| 0.0 | 0.0 

D Chatham Square & East | ee | “1.3 
Broadway [09 [09 | 00 

| we |} | 00 | 00 | 00 

| WT 5.1 

} NB pA | 00 | 00 | 00 

| 00 | 00 | 00 

3 Chatham Square/Bowery | ee EE | 00 | 00 | 0.0 
& Division St. ait 

| we aT | 00 | 00 | 00 

| WT | 00 | 00 | 00 
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Table 12-13. Passenger Car Equivalent Analysis Noise Level Change (dB(A)) Findings — CBD Tolling 
Alternative (Tolling Scenario D) PCE Divided by No Action Alternative PCE: Jersey City, NJ, 
Analysis Area 


INTERSECTION # 
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INTERSECTION NAME 


14th Street/Holland 
Tunnel (E-W) & Marin 
Boulevard (N-S) 


14th Street (E-W) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S) 


12th Street (E-W) & 
Jersey Avenue (N-S) 


12th Street/Holland 
Tunnel (E-W) & Marin 
Boulevard (N-S) 


LANE 
APPROACH MOVEMENT GROUP 
| 


R 
T 
R 
L 
T 
T 
R 
L 
T 
R 
Le 
T 
T 
R 
L 
T 
R 
i 
T 
R 
L 
8 
T 
R 
T 
R 
T 


PASSENGER CAR 
EQUIVALENT NOISE LEVEL 
CHANGES (DB(A)) 

NO MITIGATION 


AM MD PM 
| 00 | 00 | 
| 00 | 00 | 
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12.2 RECEPTOR LOCATION DATA COLLECTION AND SUMMARY 


Analysis presented in Subchapter 4B, “Transportation: Highways and Local Intersections,” shows that the 
largest increases in traffic generation would occur under Tolling Scenario D in Manhattan at locations near 
the Queens—Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. Accordingly, 24-hour, long-term noise 
measurements were collected at representative receptor sites identified near these two locations. The 
selected noise measurement locations are identified as receptor Sites R1 and R2 on Figure 12-1 and 
Figure 12-2, respectively. Site R1 was located near the portal of the Queens—Midtown Tunnel at Second 
Avenue and East 37th Street, and Site R2 was located adjacent to the Manhattan portal near West Street 
at the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. These two locations were selected for monitoring because they represent 
areas with some of the highest existing ambient noise levels in New York City and are projected to 
experience among the highest traffic diversions. Perceptible noise increases generated from Project traffic 
movements would be most likely to occur at these locations and could potentially worsen traffic noise 
conditions at sensitive receptors within these adjacent communities. If projected traffic increases would 
not result in perceptible increases in noise levels, then there would be no anticipated adverse effect at 


noise sensitive receptor locations within the adjacent communities. 


Noise measurements were collected using laboratory-certified noise monitoring equipment that complies 
with the American National Standards Institute requirements for Type II precision sound level meters. Two 
Larson Davis Model 720 noise level meters were deployed outdoors on MTA right-of-way property near 
major roadways leading to the Queens—Midtown Tunnel and the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. The noise meters 
were configured to sample and record noise levels in one-hour intervals, with a new reading starting at the 
beginning of each hour. Hourly monitoring data consisted of A-weighted levels of the Leg, Lmax, Lmin, L1, Lio, 
Lso, and Leo noise descriptors. At each measurement location, the noise meter was calibrated before 
monitoring began and after monitoring ended. Noise measurements were collected from October 3, 2019, 
through October 7, 2019—prior to the COVID-19 pandemic—and reflect traffic patterns and ambient noise 
exposure conditions that are considered a reasonable estimate of the affected environment and the 2023 
No Action Alternative. All noise measurement data collected during weekends or during periods of 


precipitation were excluded from the measurement survey findings. 
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Figure 12-1. Queens—Midtown Tunnel—Long-Term Noise Measurement Site R1 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network 
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Figure 12-2. Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Long-Term Noise Measurement Site R2 


Land Use 
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Source: ESRI, NYC Open Data, NYMTC 2020 TransCAD Highway Network 
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In general, the loudest traffic hour typically experienced at a receptor site consists of a convergence of 
various factors, such as the total volume of traffic as it passes by the receptor site, its travel speed, and the 
proportion of the vehicle mix made up of heavy trucks. Table 12-14 provides the noise measurement data 
collected at Site R1 near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel, and Table 12-15 provides the noise measurement 
data collected at Site R2 near the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel. Each table presents the Leg data, and the Lio levels 
are approximately 3 dB(A) higher. At each monitoring location, the loudest (worst case) traffic noise hour 
was determined by averaging all the readings collected during that hour. The average hourly noise levels 
reported in Table 12-14 and Table 12-15 were derived from measurements collected during each hour over 
two or more days. Near the Queens-Midtown Tunnel (Site R1), the loudest noise hour occurred from 12:00 
to 1:00 p.m., reaching 80.0 dB(A). At Site R2 near the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel, the peak noise hour occurred 
from 3:00 to 4:00 p.m., reaching 82.4 dB(A) near the tunnel portal. At both long-term monitoring locations, 
existing ambient noise levels were found to reach 75 dB(A) or higher for the majority of the long-term 
measurement sampling times. Noise levels below 70 dB(A) occurred only during the early morning hours. 
The corresponding Lio levels for the Leg readings shown in Table 12-14 and Table 12-15 would be 
approximately 3 dB(A) higher. For Receptor Categories 1, 2, and 3 shown for the External Noise Exposure 
Standards (Chapter 12, “Noise,” Table 12-3), existing ambient levels near these two monitoring locations 
exceeded the CEQR 60 to 70 dB(A) Lio Marginally Acceptable range for nearly all 24 hours of the day. 
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Table 12-14. Queens-Midtown Tunnel—Long-Term Noise Measurements Collected at Site R1 


DAY 1 DAY 2 DAY 3 AVERAGE 
(Leq 1-hr.) dB(A) (Leq 1-hr.) dB(A) (Leq 1-hr.) dB(A) Leq(1-hr.) dB(A) 
HOUR OF DAY (10/03/49) (10/04/49) (10/07/49) Noise Level 


ZAM 0 3A 723 
g AM 10 A 766 
10AM 017 AM 785 
17 AM to 12P 786 


7 Put 3PM 778 
SPU 4 PM 778 
4PM to 5 PM N/A (Rain) 79.2 
5 PM to 6 PM N/A (Rain) 78.3 
6 PM to 7 PM N/A (Rain) 76.1 
7PM to 8 PM N/A (Rain) 76.8 
8 PM to 9 PM N/A (Rain) 78.2 
9 PM to 10 PM N/A (Rain) 76.1 
10 PM to 11 PM N/A (Rain) 75.9 
11 PMio AN 76.2 


Source: WSP, October 2019 
N/A — Not Applicable. No measurement collected due to rain. 
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Table 12-15. Hugh L. Carey Tunnel—Long-Term Noise Measurements Collected at Site R2 


DAY 1 DAY 2 DAY 3 AVERAGE 
(Leq 1-hr.) dB(A) (Lea 1-HR.) dB(A) (Lea 1-HR.) dB(A) Leq(1-hr.) dB(A) 
HOUR OF DAY (10/03/49) (10/04/49) (10/07/49) Noise Level 


1AM 0 2AM 705 
ZAM 3a | NA(Ram) | 6@—~i| sos —SdCSC~t 
SAM 0 4A 5. 
saioSAM | _NA(Rain. [680 |—o50——~«Y ar 
EAM 0 9A 00 
g AM 10 A 788 


12 AM to 1 PM 78.9 
iPM 0 2PM so 
2PM to 3 PM N/A (Rain) 79.5 
3 PM to 4 PM N/A (Rain) 82.4 
4PM to 5 PM N/A (Rain) 78.4 
5 PM to 6 PM N/A (Rain) 80.0 
6 PM to 7 PM N/A (Rain) 78.2 
7PM to 8 PM N/A (Rain) 76.3 
8 PM to 9 PM N/A (Rain) 75.6 
9 PM to 10 PM N/A (Rain) 76.7 
10 PM to 11 PM N/A (Rain) 73.9 
11 PM to 12 AM 789 


Source: WSP, October 2019 
N/A — Not Applicable. No measurement collected due to rain. 
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United States Department of the Interior 


FISH AND WILDLIFE SERVICE 
Long Island Ecological Services Field Office 
340 Smith Road 
Shirley, NY 11967-2258 
Phone: (631) 286-0485 Fax: (631) 286-4003 


In Reply Refer To: May 24, 2022 
Project Code: 2022-0046568 
Project Name: Central Business District Tolling Program 


Subject: List of threatened and endangered species that may occur in your proposed project 
location or may be affected by your proposed project 


To Whom It May Concern: 


The enclosed species list identifies threatened, endangered, proposed and candidate species, as 
well as proposed and final designated critical habitat, that may occur within the boundary of your 
proposed project and/or may be affected by your proposed project. The species list fulfills the 
requirements of the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (Service) under section 7(c) of the 
Endangered Species Act (Act) of 1973, as amended (16 U.S.C. 1531 et seq.). 


New information based on updated surveys, changes in the abundance and distribution of 
species, changed habitat conditions, or other factors could change this list. Please feel free to 
contact us if you need more current information or assistance regarding the potential impacts to 
federally proposed, listed, and candidate species and federally designated and proposed critical 
habitat. Please note that under 50 CFR 402.12(e) of the regulations implementing section 7 of the 
Act, the accuracy of this species list should be verified after 90 days. This verification can be 
completed formally or informally as desired. The Service recommends that verification be 
completed by visiting the ECOS-IPaC website at regular intervals during project planning and 
implementation for updates to species lists and information. An updated list may be requested 
through the ECOS-IPaC system by completing the same process used to receive the enclosed list. 


The purpose of the Act is to provide a means whereby threatened and endangered species and the 
ecosystems upon which they depend may be conserved. Under sections 7(a)(1) and 7(a)(2) of the 
Act and its implementing regulations (50 CFR 402 et seq.), Federal agencies are required to 
utilize their authorities to carry out programs for the conservation of threatened and endangered 
species and to determine whether projects may affect threatened and endangered species and/or 
designated critical habitat. 


A Biological Assessment is required for construction projects (or other undertakings having 
similar physical impacts) that are major Federal actions significantly affecting the quality of the 
human environment as defined in the National Environmental Policy Act (42 U.S.C. 4332(2) 
(c)). For projects other than major construction activities, the Service suggests that a biological 


August 2022 Appendix 13A-1 


Appendix 13A, Natural Resources: Natural Resources Correspondence 


05/24/2022 


evaluation similar to a Biological Assessment be prepared to determine whether the project may 
affect listed or proposed species and/or designated or proposed critical habitat. Recommended 
contents of a Biological Assessment are described at 50 CFR 402.12. 


If a Federal agency determines, based on the Biological Assessment or biological evaluation, that 
listed species and/or designated critical habitat may be affected by the proposed project, the 
agency is required to consult with the Service pursuant to 50 CFR 402. In addition, the Service 
recommends that candidate species, proposed species and proposed critical habitat be addressed 
within the consultation. More information on the regulations and procedures for section 7 
consultation, including the role of permit or license applicants, can be found in the "Endangered 
Species Consultation Handbook" at: 


http://www.fws.gov/endangered/esa-library/pdf/TOC-GLOS.PDF 


Migratory Birds: In addition to responsibilities to protect threatened and endangered species 
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA), there are additional responsibilities under the 
Migratory Bird Treaty Act (MBTA) and the Bald and Golden Eagle Protection Act (BGEPA) to 
protect native birds from project-related impacts. Any activity, intentional or unintentional, 
resulting in take of migratory birds, including eagles, is prohibited unless otherwise permitted by 
the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (50 C.F.R. Sec. 10.12 and 16 U.S.C. Sec. 668(a)). For more 
information regarding these Acts see https:/Awww.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations.php. 


The MBTA has no provision for allowing take of migratory birds that may be unintentionally 
killed or injured by otherwise lawful activities. It is the responsibility of the project proponent to 


comply with these Acts by identifying potential impacts to migratory birds and eagles within 
applicable NEPA documents (when there is a federal nexus) or a Bird/Eagle Conservation Plan 
(when there is no federal nexus). Proponents should implement conservation measures to avoid 
or minimize the production of project-related stressors or minimize the exposure of birds and 
their resources to the project-related stressors. For more information on avian stressors and 
recommended conservation measures see https://www.fws.gov/birds/bird-enthusiasts/threats-to- 
birds.php. 


In addition to MBTA and BGEPA, Executive Order 13186: Responsibilities of Federal Agencies 
to Protect Migratory Birds, obligates all Federal agencies that engage in or authorize activities 
that might affect migratory birds, to minimize those effects and encourage conservation measures 
that will improve bird populations. Executive Order 13186 provides for the protection of both 
migratory birds and migratory bird habitat. For information regarding the implementation of 
Executive Order 13186, please visit https://www.fws.gov/birds/policies-and-regulations/ 
executive-orders/e0-13186.php. 


We appreciate your concern for threatened and endangered species. The Service encourages 
Federal agencies to include conservation of threatened and endangered species into their project 
planning to further the purposes of the Act. Please include the Consultation Code in the header of 
this letter with any request for consultation or correspondence about your project that you submit 
to our office. 
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Attachment(s): 


" Official Species List 
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Official Species List 


This list is provided pursuant to Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and fulfills the 
requirement for Federal agencies to "request of the Secretary of the Interior information whether 
any species which is listed or proposed to be listed may be present in the area of a proposed 
action". 


This species list is provided by: 


Long Island Ecological Services Field Office 
340 Smith Road 

Shirley, NY 11967-2258 

(631) 286-0485 
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Project Summary 

Project Code: 2022-0046568 

Event Code: None 

Project Name: Central Business District Tolling Program 

Project Type: Road/Hwy - Maintenance/Modification 

Project Description: The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD 
in a manner that will generate revenue for future transportation 
improvements, pursuant to acceptance into FHWA’s VPPP. The 
Manhattan CBD consists of the geographic area of Manhattan south of 
and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable but does not include 
the Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 
9A, including the Battery Park underpass and any surface roadway 
portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel that connects to West Street (the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A). 

Project Location: 

Approximate location of the project can be viewed in Google Maps: https:// 


www.google.com/maps/(@40.738039,-73.99135179419619,14z 


Brooklyn 


Counties: New York County, New York 
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Endangered Species Act Species 


There is a total of 1 threatened, endangered, or candidate species on this species list. 


Species on this list should be considered in an effects analysis for your project and could include 
species that exist in another geographic area. For example, certain fish may appear on the species 
list because a project could affect downstream species. 


IPaC does not display listed species or critical habitats under the sole jurisdiction of NOAA 
Fisheries!, as USEWS does not have the authority to speak on behalf of NOAA and the 
Department of Commerce. 


See the "Critical habitats" section below for those critical habitats that lie wholly or partially 
within your project area under this office's jurisdiction. Please contact the designated FWS office 
if you have questions. 


1. NOAA Fisheries, also known as the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), is an 
office of the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration within the Department of 
Commerce. 


Insects 
NAME STATUS 


Monarch Butterfly Danaus plexippus Candidate 
No critical habitat has been designated for this species. 
Species profile: https://ecos.fws.gov/ecp/species/9743 


Critical habitats 
THERE ARE NO CRITICAL HABITATS WITHIN YOUR PROJECT AREA UNDER THIS OFFICE'S 
JURISDICTION. 
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IPaC User Contact Information 

Agency: New York State Department of Transportation 
Name: Daniel Nierenberg 

Address: 50 Wolf Road 

Address Line 2: POD 4-1 

City: Albany 

State: NY 

Zip: 12232 

Email daniel .nierenberg@dot.ny.gov 

Phone: 5184735089 


Lead Agency Contact Information 
Lead Agency: Federal Highway Administration 
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EFH Mapper Report 


EFH Data Notice 


Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is defined by textual descriptions contained in the fishery management plans developed by the 
regional fishery management councils. In most cases mapping data can not fully represent the complexity of the habitats that make 
up EFH. This report should be used for general interest queries only and should not be interpreted as a definitive evaluation of EFH 
at this location. A location-specific evaluation of EFH for any official purposes must be performed by a regional expert. Please 
refer to the following links for the appropriate regional resources. 


Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Management Division 


Query Results 


Degrees, Minutes, Seconds: Latitude = 40° 43'50" N, Longitude = 74° 1'56" W 
Decimal Degrees: Latitude = 40.731, Longitude = -73.968 


The query location intersects with spatial data representing EFH and/or HAPCs for the following species/management units. 


™ WARNING ** 


Please note under "Life Stage(s) Found at Location" the category "ALL" indicates that all life stages of that species share the same 
map and are designated at the queried location. 


EFH 
Link Data | Species/Management| Lifestage(s) Found | Management 


Caveats Unit at Location Council PME 


Eggs 
: : : Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
eh @ Winter Flounder Juvenile New England Multispecies FMP 


Larvae/Adult 


Juvenile New Bustand Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Adult & Skate Complex FMP 


Juvenile 
Atlantic Herring Adult New England 
Larvae 


Adult 
aba Eggs/Larvae/Juvenile Mew -Begiand 


Adult 

Windowpane Larvae New Hasiand Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
Flounder Eggs § Multispecies FMP 

Juvenile 


Adult Mes adiend Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Juvenile & Skate Complex FMP 


Little Skate 


Amendment 3 to the Atlantic 
Herring FMP 


Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
Multispecies FMP 


Winter Skate 


https:/Avww.habitat.noaa.gov/apps/efhmapper/efhreport/ 
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Link Data _ |Species/Management| Lifestage(s) Found | Management 
Caveats Unit at Location Council 


Adult Haw Baca Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Juvenile 8 Skate Complex FMP 


Atlantic Mackerel, Squid,& 
Butterfish Amendment 11 


FMP 


Clearnose Skate 


Longfin Inshore 


Squid Eggs Mid-Atlantic 


Adult 


Bluefish : 
Juvenile 


Mid-Atlantic Bluefish 


: : : Atlantic Mackerel, Squid,& 
Atlantic Butterfish Larvae Mid-Atlantic Huttentic Amendment Tl 


Larvae 


Summer Flounder Juvenile Mid-Atlantic Summer Flounder, Scup, Black 
Adult Sea Bass 


Salmon EFH 
No Pacific Salmon Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) were identified at the report location. 


HAPCs 
Link) Data Caveats} HAPC Name _ | Management Council 


A @ Summer Flounder Mid-Atlantic 


EFH Areas Protected from Fishing 
No EFH Areas Protected from Fishing (EFHA) were identified at the report location. 


Spatial data does not currently exist for all the managed species in this area. The following is a list of 
species or management units for which there is no spatial data. 

**For links to all EFH text descriptions see the complete data inventory: open data inventory --> 
All spatial data is currently available for the Mid-Atlantic and New England councils, 
Secretarial EFH, 

Bigeye Sand Tiger Shark, 

Bigeye Sixgill Shark, 

Caribbean Sharpnose Shark, 

Galapagos Shark, 

Narrowtooth Shark, 

Sevengill Shark, 

Sixgill Shark, 

Smooth Hammerhead Shark, 

Smalltail Shark 


https:/Awww.habitat.noaa.gov/apps/efhmapper/efhreport/ 
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EFH Mapper Report 


EFH Data Notice 


Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) is defined by textual descriptions contained in the fishery management plans developed by the 
regional fishery management councils. In most cases mapping data can not fully represent the complexity of the habitats that make 
up EFH. This report should be used for general interest queries only and should not be interpreted as a definitive evaluation of EFH 
at this location. A location-specific evaluation of EFH for any official purposes must be performed by a regional expert. Please 
refer to the following links for the appropriate regional resources. 


Greater Atlantic Regional Office 
Atlantic Highly Migratory Species Management Division 


Query Results 


Degrees, Minutes, Seconds: Latitude = 40° 44'5" N, Longitude = 75° 59' 1" W 
Decimal Degrees: Latitude = 40.735, Longitude = -74.017 


The query location intersects with spatial data representing EFH and/or HAPCs for the following species/management units. 


™ WARNING ** 


Please note under "Life Stage(s) Found at Location" the category "ALL" indicates that all life stages of that species share the same 
map and are designated at the queried location. 


EFH 
Link Data | Species/Management| Lifestage(s) Found | Management 


Caveats Unit at Location Council PME 


Eggs 
: : : Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
eh @ Winter Flounder Juvenile New England Multispecies FMP 


Larvae/Adult 


Juvenile New Bustand Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Adult & Skate Complex FMP 


Juvenile 
Atlantic Herring Adult New England 
Larvae 


Adult 
aba Eggs/Larvae/Juvenile Mew -Begiand 


Adult 

Windowpane Larvae New Hasiand Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
Flounder Eggs § Multispecies FMP 

Juvenile 


Adult Mes adiend Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Juvenile & Skate Complex FMP 


Little Skate 


Amendment 3 to the Atlantic 
Herring FMP 


Amendment 14 to the Northeast 
Multispecies FMP 


Winter Skate 


https:/Avww.habitat.noaa.gov/apps/efhmapper/efhreport/ 
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Link Data |Species/Management| Lifestage(s) Found | Management 
Caveats Unit at Location Council 


Adult Haw Baca Amendment 2 to the Northeast 
Juvenile 8 Skate Complex FMP 


Atlantic Mackerel, Squid,& 
Butterfish Amendment 11 


FMP 


Clearnose Skate 


Longfin Inshore 


Squid Eggs Mid-Atlantic 


Adult 


Bluefish : 
Juvenile 


Mid-Atlantic Bluefish 


: : : Atlantic Mackerel, Squid,& 
Atlantic Butterfish Larvae Mid-Atlantic Huttentic Amendment Tl 


Larvae 


Summer Flounder Juvenile Mid-Atlantic Summer Flounder, Scup, Black 
Adult Sea Bass 


Salmon EFH 
No Pacific Salmon Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) were identified at the report location. 


HAPCs 
Link) Data Caveats} HAPC Name _ | Management Council 


A @ Summer Flounder Mid-Atlantic 


EFH Areas Protected from Fishing 
No EFH Areas Protected from Fishing (EFHA) were identified at the report location. 


Spatial data does not currently exist for all the managed species in this area. The following is a list of 
species or management units for which there is no spatial data. 

**For links to all EFH text descriptions see the complete data inventory: open data inventory --> 
All spatial data is currently available for the Mid-Atlantic and New England councils, 
Secretarial EFH, 

Bigeye Sand Tiger Shark, 

Bigeye Sixgill Shark, 

Caribbean Sharpnose Shark, 

Galapagos Shark, 

Narrowtooth Shark, 

Sevengill Shark, 

Sixgill Shark, 

Smooth Hammerhead Shark, 

Smalltail Shark 


https:/Awww.habitat.noaa.gov/apps/efhmapper/efhreport/ 
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“LNKER Drawn Action Area & Overlapping S7 Consultation Areas 


TECHNOLOGIES 


Area of Interest (AOI) Information 
Area : 10,544.7 acres 


May 24 2022 13:30:36 Eastern Daylight Time 


1:72,224 
0.95 


7 
SS Atlantic Sturgeon 
= 
A, Shortnose Sturgeon 
P 21 >, 
2 

Sea Turtles Ea, HERE, Gariin, (2) CoenStresthap contributors, and the GIS user 
[aa] ee “ communty, Source. Ee, Maxar, Earinstar Geographics. and the GIS User 

In or Near Critical Habitat Panay 
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Central Business District Tolling Program - The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will 
generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into FHVWA’s VPPP. The Manhattan CBD consists of the 
geographic area of Manhattan south of and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable but does not include the Franklin D. Roosevelt 
(FDR) Drive and the West Side Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery Park underpass and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. 
Carey Tunnel that connects to West Street (the West Side Highway/Route 9A). 


Summary 


Name Area(acres) Length(mi) 


Atlantic Sturgeon 8,873.46 


Shortnose Sturgeon 7,047.19 


Atlantic Salmon 0 


Sea Turtles 8,571.67 


Atlantic Large Whales 0 


In or Near Critical Habitat 1,736.97 


Atlantic Sturgeon 


Feature ID Species Life Stage Behavior Zone 
N/A 


ANS_C50_ADU_MAF Atlantic sturgeon Adult Migrating & Foraging 


ANS_C50_SUB_MAF Atlantic sturgeon Subadult Migrating & Foraging N/A 


ANS_EAS_SUB_MAF Atlantic sturgeon Subadult Migrating & Foraging East River 


ANS_EAS ADU_MAF _ | Atlantic sturgeon Adult Migrating & Foraging 
ANS_HUD_JUV_MAF antic sturgeon Juvenile Migrating & Foraging 


ANS_HUD_SUB_MAF antic sturgeon Subadult Migrating & Foraging Hudson River 


ANS_HUD_ADU_MAF antic sturgeon Adult Migrating & Foraging Hudson River 


Until (2) Area(acres) 


179.43 


01/01 1,646.82 
01/01 1,646.82 
1,740.32 


Feature ID Species Life Stage Behavior | Zone 
SNS_C50_ADU_MAF Shortnose sturgeon Migrating & Foraging 


SNS_EAS_ADU_MAF Shortnose sturgeon Adult Migrating & Foraging East River 


SNS_HUD_JUV_MAF Shortnose sturgeon Juvenile Migrating & Foraging Hudson River 


SNS_HUD_JUV_WIN Shortnose sturgeon Juvenile Overwintering Hudson River 


SNS_HUD_ADU_MAF Shortnose sturgeon Adult Migrating & Foraging Hudson River 
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5/24/22, 1:34 PM 

From (2) Until (2) Area(acres) 
179.41 

1,646.82 

1,740.32 

1,740.32 

1,740.32 


Massachusetts (S of 
GRN_STS_AJV_MAF Green sea turtle ts and juveni Migrating & Foraging Cape Cod) through 
Virginia 


Massachusetts (S of 
KMP_STS_AJV_MAF Kemp's ridley sea turtle ts and juveni Migrating & Foraging Cape Cod) through 
Virginia 


Massachusetts (S of 
LTR_STS_AJV_MAF Leatherback sea turtle ts and juveni Migrating & Foraging Cape Cod) through 
Virginia 


Massachusetts (S of 
LOG_STS_AJV_MAF Loggerhead sea turtle ts and juveni Migrating & Foraging Cape Cod) through 
Virginia 


From (2) Until (2) 
No Data No Data 
No Data No Data 
No Data No Data 


2,142.92 


In or Near Critical Habitat 


Te] Speces |More cient Haba Ut 
11 | Atlantic Sturgeon New York Bight Unit 3: Hudson River 1,736.97 


DISCLAIMER: Use of this App does NOT replace the Endangered Species Act (ESA) Section 7 consultation process; it is a first step in determining if a proposed Federal action overlaps 
with listed species or critical habitat presence. Because the data provided through this App are updated regularly, reporting results must include the date they were generated. The report 
outputs (map/tables) depend on the options picked by the user, including the shape and size of the action area drawn, the layers marked as visible or selectable, and the buffer distance 
specified when using the "Draw your Action Area" function. Area calculations represent the size of overlap between the user-drawn Area of Interest (with buffer) and the specified S7 
Consultation Area. Summary table areas represent the sum of these overlapping areas for each species group. 
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Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments (New York State Coastal Assessment Form) 


NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF STATE 
COASTAL MANAGEMENT PROGRAM 


Coastal Assessment Form 


A. INSTRUCTIONS (Please print or type all answers) 


1. 


State agencies shall complete this CAF for proposed actions which are subject to Part 600 of Title 19 of the NYCRR. This 
assessment is intended to supplement other information used by a state agency in making a determination of significance 
pursuant to the State Environmental Quality Review Act (see 6 NYCRR, Part 617). If it is determined that a proposed action 
will not have a significant effect on the environment, this assessment is intended to assist a state agency in complying with 
the certification requirements of 19 NYCRR Section 600.4. 


If any question in Section C on this form is answered "yes", then the proposed action may affect the achievement of the 
coastal policies contained in Article 42 of the Executive Law. Thus, the action should be analyzed in more detail and, if 
necessary, modified prior to either (a) making a certification of consistency pursuant to 19 NYCRR Part 600 or, (b) making 
the findings required under SEQR, 6 NYCRR, Section 617.11, if the action is one for which an environmental impact 
statement is being prepared. If an action cannot be certified as consistent with the coastal policies, it shall not be undertaken. 


Before answering the questions in Section C, the preparer of this form should review the coastal policies contained in 19 
NYCRR Section 600.5. A proposed action should be evaluated as to its significant beneficial and adverse effects upon the 
coastal area. 


B. DESCRIPTION OF PROPOSED ACTION 


1. 


Type of state agency action (check appropriate response): 

(a) Directly undertaken (e.g. capital construction, planning activity, agency regulation, land transaction) X 
(b) Financial assistance (e.g. grant, loan, subsidy) 

(c) Permit, license, certification 


Describe nature and extent of action: The proposed action is a program to toll vehicles entering or remaining in the Manhattan 


Central Business District (CBD); generally defined as the geographic area south and inclusive of 60th Street and exclusive of the 
West Side Highway/Route 9A and Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive. The proposed action would require limited construction to 
install tolling infrastructure and supporting utilities. See Section E Additional Information. 


Location of action: 


New York New York Multiple locations, see Section E 
County City, Town or Village Street or Site Description 


If an application for the proposed action has been filed with the state agency, the following information shall be provided: 


(a) Name of applicant: Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, Ph.D., Deputy Chief Operating Officer 


(b) Mailing address: 2 Broadway, 23rd floor, New York, NY 10004 


(c) Telephone Number: Area Code (646 _) 252-7750 


(d) State agency application number: 


5. Will the action be directly undertaken, require funding, or approval by a federal agency? 


Yes X No If yes, which federal agency? Federal Highway Administration 


C. COASTAL ASSESSMENT (Check either "YES" or "NO" for each of the following questions) 
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1. 


Will the proposed activity be located in, or contiguous to, or have a significant effect upon any of the 
resource areas identified on the coastal area map: 


(a) Significant fish or wildlife habitats? ...... 0.0... eee eee 
(b) Scenic resources of statewide significance? 
(c) Important agricultural lands? ©... 2... een nt ete teen tren eee teens 


Will the proposed activity have a significant effect upon: 


(a) Commercial or recreational use of fish and wildlife resources? 

(b) Scenic quality of the coastal environment? ............. 

(c) Development of future, or existing water dependent uses? . 

(d) Operation of the State's major ports? 

(e) Land and water uses within the State's small harbors? 

(f) Existing or potential public recreation opportunities? 22.022... eee ee 
(g) Structures, sites or districts of historic, archeological or cultural significance to the State or nation? 
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3. Will the proposed activity involve or result in any of the following: 


(a) Physical alteration of two (2) acres or more of land along the shoreline, land under water or coastal waters? 
(b) Physical alteration of five (5) acres or more of land located elsewhere in the coastal area? .................. 
(c) Expansion of existing public services of infrastructure in undeveloped or low density areas of the 

COASPAL ATCA? cosa 5s oe Seinne 0 Dy saci cao Saddles Saab Sean Spas he fase wy tea ata Oye ne aaah oR Sara aeehE 
(d) Energy facility not subject to Article VII or VIII of the Public Service Law? .. . 
(e) Mining, excavation, filling or dredging in coastal waters? ........ 


(g) Sale or change in use of state-owned lands located on the shoreline or under water? 
(h) Development within a designated flood or erosion hazard area? 
(i) Development on a beach, dune, barrier island or other natural feature that provides protection against 
FIGOMINE OP ETOSION?® «5 oo1s, 656 so cya sneredosieyace disso koe nlarcesovevenealngs, quale, Sunlevaygiaiinrgisae sa Sym Hadtlongtastye Sado enieeer gs 


Will the proposed action be located in or have a significant effect upon an area included in an approved 
Local Waterfront Revitalization Program? 


D. SUBMISSION REQUIREMENTS 
If any question in Section C is answered "Yes", AND either of the following two conditions is met: 


Section B.1(a) or B.1(b) is checked: or 
Section B.1(c) is checked AND B.5 is answered "Yes", 


THEN a copy of this completed Coastal Assessment Form shall be submitted to: 


New York State Department of State 
Office of Coastal, Local Government and Community Sustainability 
One Commerce Plaza 
99 Washington Avenue, Suite 1010 
Albany, New York 12231-0001 


Tf assistance or further information is needed to complete this form, please call the Department of State at (518) 474-6000. 


The proposed activity, the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the Project) is a program to toll vehicles entering 
or remaining in the Manhattan CBD in New York, NY. The Manhattan CBD is generally defined as the geographic area of 
Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street and exclusive of the West Side Highway/Route 9A and Franklin D. Roosevelt 
(FDR) Drive; see Figure 1. The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) would collect tolls from vehicles entering the 
Manhattan CBD via a cashless tolling system. The CBD Tolling Program would require limited construction to install tolling 
infrastructure, tolling system equipment, and supporting utilities. The proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment, including signage, would be placed on existing infrastructure or infrastructure comparable in form to existing 
streetlight poles, signal poles, sign poles, or overhead sign structures on city streets and sidewalks. 


The Project would affect an area adjacent to a New York State-designated significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat, the 
Lower Hudson Reach; however, the Project would not encroach on or otherwise affect the Lower Hudson Reach. Project 
elements would be located within existing roadways and sidewalks close to the Lower Hudson Reach, and construction of 
the proposed project would take place entirely within those roadways and sidewalks, and would not require disturbance of 
the Lower Hudson Reach significant coastal fish and wildlife habitat. 


The Project would involve development within the 100-year flood zone; see Figure 2. However, the proposed activity would 
not create new buildings and is limited to installing tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment. 


The Project would be located in an area included in an approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program (LWRP), the New 
York City Waterfront Revitalization Program. As discussed in the attached New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program 
Consistency Assessment Form, the Project would not adversely affect the economic, environmental, and cultural 
characteristics of New York City’s waterfront. Coastal areas adjacent to the locations where tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment are proposed are developed, urban areas, where similar infrastructure is already present and is typical of 
neighborhood character. Therefore, the Project would be consistent with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization 
Program. 


Preparer's Name: Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, Ph.D. Me bere, SLCAE. — 


(Please print) / 


Title. DePuty Chief Operating Officer Agency: _ Metropolitan Transportation Authority 


Telephone Number: (646) —_ 252-7750 Date: __ July 29, 2022 


CAF revised 11/08 
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Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) 


LZ,_ Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
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Tolling System Equipment 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1a 
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Queens-Midtown Tunnel 


(7) Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Queens-Midtown Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1b 
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C7) Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Williamsburg Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1c 
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Brooklyn Bridge 
[7 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 


Brooklyn Bridge and Holland Tunnel 
Figure 1d 
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Battery Park Underpass Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 


[77 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Battery Park Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1e 
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Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Lincoln Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1f 
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and Tolling System Equipment: 

60th Street 
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Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2015 Preliminary Flood Insurance Risk Map 
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(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form) 


CS. 


FOR INTERNAL USE ONLY WRP No. 
Date Received: DOS No. 


NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM 
Consistency Assessment Form 


Proposed actions that are subject to CEQR, ULURP or other local, state or federal discretionary review 
procedures, and that are within New York City’s Coastal Zone, must be reviewed and assessed for their 
consistency with the New York City Waterfront Revitalization Program (WRP) which has been approved as part 
of the State’s Coastal Management Program. 


This form is intended to assist an applicant in certifying that the proposed activity is consistent with the WRP. It should 
be completed when the local, state, or federal application is prepared. The completed form and accompanying 
information will be used by the New York State Department of State, the New York City Department of City 
Planning, or other city or state agencies in their review of the applicant’s certification of consistency. 


A. APPLICANT INFORMATION 


Name of Applicant: _Metropolitan Transportation Authorit 


Name of Applicant Representative: Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, Ph.D., Deputy Chief Operating Officer 
Address: .2 Broadway, 23rd Floor, New York, NY 10004 


Telephone: (646) 252-7750 Email: _allison.cdecerreno@mtahgq.org 


Project site owner (if different than above); NYCDOT, TBTA, NYC Parks 


B. PROPOSED ACTIVITY 
If more space is needed, include as an attachment. 


|. Brief description of activity 


The Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the Project) is a program to toll vehicles entering or 
remaining in the Manhattan CBD. The Manhattan CBD is generally defined as the geographic area south 
of and inclusive of 60th Street and exclusive of the West Side Highway/Route 9A and the Franklin D. 
Roosevelt (FDR) Drive. The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) would collect tolls from 
vehicles entering the Manhattan CBD via a cashless tolling system. The Project would require limited 
construction to install tolling infrastructure, tolling system equipment, and supporting utilities. The 
proposed tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment, including signage, would be placed on 
existing infrastructure or infrastructure comparable in form to existing streetlight poles, signal poles, sign 
poles, or overhead sign structures on city streets and sidewalks. 


2. Purpose of activity 


The Project purpose is to reduce traffic congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that 
will generate revenue for future transportation improvements, pursuant to acceptance into 
the Federal Highway Administration’s Value Pricing Pilot Program (VPPP). 


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM — 2016 
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(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form) 


Cc. PROJECT LOCATION 
Borough: Manhattan Tax Block/Lot(s): Multiple locations, see Figure 1 
Street Address: Multiple locations; see Figure 1 


Name of water body (if located on the waterfront): New York Harbor, East River, Hudson River 


D. REQUIRED ACTIONS OR APPROVALS 
Check all that apply. 


City Actions/Approvals/Funding 


City Planning Commission [J Yes [WJ No 
City Map Amendment Zoning Certification Concession 
Zoning Map Amendment Zoning Authorizations UDAAP 
Zoning Text Amendment Acquisition — Real Property Revocable Consent 
Site Selection — Public Facility Disposition — Real Property Franchise 
Housing Plan & Project Other, explain: 
Special Permit 
(if appropriate, specify type: [_] Modification [[] Renewal [] other) Expiration Date: 


Board of Standards and Appeals [7 Yes |¥| No 
[J __ Variance (use) 
1 _sVariance (bulk) 
LI Special Permit 
(if appropriate, specify type: [_] Modification [[] Renewal [] other) Expiration Date: 


Other City Approvals 
C1 _sLegislation Funding for Construction, specify: 
Rulemaking Policy or Plan, specify: 
Construction of Public Facilities Funding of Program, specify: 
384 (b) (4) Approval L] Permits, specify: 
Other, explain: NYCDOT OCMC permits; NYC Parks permits for work adjacent to street trees 


State Actions/Approvals/Funding 


State permit or license, specify Agency: Permit type and number: 
Funding for Construction, specify: 

Funding of a Program, specify: 

Other, explain: Compliance with New York State MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act 


Federal Actions/Approvals/Funding 


C1 Federal permit or license, specify Agency: FHWA Permit type and number: 
[J _ Funding for Construction, specify: 
[J _ Funding of a Program, specify: 


[J] Other, explain: Approval of tolling program as part of the Variable Pricing Pilot Program 


Is this being reviewed in conjunction with a Joint Application for Permits? Yes Iv] No 


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM — 2016 
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E. LOCATION QUESTIONS 
Does the project require a waterfront site? 


Would the action result in a physical alteration to a waterfront site, including land along the 
shoreline, land under water or coastal waters? 


Is the project located on publicly owned land or receiving public assistance? 
Is the project located within a FEMA |% annual chance floodplain? (6.2) 


Is the project located within a FEMA 0.2% annual chance floodplain? (6.2) 


Is the project located adjacent to or within a special area designation? See Maps — Part Ill of the 
NYC WRP. if so, check appropriate boxes below and evaluate policies noted in parentheses as part of 
WAP Policy Assessment (Section F). 


CO Significant Maritime and Industrial Area (SMIA) (2./) 

CL Special Natural Waterfront Area (SNWA) (4./) 

Y] Priority Maritime Activity Zone (PMAZ) (3.5) 

Recognized Ecological Complex (REC) (4.4) 

CL West Shore Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area (ESMIA) (2.2, 4.2) 


F. WRP POLICY ASSESSMENT 

Review the project or action for consistency with the WRP policies. For each policy, check Promote, Hinder or Not Applicable (N/A). 
For more information about consistency review process and determination, see Part | of the NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program. 
When assessing each policy, review the full policy language, including all sub-policies, contained within Part Il of the WRP. The 
relevance of each applicable policy may vary depending upon the project type and where it is located (i.e. if it is located within one of 
the special area designations). 


For those policies checked Promote or Hinder, provide a written statement on a separate page that assesses the effects of the 
proposed activity on the relevant policies or standards. If the project or action promotes a policy, explain how the action would be 
consistent with the goals of the policy. If it hinders a policy, consideration should be given toward any practical means of altering or 
modifying the project to eliminate the hindrance. Policies that would be advanced by the project should be balanced against those 
that would be hindered by the project. If reasonable modifications to eliminate the hindrance are not possible, consideration should 
be given as to whether the hindrance is of such a degree as to be substantial, and if so, those adverse effects should be mitigated to 


the extent practicable. 
Promote Hinder N/A 


Support and facilitate commercial and residential redevelopment in areas well-suited ood 
to such development. ae 


Encourage commercial and residential redevelopment in appropriate Coastal Zone areas. 


Encourage non-industrial development with uses and design features that enliven the waterfront 
and attract the public. 


adequate or will be developed. 


In areas adjacent to SMIAs, ensure new residential development maximizes compatibility with 
existing adjacent maritime and industrial uses. 


of wW 
oOo 4 
Encourage redevelopment in the Coastal Zone where public facilities and infrastructure are og 
VY 
A 


Integrate consideration of climate change and sea level rise into the planning and design of 
waterfront residential and commercial development, pursuant to WRP Policy 6.2. 


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM — 2016 
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Promote Hinder N/A 


Support water-dependent and industrial uses in New York City coastal areas that are oO o 
well-suited to their continued operation. 


bs 


Promote water-dependent and industrial uses in Significant Maritime and Industrial Areas. 


Encourage a compatible relationship between working waterfront uses, upland development and 
natural resources within the Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area. 


Encourage working waterfront uses at appropriate sites outside the Significant Maritime and 
Industrial Areas or Ecologically Sensitive Maritime Industrial Area. 


Provide infrastructure improvements necessary to support working waterfront uses. 


Incorporate consideration of climate change and sea level rise into the planning and design of 
waterfront industrial development and infrastructure, pursuant to WRP Policy 6.2. 


Promote use of New York City's waterways for commercial and recreational boating 
and water-dependent transportation. 


. Support and encourage in-water recreational activities in suitable locations. 


Support and encourage recreational, educational and commercial boating in New York City's 
maritime centers. 


Minimize conflicts between recreational boating and commercial ship operations. 


Minimize impact of commercial and recreational boating activities on the aquatic environment and 
surrounding land and water uses. 


NXiS|/ 8 |8|N|]8/8|/ 8/8 /8 


In Priority Marine Activity Zones, support the ongoing maintenance of maritime infrastructure for 
water-dependent uses. 


N 


Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the New 
York City coastal area. 


N 


Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources within the Special 
Natural Waterfront Areas. 


N 


Protect and restore the ecological quality and component habitats and resources within the 
Ecologically Sensitive Maritime and Industrial Area. 


OD O;|/O Say o;o;/Oo|}/0 |OoO8eey o;o;o;o0;oO 


Protect designated Significant Coastal Fish and Wildlife Habitats. 
Identify, remediate and restore ecological functions within Recognized Ecological Complexes. 


Protect and restore tidal and freshwater wetlands. 


In addition to wetlands, seek opportunities to create a mosaic of habitats with high ecological value 
and function that provide environmental and societal benefits. Restoration should strive to 
incorporate multiple habitat characteristics to achieve the greatest ecological benefit at a single 
location. 


O |b \0/0|/0|/0 Bayo; o|o|/0 |\oORayo;o;aqg;o0;0 


O |A/a 
N |8/S/|/ N 


Protect vulnerable plant, fish and wildlife species, and rare ecological communities. Design and 
4.7 develop land and water uses to maximize their integration or compatibility with the identified 
ecological community. 


q 


48 Maintain and protect living aquatic resources. 


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM — 2016 


Appendix 13B-16 August 2022 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form) 


Promote Hinder N/A 


Protect and improve water quality in the New York City coastal area. Oo «OB 


Manage direct or indirect discharges to waterbodies. iv] 


Protect the quality of New York City's waters by managing activities that generate nonpoint 
source pollution. 


Protect water quality when excavating or placing fill in navigable waters and in or near marshes, 
estuaries, tidal marshes, and wetlands. 


Protect the quality and quantity of groundwater, streams, and the sources of water for wetlands. 


Protect and improve water quality through cost-effective grey-infrastructure and in-water 
ecological strategies. 


Minimize loss of life, structures, infrastructure, and natural resources caused by flooding 
and erosion, and increase resilience to future conditions created by climate change. 


mi 


Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural and structural management wl 
measures appropriate to the site, the use of the property to be protected, and the surrounding area. 


Oo 
Oo 


Integrate consideration of the latest New York City projections of climate change and sea level 
rise (as published in New York City Panel on Climate Change 2015 Report, Chapter 2: Sea Level Rise and [VJ 
Coastal Storms) into the planning and design of projects in the city’s Coastal Zone. 


Direct public funding for flood prevention or erosion control measures to those locations where oO 
the investment will yield significant public benefit. 


Protect and preserve non-renewable sources of sand for beach nourishment. oD 


Minimize environmental degradation and negative impacts on public health from solid 
waste, toxic pollutants, hazardous materials, and industrial materials that may pose 
risks to the environment and public health and safety. 


ayo; oOo; a 
O18; 8/ oO 


Manage solid waste material, hazardous wastes, toxic pollutants, substances hazardous to the 
environment, and the unenclosed storage of industrial materials to protect public health, control [¥] 
pollution and prevent degradation of coastal ecosystems. 


Prevent and remediate discharge of petroleum products. oO 


Transport solid waste and hazardous materials and site solid and hazardous waste facilities in a 4 
manner that minimizes potential degradation of coastal resources. 


N;O;}8| Oo 


Provide public access to, from, and along New York City's coastal waters. oO 


Preserve, protect, maintain, and enhance physical, visual and recreational access to the waterfront. [[] 


N 


Incorporate public access into new public and private development where compatible with oO 
proposed land use and coastal location. 


N 


Provide visual access to the waterfront where physically practical. oO 


OjO|O |OeeoO;O; a 


N |S 


Preserve and develop waterfront open space and recreation on publicly owned land at suitable oO 
locations. 
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Promote Hinder N/A 


Preserve the public interest in and use of lands and waters held in public trust by the State andCity. [] ([] 


Design waterfront public spaces to encourage the waterfront’s identity and encourage 
stewardship. 


Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York City 
coastal area. 


Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City's urban context and the historic 
and working waterfront. 


Protect and enhance scenic values associated with natural resources. 


Protect, preserve, and enhance resources significant to the historical, archaeological, 
architectural, and cultural legacy of the New York City coastal area. 


Retain and preserve historic resources, and enhance resources significant to the coastal culture of 
New York City. 


Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts. 


G. CERTIFICATION 


The applicant or agent must certify that the proposed activity is consistent with New York City’s approved Local 
Waterfront Revitalization Program, pursuant to New York State’s Coastal Management Program. If this certification 
cannot be made, the proposed activity shall not be undertaken. If this certification can be made, complete this Section. 


"The proposed activity complies with New York State's approved Coastal Management Program as expressed in 
New York City’s approved Local Waterfront Revitalization Program, pursuant to New York State’s Coastal 
Management Program, and will be conducted in a manner consistent with such program." 


Applicant/Agent's Name: Metropolitan Transportation Authority, Allison L. C. de Cerrefio, Ph.D., Deputy Chief Operating Officer 


Address: 2 Broadway, 23rd floor, New York, NY 10004 


(646) 252-7750 allison.cdecerreno@mtahq. org 


Telephone: Email: 


Applicant/Agent's Signature: 
Date: July 29, 2022 


NYC WRP CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM — 2016 
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Submission Requirements 


For all actions requiring City Planning Commission approval, materials should be submitted to the Department of 
City Planning. 


For local actions not requiring City Planning Commission review, the applicant or agent shall submit materials to the 
Lead Agency responsible for environmental review. A copy should also be sent to the Department of City Planning. 


For State actions or funding, the Lead Agency responsible for environmental review should transmit its WRP 
consistency assessment to the Department of City Planning. 


For Federal direct actions, funding, or permits applications, including Joint Applicants for Permits, the applicant or 
agent shall also submit a copy of this completed form along with his/her application to the NYS Department of State 
Office of Planning and Development and other relevant state and federal agencies. A copy of the application should 
be provided to the NYC Department of City Planning. 


The Department of City Planning is also available for consultation and advisement regarding VVRP consistency 
procedural matters. 


New York City Department of City Planning New York State Department of State 
Waterfront and Open Space Division Office of Planning and Development 

120 Broadway, 31* Floor Suite 1010 

New York, New York 10271 One Commerce Place, 99 Washington Avenue 
212-720-3696 Albany, New York 12231-0001 
wrp@planning.nyc.gov 518-474-6000 

www.nyc.gov/wrp www.dos.ny.gov/opd/programs/consistency 


Applicant Checklist 


KK] Copy of original signed NYC Consistency Assessment Form 


KK] Attachment with consistency assessment statements for all relevant policies 


LC For Joint Applications for Permits, one (1) copy of the complete application package 


as] Environmental Review documents 


Drawings (plans, sections, elevations), surveys, photographs, maps, or other information or materials 
which would support the certification of consistency and are not included in other documents 
submitted. All drawings should be clearly labeled and at a scale that is legible. 


Policy 6.2 Flood Elevation worksheet, if applicable. For guidance on applicability, refer to the VWWRP Policy 
6.2 Guidance document available at www.nyc.gov/wrp 
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NEW YORK CITY WATERFRONT REVITALIZATION PROGRAM 
CONSISTENCY ASSESSMENT FORM: 
Supporting Information 
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Policy 3: Promote use of New York City's waterways for commercial and recreational boating and water- 
dependent transportation. 


Policy 3.5: In Priority Maritime Activity Zones, support the ongoing maintenance of maritime 
infrastructure for water-dependent uses. 


The Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the Project) would affect the Manhattan CBD, 
defined as the geographic area of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street, but not including 
Franklin D. Roosevelt (FDR) Drive, West Side Highway/Route 9A, the Battery Park underpass, and any 
surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West Street (the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A). The CBD is adjacent to Priority Maritime Activity Zones (PMAZs) at piers along the 
shoreline of the Manhattan CBD; however, the PMAZs would not be affected by construction or 
operation of the Project. The Project’s construction would consist of installing tolling infrastructure and 
tolling system equipment in existing roadways adjacent to PMAZs. Therefore, Policy 3 is not applicable to 
the Project, including Policy 3.5. 


Policy 4: Protect and restore the quality and function of ecological systems within the New York City 
coastal area. 


Policy 4.4: Identify, remediate and restore ecological functions within Recognized Ecological 
Complexes. 


The Project would affect an area adjacent to the Recognized Ecological Complex (REC) at Stuyvesant 
Cove; however, the REC would not be affected by construction or operation of the Project. The Project 
would consist of installing tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment in existing roadways 
adjacent to the REC. Therefore, Policy 4 is not applicable to the Project, including Policy 4.4. 


Policy 6: Minimize loss of life, structures, infrastructure, and natural resources caused by flooding and 
erosion, and increase resilience to future conditions created by climate change. 


Policy 6.1: Minimize losses from flooding and erosion by employing non-structural and structural 
management measures appropriate to the site, the use of the property to be protected, and the 
surrounding area. 


As discussed below for Policy 6.2, some of the locations where tolling infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment would be installed are within the current 1 percent annual chance floodplain and would 
continue to be within the floodplain in the future. The Project must be located within the floodplain so 
that the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment can be installed on existing roadways that are 
located there. However, the new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed 
using new and existing infrastructure such as streetlight poles, traffic signal poles, signposts, and 
overhead sign structures and pedestrian bridges and other than the poles themselves would be elevated 
above both the current and projected base flood elevation (BFE). The Project would not introduce new 
vulnerable, critical, or hazardous features that could pose a risk to the surrounding areas during flood 
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events. No grading or site elevation changes would be completed as part of the Project, and the Project 
would not result in increased coastal flooding. Therefore, the Project would promote this policy. 


Policy 6.2: Integrate consideration of the latest New York City projections of climate change and sea 
level rise (as published in New York City Panel on Climate Change 2015 Report, Chapter 2: Sea Level 
Rise and Coastal Storms) into the planning and design of projects in the city’s Coastal Zone. 


Step 1(a): Assess the project area’s exposure to current and future flood risk. 


Within the Manhattan CBD, the tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed in 
specific places so as to allow vehicles entering the CBD to be tolled. These areas where infrastructure and 
equipment would be installed are collectively considered the local study area for the Project (see Figure 
1). Much of the local study area at the outer edges of Manhattan, which generally follows the West Side 
Highway/Route 9A and the FDR Drive, is within the current 1 percent annual chance floodplain (Zone AE) 
with base flood elevations ranging from +11 to +13 NAVD88 (Figure 2).* At the southernmost point of 
Lower Manhattan, a portion of the local study area is within the limit of moderate wave action (LIMWA), 
which indicates the potential for coastal hazards such as those associated with waves, debris, and high 
velocity flow. Between the Brooklyn Bridge and Manhattan Bridge, the FDR Drive is within Zone VE with a 
BFE of +14 feet NAVD88. Farther inland, the local study area is currently outside of both the 1 percent 
and 0.2 percent annual chance floodplains, and would not be located within the 90th percentile projected 
floodplain through 2100. 


Some of the locations proposed for tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment are within the 
existing and projected 1 percent annual chance floodplain. Certain upland areas of the local study area 
would be within the 1 percent annual chance floodplain by the 2050s under the 90th percentile projected 
conditions (Figure 3). However, in all cases, the tolling system equipment would be elevated such that it is 
higher than the BFE under both current and projected conditions throughout its design life. 


Step 1(b): Identify if the project or action would facilitate the development of any vulnerable, 
critical, or potentially hazardous features...within areas exposed to flooding from Mean Higher 
High Water or 1% Annual Chance Flood by the 2050s under the 90th percentile of sea level rise 
projections. 


While some of the new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be installed at locations 
within the current and projected 1 percent annual chance floodplain, this would not facilitate the 
development of any vulnerable, critical, or potentially hazardous features. 


Step 2: Assess how applicable codes and regulations, planned flood damage reduction elements 
and adaptive measures, or likely future infrastructure investments (beyond the scope of the 
proposed project), would or would not reduce potential flood damage for any proposed 
vulnerable, critical, or potentially hazardous features. 


1 NYC Flood Hazard Mapper, available at www/1.nyc.gov/site/planning/data-maps/flood-hazard-mapper.page 
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The Project would install tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment along existing roadways in 
the Manhattan CBD. Since the infrastructure and equipment must be on existing roadways, it must be in 
the floodplain. However, the tolling system equipment would be mounted at heights above the level of 
the current and projected BFE. It would also be designed to be water resistant since it would be located 
outdoors. 


Step 3: Assess policy consistency. 


The Project involves the installation of tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment throughout the 
local study area. While portions of the study area are located within the current 1 percent annual chance 
floodplain in both Zones AE and VE, the Project would not introduce any vulnerable, critical, or potentially 
hazardous features. The tolling system equipment would be elevated above the flood elevations on 
existing infrastructure and new infrastructure similar in form to existing streetlight poles, traffic signal 
poles, signposts, and overhead sign structures and pedestrian bridges and would remain above the 
projected flood elevations throughout its design life, based on NPCC 90th percentile projections. 
Therefore, the Project would promote this policy. 


Policy 7: Minimize environmental degradation and negative impacts on public health from solid waste, 
toxic pollutants, hazardous materials, and industrial materials that may pose risks to the environmental 
and public health and safety. 


Policy 7.1: Manage solid waste material, hazardous wastes, toxic pollutants, substances hazardous to 
the environment, and the unenclosed storage of industrial materials to protect public health, control 
pollution and prevent degradation of coastal ecosystems. 


Policy 7.3: Transport solid waste and hazardous materials and site solid hazardous waste facilities in a 
manner that minimized degradation of coastal resources. 


Well-established procedures address the contaminated materials that could be encountered during 
construction for the CBD Tolling Program. 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA) will require the contractor for construction of the 
Project to implement specific plans and adhere to specific protocols, developed to be consistent with 
applicable Federal, State of New York, and City of New York regulations and requirements. Prior to 
starting the work, TBTA will require the contractor to develop a Waste Handling Plan, an Emergency 
Response Plan, and a Contingency Plan detailing procedures to be followed in the event of an accident, 
emergency situation, or release or spill of hazardous wastes. TBTA will oversee the contractor’s 
compliance with these plans. TBTA will require the contractor to sample any paint to be disturbed by 
construction work for lead and other heavy metals, or presume that the paint is lead-based paint, and to 
remove lead-based paint in accordance with applicable standards and the contract requirements. TBTA 
will require the contractor to perform an asbestos survey of any suspect asbestos-containing materials to 
be disturbed by the construction activities in accordance with applicable requirements, and to perform 
asbestos abatement and waste disposal in accordance with applicable safety and health codes and all 
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applicable Federal and State of New York regulations. TBTA will oversee the contractor’s compliance with 
lead paint sampling and abatement and asbestos testing and abatement. 


With these measures in place, Project construction would not result in adverse effects associated with 
hazardous waste and contaminated materials. Once operational, there would be no human exposure 
pathways to any residual hazardous materials, so operation of the CBD Tolling Program would also not 
result in adverse effects related to contaminated or hazardous materials. Therefore, the Project would 
promote Policy 7, including Policy 7.1 and Policy 7.3. 


Policy 9: Protect scenic resources that contribute to the visual quality of the New York City coastal area. 


Policy 9.1: Protect and improve visual quality associated with New York City’s urban context and the 
historic and working waterfront. 


The Project would place new tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment within existing roadways 
adjacent to coastal waters. The surrounding areas are densely developed urban areas, and the new tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment would be typical of infrastructure found throughout 
waterfront areas of New York City. The tolling infrastructure and tolling system equipment would 
therefore be consistent with the existing visual character of the waterfront, and the Project would 
promote Policy 9, including Policy 9.1. 


Policy 10: Protect, preserve, and enhance resources significant to the historical, archaeological, 
architectural, and cultural legacy of the New York City coastal area. 


Policy 10.1: Retain and preserve historic resources, and enhance resources significant to the coastal 
culture of New York City. 


Policy 10.2: Protect and preserve archaeological resources and artifacts. 


The Project’s potential effects on historic and archaeological resources were evaluated as part of its 
environmental review, in consultation with the New York State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO). The 
review was conducted in accordance with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act in 
consultation with consulting parties. In consultation with SHPO and consulting parties, the Federal Highway 
Administration (FHWA) determined that the Project would result in no adverse effect on historic properties. 
Therefore, the Project would promote Policy 10, including Policy 10.1 and Policy 10.2. 


Appendix 13B-24 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


NEW 
JERSEY 


‘| See Figure 1b 


/ ‘i sas) i 
OG / 
See Figure 1f y T= 


/) See Figure 1b 


& 
s 
x 
$ 
§ 
= 


EAST RIVER 


'| see Figure 1d 


See Figure 1e 


Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


ZZ 


[_] Detail Inset Map (see Figures 1b to 19) 
Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 
Figure 1a 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 13B-25 


August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


400 FEET 


Queens-Midtown Tunnel 


[7 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge and Queens-Midtown Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1b 


Appendix 13B-26 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


rT 


Williamsburg Bridge 


Manhattan Bridge 


C7 Local Siudy Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 


and Tolling System Equipment: 
Williamsburg Bridge and Manhattan Bridge 


Figure 1c 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


August 2022 


Appendix 13B-27 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


‘ we La | 


Ae a 
Wastington gp ee) 


Madison St 


500 FEET 
Holland Tunnel 


200 


Brooklyn Bridge 
(7 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 
and Tolling System Equipment: 


Brooklyn Bridge and Holland Tunnel 
Figure 1d 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM 


August 2022 


Appendix 13B-28 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


Battery Park Underpass Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 


[77 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Battery Park Underpass and Hugh L. Carey Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1e 


August 2022 Appendix 13B-29 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


cc 
tu 
= 
iva 
2 
i) 
iz) 
Q 
= 
= 


800 FEET 


[7 Local Stuay Area for Tolling Infrastructure and 
Tolling System Equipment 


Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

Lincoln Tunnel 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1f 


Appendix 13B-30 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


5.14.20 


60th Street - Western Portion 


HUDSON RIVER 


(| 
Eeiatse 


=I Yat 


Eeoth at 


f Ed Koch Queensboro Bridge 
Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure }= 
5 (see Figure 1b) 


ri 
= 
c 
= 
< 
wi 


800 FEET 


L771 Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure 

and Tolling System Equipment: 

60th Street 

CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 1g 


August 2022 Appendix 13B-31 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


ao 
Ss 
“A 
a 
— 
Q 
= 
Bik 
S 
S| 
Aa | 
3 
gs 
S| 
2 
S 
a 
& 
cs 
So 
& 
& 
= 
= 
& 
i= 
é 
2 
Oo 
= 
S 
E 
= 
fcr) 
= 
& 
oS 
= 
5 
& 
8 
2 
= 
~s 
iQ 
Ss 
NX 
= 
3 
5 
5 
a 
ag 
a 
S 
> 
Ss 
Wy 


5,000 FEET 


C_) Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) 
a Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 
7 Area with 1% Annual Chance of Flooding 

aes Area with 0.2% Annual Chance of Flooding 


Federal Emergency Management Agency 
2015 Preliminary Flood Insurance Rate Map 
CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 2 


Appendix 13B-32 August 2022 


Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 


Appendix 13B, Natural Resources: Coastal Zone Consistency Assessments 
(NYC Waterfront Revitalization Program Consistency Assessment Form: Supporting Information) 


5,000 FEET 


| Manhattan CBD (as defined by the MTA Reform and Traffic Mobility Act) 
ei Local Study Area for Tolling Infrastructure and Tolling System Equipment 


Future Floodplain in 2050s High Tide 2050s 


1% Annual Chance Floodplain (I) Low Estimate (8 inches SLR) 

0.2% Annual Chance Floodplain (RII Low-Mid Estimate (11 inches SLR) 
Ss Middle Estimate (16 inches SLR) 
— Mid-High Estimate (21 inches SLR) 


ea High Estimate (30 inches SLR) Future Floodplain and 
MHHW - 2050s 


CBD TOLLING PROGRAM Figure 3 


August 2022 Appendix 13B-33 


CENTRAL BUSINESS DISTRICT (CBD) TOLLING PROGRAM 


Appendix 17, Environmental 
Justice 


Appendix 17, Environmental Justice 


CONTENTS 
17A, Methodology 
17B, Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps 


17C, Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Tables 


August 2022 


Appendix 17, Environmental Justice 


17A, Methodology 


August 2022 


Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology 


Contents 


DTA NP ORCC OR cic settra sc creeks cra pialeabia beeaeitet cc atienpencedaimal eat edeadeaatoassienevateedtinbedraeueesoes 17A-1 

D7 Ac2 OVERVIEW BF WISTHO OGIO RY sc ye5caccui2s cast casues tae recsutescnusbaetncaieddens Dereuareee tear pine meine te 17A-1 

LZAL3: Dala:SOUrCOS. wescccssics eecuceccvet tates sacaeeties Satd tv esucadauecsatdid cs aaua hea ieee lade eabensstcadenacs avaiestecesa ces 17A-2 

17A.4 Methodology for Identifying Study Areas .............cccccccccsssseccesssseceeessseeeceesseeeeeeseeeeess 17A-3 

17A.4,1. TYPES‘ OF STUDY AREAS sisi cscecsssoscesuse cxsescatetseneus cud oneivescbnud wakenea tsevedi vue eoed¥eteebéadcudennal vtceseus cuiestatetieas 17A-3 
17A.4.2 REVIEW OF EFFECTS OF CBD TOLLING ALTERNATIVE TO IDENTIFY ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

STUDY-AREAS oisscdstuscsesazeavaxtuzvecsvnaeseduxdugvacscsdenevainusvevatvstnatstvasnarsteavesdounatsinstaen unas natentaavirmatials 17A-4 

17A.5 Methodology for Identifying Minority Populations............cccccccsscccsssecessseesssseeessesesnees 17A-4 

T7Ai5.1 DEFINITIONS wsscscesentcsinseadecinseidis secesevecesde ess Socencsecaechaue ca casdstcaedhaed cade odes capuseis Cassbddy sve sets cee levesben was doce edve 17A-4 

17A.5.2 MINORITY POPULATIONS IN LOCAL (NEIGHBORHOOD) STUDY AREA ..........:cscscscssesesessreseseserssesesers 17A-5 

17A.5.3 MINORITY POPULATIONS IN REGIONAL STUDY AREA............csscccssstccesssreeessneeeessaneeesssaeesessaeeesesanesens 17A-5 

17A.6 Methodology for Identifying Low-Income Populations. ............c::ccccsssseeceessseceessnseeeeees 17A-7 

T7AG.1. DEFINITIONS oti cecictcs seuitesesccschus.cevchcevcducnass cnatnaasitiaGceccusebehecdabeasendbeeavedsabesacnstuestesdabestaesleescahanbadecnvided 17A-7 

17A.6.2 LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN LOCAL (NEIGHBORHOOD) STUDY AREA ........:c:cesssessssssseseserseeerers 17A-8 

TTAL6:2:1 AD DIOGGH osic sso cesccecesss ees tsiness weieda ca cencesatehavisiohises.as Mas eee dara, nase nA eA 17A-8 

17A.6.2.2 Rationale for Low-Income Threshold for CENSUS TIOCtS....c.cccccccccssccsseceecessseeceecesecctsseerseees 17A-8 

Relationship to Federal Poverty Threshold ........c.ccccccsscccssscceecsseeccsseseecceseecsesecscsseeessseseesaaees 17A-9 

Guidance from Federal, State, and Local Agencies Related to Populations in Poverty ........ 17A-10 

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN .........eceeeesesesseeeeseeteeeteseeseeessneneeesens 17A-10 

Guidance Related to Justice40 Initiative... ececeecessesesecseseseeesesscseeesesesneeseeeseesensteeeeetees 17A-10 

New York State Environmental Justice Policy 0... eseeeeseeeeesseeseeesseeseeesseeseetsseeneeessneneees 17A-11 

New Jersey Environmental Justice SCrOCN oo... cseetesesseseeesseeeeseeseetssteseeseseeneeeesteneeessteaneaeans 17A-11 

New York City Local Poverty Threshold .........:cccecssesesesesseeeeeseeessteseesssteseetssnennenseseseeesins 17A-11 

New York City Environmental Justice Initiative... cee cessecseeeseeesteseeseseeseeessteneeessneneeseees 17A-12 

New York City Fair Fares Prograrm........c..scssecsssssseeseesseeesseeseeesseeneeessteneesesneseeasenenseessneaeeesans 17A-13 

SUMMANY «drvaciinhaandinine dreidiingwansaatnnid niesath parndandenieaniatntinennaeds 17A-13 

Data Readily Available from the U.S. CeNSUS .....eccccccccccccesscessceecseecsesccseeessssessesessescsseeceesesaes 17A-13 

17A.6.2.3 Rationale for Reference Area for CENSUS TIOCTS v..cccccccssccstecsteessesscenecsecssesessensecseecseecseeees 17A-13 

17A.6.3 LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS IN REGIONAL STUDY AREA.........:cscssssscsesssesenesseeseessseeenesasenenesasenenee 17A-14 

BEY“ pv mae -\'0) 2) 20]0 [cs g epeeen reyes rT Te Ry FY Perr rtr PIPETTE Pere tee errr TPRR Ts Tere RETRO RE TCT LTT rC eT errr Tre Teer eRCrT Serer oe 17A-14 

17A.6.3.2 Rationale for Methodology to Identify LOW-INCOME COMIMUEETLS .......cccccceccccesseeessecesseetees 17A-14 


August 2022 Appendix 17A-i 


Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology 


Tables 


Table 17A-1. Estimating Minority Workers Who Drive to the Manhattan CBD........c.c.cccccccccsseceesseecessseeeessaeens 17A-6 
Table 17A-2. 2019 Federal Poverty Threshold by Family SiZ@ .......c.ccccccccccccsscccsssseeccssseeecsseecesssseeceseseesesaeeeeaseeees 17A-9 
Table 17A-3. | Comparison of New York City and Federal Poverty Thresholds for 2019 .......cccccsscssesteeseeteessees 17A-12 
Table 17A-4. | Comparison of New York City “Near Poverty” Threshold and Federal Poverty Threshold 

TOM 2OW 9 iseiss casa estssuctieess oc educa sevens: se doanhns pedusteyneastinaasa'saeaaeduaues ia 85 <avbasaatkdeta einadasnchancess gobhdacasshansaaateueh aes 17A-12 


PCS aces cccesc ec ete ct ec ee eee ees peeve crc asc ter ieeeacte tiemneriees Dawa senemanessnteacecumanmnetanteecens American Community Survey 
| Bier ee Ps ee a eae a ee a ee Central Business District 
CE Orsi cid sca ta techacattivacnstxcuessentacamneacnuets mates aieeetseets suaeseiaia eacetapeasiGeiaeeaee es Council on Environmental Quality 
PEDO estas ct Rien sttacati ieiatttcat ccte, hgueet Meet cra iasecc (sachs tte tdocuretareg dea siucctt tric cera tatonte ie vitaielce Commissioner Policy 29 
GTAP Pei tinsiitca ace hitcatsistatedac ieee ttdtautenenuctesestanetsaesecetaaeienstatescesesimesiees Census Transportation Planning Package 
EA ecsee seat acca examen susere peste sncaueues imnseenesasaeeceeataneu ca enuccmness naa eueetence aauuetiane ceneeennees Environmental Assessment 
Bed csicdebe ides eh beettanuehcaenesdeagaemedaeceustcenus cusps nteneaswbeaemedadsnusenenseunons ambos tanend gheaetamsocdamsasdentiebabeaete! Environmental Justice 
PW Atcfcst lice itect eo cuicteast eco cieuitecent tetetate ste cuettccctsdsvattdceas be easaieolesecsicacaatduntianets Federal Highway Administration 
FAAS Sesetstesee ees tteeaetet cast eactteciteesttcl spun outaienie caastieetestatnteasietentes U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
INU DIE Pe oince issctesieh Gehan acdaneniaesatdana ie bondee ead iaeenaaedadeds New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection 
ND AS) Dl On New York State Department of Environmental Conservation 
IEPA cctieceicee teen taustats sicccat sen tacent eee ats nec tent c act Stetetcoeka eee Let a wtculene certo nr National Environmental Policy Act 
SNA Pisictceuitcattateodncasatoniaitaniiataniesneheaseuesounasenieens tots andustestentieceniass Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program 
USDOT: szsisesdzssssessstvssecuedseeeateadesedsothgdesnedesteuradeasaGeseddesdeanecesaeassddesdeeasusgedoescs U.S. Department of Transportation 
WIS EPA sszssacssasssiedacausseavesseqnasessssasieansagevaeeusssuas ead: seeueassaeaeativaesaanratetesunase U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 


Appendix 17A-ii August 2022 


Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology 


17A.1 INTRODUCTION 


Appendix 17 to the Environmental Assessment (EA) for the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
(the Project) presents supplemental information related to the environmental justice analysis conducted 
for the Project and summarized in Chapter 17, “Environmental Justice,” of the EA. Specifically, 
Appendix 17A provides more detailed information on the methodology used for the analysis. Appendix 17B 
provides detailed maps illustrating the locations of minority and low-income populations in the study areas 
and Appendix 17C includes tables with related census information for all census tracts in the study area. 


This part of Appendix 17 (Appendix 17A) provides an overview of the methodology used for the 
environmental justice analysis and the data sources used (Sections 17A.2 and 17A.3), followed by 
information on the methodology for identifying study areas for the analysis (Section 17A.4), the 
methodology for identifying minority populations (Section 17A.5), and the methodology for identifying low- 
income populations (Section 17A.6). 


17A.2 OVERVIEW OF METHODOLOGY 


The environmental justice analysis evaluates the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects 
to environmental justice populations, consistent with FHWA’s 2011 Guidance on Environmental Justice and 
the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA), U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Order 5610.2C, 
and FHWA Order 6640.23A. The following Federal regulatory and guidance documents were used for the 
environmental justice analysis: 


e Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations (February 1994)+ 


e USDOT Order 5610.2C, Department of Transportation Actions to Address Environmental Justice in 
Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations (May 2021) 
e USDOT, Environmental Justice Strategy (November 2016)? 


e FHWA Order 6640.23A, FHWA Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and 
Low-Income Populations (June 2012)4 


e FHWA, Guidance on Environmental Justice and NEPA (December 2011)? 
e FHWA, Environmental Justice Reference Guide (April 2015)° 


https://www.archives.gov/files/federal-register/executive-orders/pdf/12898.pdf. 


https://www.transportation.gov/transportation-policy/environmental-justice/environmental-justice-strategy. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/legsregs/directives/orders/664023a.cfm. 
https://www.environment.fhwa.dot.gov/env_topics/ej/guidance_ejustice-nepa.aspx. 
https://www.fhwa.dot.gov/environment/environmental_justice/publications/reference guide 2015/index.cfm. 


Du BF WN PB 


August 2022 Appendix 17A-1 


Appendix 17A, Environmental Justice: Methodology 


Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee, Promising Practices 
for Environmental Justice Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (March 2016)’ 


The following methodology was used to conduct the environmental justice analysis: 


Review Project effects to identify appropriate study areas for analysis of environmental justice. 
Identify existing minority and low-income (environmental justice) populations in the study areas. 


Determine whether the Project would result in beneficial and/or adverse effects on the identified 
environmental justice populations. This includes consideration of measures to avoid, minimize, and/or 
mitigate any adverse effects of the Project as well as potential offsetting benefits to the affected 
environmental justice populations. Input from environmental justice populations regarding potential 
issues of concern and mitigation measures is an important part of this step. 


If adverse effects would remain after implementation of measures to avoid, minimize, or otherwise 
mitigate adverse effects, and taking into account offsetting benefits, identify whether those effects 
would be predominately borne by environmental justice populations or are appreciably more severe 
or greater in magnitude on environmental justice populations than the adverse effect suffered by the 
non-minority or non-low-income population (these are considered disproportionately high and adverse 
effects). 


If no disproportionately high and adverse effects are identified, the environmental justice evaluation is 
complete. If disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental justice populations are 
anticipated, evaluate whether there is a further practicable mitigation measure or practicable 
alternative that would avoid or reduce the disproportionately high and adverse effects. As noted in 
FHWA’s 2011 guidance, if there is a disproportionately high and adverse effect on an environmental 
justice population after taking benefits and mitigation into account, “FHWA will approve the proposed 
action only if it determines that no such practicable measures exist.” In addition, FHWA will not approve 
the proposed action unless it determines “that there is a substantial need for a project, based on the 
overall public interest; and alternatives that would have less adverse effects on protected populations 
have either (a) adverse social, economic, environmental, or human health impacts that are more 
severe; or (b) would involve increased costs of an extraordinary magnitude.” 


In addition to assessing the potential for disproportionately high and adverse effects on environmental 
justice populations, the Project Sponsors must provide meaningful opportunities for environmental 
justice populations to provide input on the Project. 


17A.3. DATASOURCES 


The environmental justice analysis is based on the conclusions of the other chapters of this EA, in 


combination with supplemental data on environmental conditions and information from the U.S. Census 


7 


The Project Sponsors reviewed this document in developing the analysis but used the guidance set forth in FHWA’s 2011 
Environmental Justice and NEPA. https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/2016- 
08/documents/nepa promising practices document 2016.pdf. 
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Bureau. These conclusions were informed, in part, by concerns raised by the public during early public 
outreach for the Project in fall 2021. 


Areas where residents are minority and/or low-income were identified using data from the U.S. Census 
Bureau 2015-2019 American Community Survey (ACS) 5-Year Estimates to identify census tracts that are 
low-income and/or minority. The 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates are the most current full set of 
demographic information, including racial and ethnic characteristics and household income and poverty 
status, available from the U.S. Census Bureau at the census tract level. The 2020 Census information now 
available does not include a full set of information. 


Socioeconomic characteristics of the traveling public, including minority and low-income populations, were 
based on data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s Census Transportation Planning Package (CTPP). The analysis 
of travel patterns in the regional study area focuses on low-income and minority people who travel to and 
from the Manhattan CBD to evaluate the effects of changing travel patterns on those people. The CTPP 
provides special tabulations, based on the U.S. Census Bureau ACS 5-Year Estimates, that are useful for 
transportation planning, including commuter flow data at varying geographic scales by mode of commute 
and household income. The CTPP data include information on commuter patterns for a range of income 
levels. The most recent CTPP is based on the 2012-2016 ACS 5-Year Estimates and has not been updated 
to reflect more recent ACS data. 


Conclusions about the effects of the CBD Tolling Alternative on low-income and/or minority populations 
and potential measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects were informed by the early 
environmental justice public outreach for the Project in fall 2021. That outreach included public webinars 
to engage with environmental justice populations throughout the 28-county region, coordination with an 
Environmental Justice Technical Advisory Group, and meetings with an Environmental Justice Stakeholder 
Working Group. 


17A.4 ©METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING STUDY AREAS 


17A.4.1 Types of Study Areas 


The environmental justice analysis evaluates two types of potential effects of the CBD Tolling Program, 
neighborhood effects and regional effects: 


e Local (Neighborhood) Effects: These are effects on local communities. The potential neighborhood 
effects would be primarily related to diverted trips and changes in traffic patterns, and the potential 
resulting effects in terms of traffic congestion, air emissions, and noise. 


e Regional Effects: These are effects on regional mobility. The analysis considers how implementation of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative would affect the regional population in terms of increased costs (tolls), 
changes in trip time, and changes in transit conditions. 
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To evaluate both types of effects of the CBD Tolling Program on environmental justice populations, two 
different study areas were used: 


e Local (Neighborhood) Study Area: Based on a review of Project effects identified in other portions of 
the EA, this study area encompasses locations where localized effects (such as changes in traffic 
volumes, air emissions, or noise) would occur with the Project. 


e Regional Study Area: The regional study area encompasses the 28-county study area that is the main 
catchment area for trips to and from the Manhattan CBD and the area where changes in travel patterns 
and mobility would occur. 


17A.4.2 Review of Effects of CBD Tolling Alternative to Identify Environmental Justice Study 
Areas 


Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” of the EA provides a summary of the CBD Tolling Alternative’s effects 
both locally and regionally. FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those conclusions as well as concerns 
raised during public outreach for the Project to adjust the environmental analyses conducted for this EA 
and determine what Project effects have the potential to affect environmental justice populations. This 
informed selection of study areas for the environmental justice analysis and the topics to be considered in 


the analysis. 


The information presented in Chapters 4 through 15 of this EA describe the effects of implementation of 
the CBD Tolling Alternative on the general population and identify potential adverse effects and measures 
to avoid, minimize, or mitigate those effects. 


In addition, during environmental justice public outreach conducted for the Project in fall 2021, members 
of the public raised a number of concerns related to the Project’s potential for effects on environmental 
justice populations, and FHWA and the Project Sponsors reviewed those concerns and included them in 
the analysis of environmental justice. Table 16-1 in Chapter 16, “Summary of Effects,” of the EA identifies 
the overall effects of the Project, compares the effects of the range of tolling scenarios analyzed in the EA, 
and identifies the potential for adverse effects on the overall population. FHWA and the Project Sponsors 
reviewed those conclusions as well as concerns raised during public outreach for the Project to determine 
what Project effects have the potential to affect environmental justice populations. This informed selection 
of study areas for the environmental justice analysis and the topics to be considered in the analysis. 


17A.5 © METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING MINORITY POPULATIONS 


17A.5.1 Definitions 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A include the following definitions related to minority 
populations: 
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e Minority: a person who is Black or African American (not Hispanic), American Indian and Alaskan Native, 
Asian American, Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander, and Hispanic or Latino. 


e Minority population: Any readily identifiable groups of minority persons who live in geographic 
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons, who will be 
similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity. 


This analysis also includes people who identified themselves as “some other race” or “two or more races” 
inthe U.S. Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates. 


17A.5.2 Minority Populations in Local (Neighborhood) Study Area 


Census tracts were considered to be minority if either: (1) at least 50 percent of the census tract’s 
population identifies as minority; or (2) the percentage of population identifying as minority in the census 
block group exceeds the share of minority population in the county where that census tract is located. 


17A.5.3 Minority Populations in Regional Study Area 


The environmental justice analysis considers the Project’s potential for effects on minority-population 
commuters, travelers, or individuals in specific industries, businesses, or other groups that could be 
affected by increased cost associated with accessing the Manhattan CBD. To identify minority populations 
among these groups, the Project Sponsors used worker flow information from the CTPP. 


Data is available in the CTPP regarding mode of travel by racial/ethnic group, and this data was used to 
identify overall travel patterns for minority people who work in the Manhattan CBD. However, the CTPP 
does not have data on minority commuters’ travel modes that also identifies the locations from which they 
travel. For this information, the Project Sponsors estimated the general locations from which minority 
commuters drive to the Manhattan CBD using a several-step process. For each census tract, information is 
available regarding travel modes for people who travel to work in Manhattan. The analysis assumed that 
the travel modes for all workers traveling to Manhattan from the tract also apply to the minority population 
in those tracts who are traveling to Manhattan for work. Using that assumption, the Project Sponsors 
estimated the number of minority people who commute to work in the Manhattan CBD by travel mode 
from each tract. 


This methodology used data sets available in the CTPP in the first four steps before estimating in the final, 
fifth step: 


1. Identify all census tracts in the 28-county region that are origins for minority people who work in the 
Manhattan CBD: the result is 4,311 census tracts. 


2. For all tracts identified in step 1, identify all tracts that are origins for workers who drive to work in the 
Manhattan CBD: the result is 3,427 census tracts. 
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For all tracts identified in step 2, identify tracts that do not have any minority workers who drive to 
work, regardless of destination. The result is 25 tracts, which are then subtracted from those identified 
in step 2, leaving 3,402 census tracts with minority people who work in the Manhattan CBD and 
potentially could drive. 


For the tracts identified in Step 3, identify tracts where all workers who commute to the Manhattan 
CBD drive. There are 31 such tracts, with 470 minority workers. Therefore those 470 minority workers 
drive to the Manhattan CBD. Similarly, identify tracts where all workers are minority or all drivers are 
minority. The result of this step is 8,764 minority auto commuters in 345 tracts. 


For the remaining 3,060 census tracts, identify the percent of all workers who commute by car to the 
Manhattan CBD and identify the number of minority people who commute to the Manhattan CBD from 
the tract. Apply the auto share percentage to the minority workers, assuming that the same percentage 
of minority workers drives as the percentage of overall workers. 


Table 17A-1 provides a summary of the results using this approach. 


Table 17A-1. Estimating Minority Workers Who Drive to the Manhattan CBD 


STEP RESULT 
1. Census tracts that are the origin for CTPP data on worker flows between Total minority workers in the 
minority people who work in the census tracts, by race Manhattan CBD 


Manhattan CBD 


2. Census tracts that are origins for all 
workers who drive to the Manhattan 
CBD 


3. Census tracts where no minority 
workers drive to work 


4. Census tracts where all workers 
commute to the Manhattan CBD by 
driving, all workers are minority, or all 
drivers are minority. 


5. For remaining census tracts, apply 
overall worker mode share to the 


Manhattan CBD to minority people who 


work in the Manhattan CBD. 


RESULTING TOTAL: 
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CTPP data on worker flows between 
census tracts, by mode 


CTPP data on worker origins and mode 
to work, by race (no destinations) 


CTPP data on worker flows, by race 
and/or by mode 


CTPP data on worker flows by mode 
applied to CTPP data on worker flows 
by race 


Identification of all census tracts as 
origins 

Identification of specific census tracts 
from which people drive to work to the 
Manhattan CBD 


Identification of specific census tracts 
from which no minority workers can 
drive to work in the Manhattan CBD 


Total minority commuters to the 
Manhattan CBD who drive from 
specific identified census tracts 


Estimated number of minority workers 
who drive to the Manhattan CBD from 
remaining tracts 


Estimated total of minority workers 
who drive to the Manhattan CBD 
and from which specific census 
tracts 
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17A.6 METHODOLOGY FOR IDENTIFYING LOW-INCOME POPULATIONS 


17A.6.1 Definitions 


USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A include the following definitions related to minority 


populations: 


e Low-Income: A person whose household income is at or below the U.S. Department of Health and 
Human Services (HHS) poverty guidelines. 


e Low-Income Population: Any readily identifiable groups of low-income persons who live in geographic 
proximity, and, if circumstances warrant, geographically dispersed/transient persons who will be 
similarly affected by a proposed FHWA program, policy, or activity. 


The U.S. Census Bureau identifies households and household income. According to the U.S. Census Bureau, 
a household “includes all the persons who occupy a housing unit as their usual place of residence.”® 


The analysis for this Project used information on the number of households living in poverty from the U.S. 
Census Bureau 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year Estimates. The HHS poverty guidelines are based on annual statistical 
poverty thresholds from the U.S. Census Bureau.” The U.S. Census Bureau poverty thresholds are used to 
identify the population living in poverty for statistical purposes, while the HHS poverty guidelines are used 
to determine eligibility for Federal programs. Poverty thresholds vary by family size and composition, while 
poverty guidelines vary by household size and geographic location and both are updated annually. ?° 


The environmental justice analysis used information from the U.S. Census Bureau’s 2015-2019 ACS 5-Year 
Estimates to identify low-income census tracts in the study area. Information on the population with 
household incomes below the poverty thresholds as defined by the U.S. Census Bureau is available at a 
local (census tract) level, whereas information on the HHS poverty guideline is not. However, as the HHS 
poverty guidelines are based on the Census Bureau threshold, the latter is commonly used as a proxy for 
the former. 


Based ona review of potential methodologies and consideration of anumber of critical factors, the Project 
Sponsors in consultation with FHWA identified income thresholds to be used in identifying low-income 
populations that are appropriate for identifying low-income populations in the Project study area and 
reflect local conditions and cost of living in the study area. 


8 https://www.census.gov/quickfacts/fact/note/US/HSD410219. 

9 https://aspe.hhs.gov/frequently-asked-questions-related-poverty-guidelines-and-poverty. 

10 This approach is recommended in the Federal Interagency Working Group on Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee’s 
Promising Practices for Environmental Justice Methodologies in NEPA Reviews (2016). 
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17A.6.2 Low-Income Populations in Local (Neighborhood) Study Area 


17A.6.2.1 Approach 

The Project Sponsors identified census tracts with low-income populations using a low-income threshold 
of twice the Federal poverty threshold. (More specifically, the Project Sponsors used data from the U.S. 
Census on the number of individuals in each census tract with household incomes up to 1.99 times the 
Federal poverty threshold. For simplicity, this analysis refers to that information as twice the Federal 
poverty threshold.) This income level was used to identify low-income census tracts as follows: 


1. The percentage of individuals with household incomes up to twice the Federal poverty threshold in 
each census tract was identified and compared to that percentage for a larger reference area. Census 
tracts with a higher percentage of population with household incomes at or below twice the Federal 
poverty threshold were considered low-income. 


2. The reference area for comparison was the regional 28-county study area. 
The rationale for those two steps is described below. 


17A.6.2.2 Rationale for Low-/ncome Threshold for Census Tracts 

Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and Low- 
Income Populations (February 11, 1994), directs Federal agencies to identify and address, as appropriate, 
disproportionately high and adverse effects of Federal actions on minority and low-income populations. 
That document does not define “low-income.” While the USDOT Order 5610.2C and FHWA Order 6640.23A 
define low-income populations as people living below the HHS poverty guideline, the 2011 FHWA guidance 
document notes that Project Sponsors may adopt a more inclusive threshold for low-income as long as it 
is inclusive of all persons at or below the Federal poverty guidelines.’ The Project Sponsors used a 
threshold for identifying populations living in poverty that is specific to the Project context, recognizing that 
the level of income that constitutes poverty is higher in the New York metropolitan region than it is 
nationwide, given the higher cost of many items, and particularly housing, in the New York City area. 


In identifying the low-income threshold of twice the Federal poverty threshold, the Project Sponsors 
considered the following factors, to ensure that the approach reflects the local context for the Project and 
employs an appropriate methodological approach: 


e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should relate to the Federal poverty 
threshold, rather than to a specific household income level. The Federal poverty threshold incorporates 
consideration of household size and composition, which is important in identifying a household’s 
economic strength. 


4 The U.S. Census Bureau has established poverty thresholds to identify the population living in poverty, which are updated 
each year. These can be used to identify the population living in poverty in a specific location, such as a census tract. The 
HHS poverty guidelines are a simplified version of those Federal poverty thresholds that are used for administrative 
purposes—for instance, determining financial eligibility for certain Federal programs. https://aspe.hhs.gov/frequently- 
asked-questions-related-poverty-guidelines-and-poverty. 
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e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should be consistent with relevant 
guidance developed by Federal, state, and local agencies. 


e The threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts should be based on data that is readily 
available at a census tract level from the U.S. Census, without adjustments and estimations that might 
make the results difficult to explain or less clearly reliable. 


These considerations are described below. 


Relationship to Federal Poverty Threshold 


An important consideration in selecting the threshold for identifying low-income census tracts is that it 
should relate to the Federal poverty threshold, rather than to a specific household income level. The 
Federal poverty threshold incorporates consideration of household size and composition, which is 
important in identifying a household’s economic strength. 


The Federal poverty threshold varies by family size, number of children, and number of people over age 
65. As shown Table 17A-2, for 2019, the poverty threshold ranged from a household income of $13,011 for 
a one-person household to $52,875 for a family of nine people or more.** The values shown in this table 
from the U.S. Census Bureau are weighted averages for the actual more detailed thresholds, which account 
for the age of the head of household and number of children in the family. 


Table 17A-2. 2019 Federal Poverty Threshold by Family Size 


SIZE OF FAMILY UNIT WEIGHTED AVERAGE THRESHOLD 
One person $13,011 
Two people $16,521 
Three people $20,335 
Four people $26,172 
Five people $31,021 
Six people $35,129 
Seven people $40,016 
Eight people $44,461 
Nine people or more $52,875 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 

Note: | The poverty thresholds for each family size include specific amounts 
that vary depending on the age of the primary householder (under 
age 65 or over age 65) and the number of related children under 18 
years old in the family. 


Based on the information in Table 17A-2, identifying an income threshold that is not tied to household size 
and composition would not adequately represent the economic strength of households in a specific census 
tract. 


12 Please note that the Project Sponsors used 2019 census data in the EA, since 2019 is the most recent year for which full sets 


of census data are available. 
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Guidance from Federal, State, and Local Agencies Related to Populations in Poverty 


The Project Sponsors reviewed a range of different Federal, state, and local programs, guidance, and 
policies related to identifying low-income populations and populations in poverty. Methodologies and 
approaches vary, depending on the purpose of the specific program or policy. A number of key programs 
and guidance documents support the use of twice the Federal poverty threshold in identifying low-income 
populations, including those described below. 


U.S. Environmental Protection Agency EJSCREEN 


The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) has developed an environmental justice mapping and 
screening tool, EJSCREEN, that uses demographic information and environmental indicators to identify 
geographic areas of concern in environmental justice analyses for projects subject to approval by EPA 
(https://www.epa.gov/ejscreen). To identify low-income populations, the EPA screening tool identifies the 


percent of a census block group’s population with household income less than or equal to twice the Federal 
poverty threshold. 


The technical documentation for EPA’s environmental justice screening tool explains the rationale for using 
twice the Federal poverty level (see Appendix B of the EJSCREEN Technical Documentation). ** The 
explanation provided includes the following: 


e “The effects of income on baseline health and probably on other aspects of susceptibility are not 
imited to those below the poverty thresholds—those from 1x to 2x poverty also have worse health 
overall than those with higher incomes... , and asthma rates, for example, begin to increase as income 
falls below twice the poverty threshold.” 


“ 


e Many studies in various fields use 2x times poverty, and many others use 1x poverty; the same is true 
for prior EPA screening tools. There is precedent for both. However, a rationale often mentioned is that 
today's poverty thresholds are too low to adequately capture the populations adversely affected by 
ow income levels, especially in high-cost areas. Some analysts have concluded that the amount of 


income actually required for basic living costs without government support is far higher than the 
current Federal poverty thresholds.” 


Guidance Related to Justice40 Initiative 


On January 27, 2021, President Biden signed Executive Order 14008, Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home 
and Abroad, which established an environmental justice initiative known as “Justice40.” The Executive 
Order established a goal that for the Federal government’s investments in certain areas, 40 percent of the 
overall benefits of these investments should benefit disadvantaged communities. 


As part of the government-wide Justice40 initiative, the Council on Environmental Quality (CEQ), in 
partnership with the U.S. Digital Service, developed a geospatial Climate and Economic Justice Screening 
Tool. That screening tool includes interactive maps to assist agencies in defining and identifying 
disadvantaged communities at the census tract level. A preliminary version of the screening tool is currently 


3 https://www.epa.gov/sites/default/files/2021-04/documents/ejscreen_ technical document.pdf. 
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available for public comment (https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/about). One of the factors the 


Climate and Economic Justice Screening Tool uses for identifying disadvantaged communities is related to 
low-income status, where the low-income population is defined as the percent of a census tract’s 
population where household income is at or below twice the Federal poverty level.4 


New York State Environmental Justice Policy 


In 2003, the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) issued a policy 
statement related to incorporating environmental justice concerns in the agency’s permitting processes. 
That policy statement, Commissioner Policy 29 (CP-29), Environmental Justice and Permitting, is still in 
effect today. CP-29 identifies a low-income population to be a population with annual income less than the 
Federal poverty threshold. 


New Jersey Environmental Justice Screen 


In 2020, New Jersey Governor Phil Murphy signed a statewide Environmental Justice Law, which requires 
the New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) to evaluate the environmental and public 
health impacts of certain facilities on overburdened communities when reviewing certain permit 
applications. That law defines an overburdened community based on the percentage of low-income 
households, the percentage of minority residents, and/or the percentage of households with limited 
English proficiency. Low-income households are defined as those at or below twice the Federal poverty 
threshold as determined by the U.S. Census Bureau. ° 


New York City Local Poverty Threshold 


The City of New York produces and publishes each year its own poverty measure, which considers the 
higher cost of living in New York City relative to many other areas of the U.S. This information is available 
at https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in-nyc/poverty-measure. page. 


The New York City poverty measure is based on national data on family spending for necessities (food, 
clothing, shelter, and utilities), but is adjusted for family size and the higher cost of housing in New York 
City. It also reflects many factors that are in place to address local poverty, including nutrition assistance 
(the Federal Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program [SNAP], free school meals, and the Special 
Supplemental Nutrition Program for Women, Infants, and Children), housing assistance (including public, 
subsidized, and rent-regulated apartments), and home heating assistance. It also reflects nondiscretionary 
spending, such as child-care and transit costs and out-of-pocket medical expenses. 


Like the Federal threshold, the New York City poverty threshold varies depending on the size of the family 
and the number of children in the family. The annual report published in 2021, which presents poverty data 
for 2019 (the most recent report for which detailed appendices are available) presents a comparison of the 
Federal poverty threshold and New York City poverty threshold. That information is presented in 
Table 17A-3. 


4 https://screeningtool.geoplatform.gov/en/methodology. 


https://www.nj.gov/dep/ej/policy.html. 


15 
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Table 17A-3. Comparison of New York City and Federal Poverty Thresholds for 2019 


FAMILY SIZE POVERTY THRESHOLD THRESHOLD TO FEDERAL THRESHOLD 
One Adult, No Children $13,300 1.26 
Two Adults, No Children $17,120 1.38 
One Adult, One Child $17,622 1.44 
One Adult, Two Children $20,598 1.46 
One Adult, Three Children $26,107 1.33 
Two Adults, One Child $20,578 1.55 
Two Adults, Two Children $25,926 1.40 
Two Adults, Three Children $30,510 1.32 


Sources: U.S. Census Bureau and Office of the Mayor, New York City Government Poverty Measures 2019, Appendix B, 
Defining a Poverty Threshold for New York City, Table B.3. https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in- 
nyc/poverty-measure.page. 


As defined in the report, the poverty threshold represents “the minimal socially acceptable measure of 
resources necessary for a family of a particular size.” New York City also defines a “near-poverty” threshold 
for families that have incomes within 150 percent of the New York City poverty threshold. Table 17A-4 
presents the near-poverty thresholds as defined by New York City and their resulting ratio to the Federal 
poverty threshold for 2019. Based on the information from Table 17A-2, this near-poverty threshold aligns 
with the use of twice the Federal poverty threshold for identifying low-income households. 


Table 17A-4. Comparison of New York City “Near Poverty” Threshold and Federal Poverty Threshold 
for 2019 


2019 NEW YORK CITY rere avery 

NEAR POVERTY 2019 FEDERAL POVERTY RATIO OF NEW YORK CITY 

FAMILY SIZE THRESHOLD THRESHOLD TO FEDERAL THRESHOLD 
One Adult, No Children $13,300 1.90 
Two Adults, No Children $17,120 2.08 
One Adult, One Child $17,622 2.16 
One Adult, Two Children $20,598 2.19 
One Adult, Three Children $26,107 1.99 
Two Adults, One Child $20,578 2.33 
Two Adults, Two Children $25,926 2.10 
Two Adults, Three Children $30,510 1.99 


Source: U.S. Census Bureau and Office of the Mayor, New York City Government Poverty Measures 2018, Appendix B, 
Defining a Poverty Threshold for New York City, Table B.7. https://www1.nyc.gov/site/opportunity/poverty-in- 
nyc/poverty-measure.page. 


New York City Environmental Justice Initiative 


In addition to the local poverty measure that the City of New York developed and updates annually, in 2017 
then-Mayor Bill de Blasio signed into law Local Law 60, which required that a citywide study of 
environmental justice be conducted and summarized in a report, the Environmental Justice for All Report. 
The law also required the creation of an online environmental justice portal with a mapping tool for 
environmental justice data. 
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In December 2021, the City published the proposed scope of work for the Environmental Justice for All 
Report for public review and comment (https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/sustainability/downloads/pdf/EJ- 


Report-Scope.pdf). As outlined in that scope, environmental justice areas will be identified in that report 
based on the presence of low-income or minority populations. Low-income populations are defined as 
populations with annual incomes less than the poverty threshold established by the U.S. Census Bureau. 


New York City Fair Fares Program 


Also relevant for the analysis as a policy related to ability to pay for costs of travel, is New York City’s “Fair 
Fares” program, a program developed by the City of New York to provide low-income New York City 
residents with half-price transit fares. This program provides a 50 percent discount for subway and local 
bus fares as well as the cost of Access-A-Ride paratransit trips. The Fair Fares program is available to eligible 
New York City residents with incomes at or below the Federal poverty level. 


Summary 


A number of different programs for identifying economically disadvantaged populations for purposes of 
evaluating and addressing environmental justice and transportation equity support identifying low-income 
populations as people in households with incomes up to twice the Federal poverty threshold. At the Federal 
level, these include EPA’s EJSCREEN and the preliminary guidance and screening tools developed for the 
Justice40 initiative. At the state level, they include New York State environmental justice thresholds for 
permitting and New Jersey’s Environmental Justice Law. In New York City, a locally developed poverty 
measure reflecting the specific cost of living factors in the city is also consistent with a threshold at twice 
the Federal poverty level. 


Data Readily Available from the U.S. Census 


Using twice the Federal poverty threshold as an indicator of low-income population is consistent with a 
goal of using a threshold that is based on data that is readily available at a census tract level from the U.S. 
Census, without adjustments and estimations that might make the results difficult to explain or less clearly 
reliable. The U.S. Census includes information on the number of individuals with household incomes at or 
below the Federal poverty threshold at the census tract level. It also includes information about the number 
of individuals with household incomes of up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty threshold, as well as 
other multiples of the poverty threshold. This information reflects the family size and composition of each 
individual as well as their household income in identifying their income status relative to the poverty 
threshold. 


17A.6.2.3 Rationale for Reference Area for Census Tracts 

The methodology for identifying low-income census tracts involves comparing the percent of the 
population in each tract at or below the selected indicator (in this case, a threshold of twice the Federal 
poverty threshold) to the percent in a reference area. This ensures that the results reflect the local context, 
by determining whether the census tract has more people living below the indicator than the general 
population of the area. Reference areas are typically larger than the area where a project is proposed, so 
that they can reasonably represent the general population. The Federal Interagency Working Group on 
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Environmental Justice & NEPA Committee’s publication, Promising Practices for Methodologies in NEPA 
Reviews (March 2016), lists as examples of reference areas the county or state where a project is proposed. 


Consistent with this approach, the EPA’s EJSCREEN provides information on the percent of population ina 
given census block group in comparison to the percent in the state where that tract is located. Information 
is presented as percentiles, showing how much the census tract differs from the state level—the percentiles 
illustrate what percent of the state population has a higher value than the census tract. 


For the CBD Tolling Program, given the Project’s potential wide-ranging effects across a 28-county study 
area, a large reference area is appropriate. This avoids the potential of missing low-income populations, 
which might occur if a smaller area with a higher proportion of low-income people were selected. For this 
reason, the Project Sponsors used the 28-county region as the reference area. The proportion of low- 
income populations in the 28-county region was calculated as (1) the sum of individuals living in households 
with incomes up to twice (1.99 times) the Federal poverty rate in each of the 28 counties in the region 
divided by (2) the sum of individuals for whom poverty status has been determined in those same counties. 


17A.6.3 Low-Income Populations in Regional Study Area 


Similar to the approach for minority-population commuters, the environmental justice analysis also 
considers the Project’s potential for effects on low-income-population commuters, travelers, or individuals 
in specific industries, businesses, or other groups that could be affected by increased costs associated with 
accessing the Manhattan CBD. 


17A.6.3.1 Approach 

To identify low-income commuters to the Manhattan CBD, data from the CTPP related to worker flows by 
income and mode was used. Information available from the CTPP that aligns as closely as possible with the 
threshold for census tracts was used to identify low-income drivers. A household income threshold of 
$50,000 was used to identify low-income drivers. The rationale for this threshold is described below. 


17A.6.3.2 Rationale for Methodology to Identify Low-Income Commuters 

In identifying the low-income threshold for travelers in the regional study area, the Project Sponsors 
considered the following factors, to ensure that the approach reflects the local context for the Project and 
employs an appropriate methodological approach: 


e The threshold used for identifying low-income commuters (and other travelers) should align, to the 
extent practicable, with the threshold used for identifying low-income census tracts. 


e The threshold used for identifying low-income commuters (and other travelers) should be based on 
data that is readily available from the U.S. Census, without adjustments and estimations that might 


make the results difficult to explain or less clearly reliable. 


Information on workers who travel to and from the Manhattan CBD for work is available from the CTPP, a 
product prepared by the U.S. Census Bureau. The CTPP provides information on flows of workers between 
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their home census tracts and work destinations. That information is available by travel mode for a range of 
household incomes. For travel mode by household income, data are available for the following household 
income categories: 


e Upto $34,999 

e $35,000-$49,999 
e $50,000-$74,999 
e $75,000 or more 


However, the CTPP does not include information on the household size and composition for these 
commuters, so it is not possible to determine whether they have household incomes that are at or below 
twice the Federal poverty level, which is the low-income threshold for identifying low-income census tracts. 
Instead, a single household income threshold must be defined to identify low-income commuters. For this 
Project, the income threshold to define low-income travelers was based on the income threshold used to 
define low-income census tracts, twice the Federal poverty level, assuming the average household size in 
the Project study area. 


As noted earlier and presented in Table 17A-2 above, the Federal poverty threshold varies by family size, 
number of children, and number of people over age 65. The average household size for the Project study 
area is 2.8 people per household, based on the following average household sizes in 2019: 


e 28-county regional study area: 2.78 persons per household 


e 10-county study area consisting of New York City and the immediately surrounding areas: 2.82 persons 
per household 


e New York City: 2.81 persons per household 


Consequently, the Federal poverty threshold for the average-size family in the Project study area was 
approximately $20,335 in 2019 (see Table 17A-2), and twice the Federal poverty threshold was 
approximately $41,000. 


Using the household income ranges available from the CTPP, the environmental justice analysis considered 
all workers with household incomes up to $50,000 as low-income. This is approximately equivalent to, 
although higher than, the low-income threshold of twice the Federal poverty threshold for a three-person 
family, which is the average household size for the Project study area. Using this threshold allowed the 
Project Sponsors to use data directly available from the CTPP, without the need for adjustments or 
estimations. 


August 2022 Appendix 17A-15 


17B, Environmental Justice Profile 
of Study Areas: Maps 


e Local Study Area Neighborhoods 


— Overview of Local Study Area 

— Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
— Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
— Bronx County, NY 

— Kings County (Brooklyn), NY 

— Queens County, NY 

— Richmond County, NY 

— Nassau County, NY 

— Bergen County, NJ 

— Essex County and Union County, NJ 

— Hudson County, NJ 


e Regional Study Area Neighborhoods Outside Local Study Area 


— Overview of Regional Study Area 

— Connecticut Counties: Fairfield and New Haven Counties 

— New Jersey Northern Counties: Hunterdon, Morris, Passaic, Somerset, 
Sussex, and Warren Counties 

— New Jersey Southern Counties: Mercer, Middlesex, Monmouth, and 
Ocean Counties 

— New York Counties North of New York City: Dutchess, Putnam, Orange, 
Rockland, and Westchester Counties 

— Long Island County: Suffolk County, NY 


Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps 


LOCAL STUDY AREA NEIGHBORHOODS 


August 2022 


Appendix 17B, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Maps 


Sa { : \ J Massachuset}& } Legend 


Figure 17B-1. Overview of Local Study Area 
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Figure 17B-2. Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
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Figure 17B-3. Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
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Figure 17B-4. Bronx County, NY 
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Figure 17B-5. Kings County (Brooklyn), NY 
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Figure 17B-6. Queens County, NY 
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Figure 17B-7. Richmond County, NY 
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Figure 17B-8. Nassau County, NY 
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Figure 17B-9. Bergen County, NJ 
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Figure 17B-10. Essex County and Union County, NJ 
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Figure 17B-12. Overview of Regional Study Area 
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Figure 17B-13. Connecticut Counties: Fairfield and New Haven Counties 
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Figure 17B-14. New Jersey Northern Counties: Hunterdon, Morris, Passaic, Somerset, Sussex, 
and Warren Counties 
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Figure 17B-15. 
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Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program Environmental Assessment 
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Figure 17B-16. New York Counties North of New York City: Dutchess, Putnam, Orange, Rockland, 
and Westchester Counties 
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Figure 17B-17. Long Island County: Suffolk County, NY 
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17C, Environmental Justice Profile 
of Study Areas: Tables 


e Local Study Area Neighborhoods 


— Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
— Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
— Bronx County, NY 

— Kings County (Brooklyn), NY 

— Queens County, NY 

— Richmond County, NY 

— Nassau County, NY 

— Bergen County, NJ 

— Essex County, NJ 

— Hudson County, NJ 

— Union County, NJ 


e Regional Study Area Neighborhoods Outside Local Study Area 


— Fairfield County, CT 

— New Haven County, CT 
— Hunterdon County, NJ 
— Mercer County, NJ 

— Middlesex County, NJ 
— Monmouth County, NJ 
— Morris County, NJ 

— Ocean County, NJ 

— Passaic County, NJ 

— Somerset County, NJ 

— Sussex County, NJ 

— Warren County, NJ 

— Dutchess County, NY 
— Orange County, NY 

— Putnam County, NY 

— Rockland County, NY 
— Suffolk County, NY 

— Westchester County, NY 
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17C, Environmental Justice Profile 
of Study Areas: Tables 


e Local Study Area Neighborhoods 


— Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 
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— Union County, NJ 


e Regional Study Area Neighborhoods Outside Local Study Area 


— Fairfield County, CT 

— New Haven County, CT 
— Hunterdon County, NJ 
— Mercer County, NJ 

— Middlesex County, NJ 
— Monmouth County, NJ 
— Morris County, NJ 

— Ocean County, NJ 

— Passaic County, NJ 

— Somerset County, NJ 

— Sussex County, NJ 

— Warren County, NJ 
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— Putnam County, NY 

— Rockland County, NY 
— Suffolk County, NY 

— Westchester County, NY 
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Table 17C-1 
Environmental Justice Populations: Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] statTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ew York County, New York, Central Business District 
attery Park City-Lower Manhattan 


f GensusTract? —SSSSCSCSC*«sdSC*«‘«‘ ROTYC*«t BTC CT=CNO (| HOT] «63 S«T1S% «CN | 
fF GensusTractsSSSCS™C~C~sSC~« BY ~C || «|_| —«.7OG| «st 7%] ~~ | 
PGensusTract #501 SSSCSCS*~wrC*~*«iDBYC~*C*t GK -| ——m06 | ——.209 18.8% | No | 
| Census Tract15.02 CTS 8809.39 | 27.9%] | No | 7.800 1.016 | 13.0% No | 
P GensusTract#3SSCSCSC~S~sYSC*~C~«S |B TAL «| No | a5 | «007% NO | 
| Census Tract317.03 CT SBS 1.798| 31.1%] | No | 5783 437 | 7.6%] No 
fF GensusTracist704 —SSSCSC~wYC*«tsM CHIL «|_| —t0z00| ——703|—7-7% | No | 
TOTAL Battery Park City-LowerManhattan = |_— 46,466] 15,279] 32.9%] - | 71  — 45,465 4.972] 10.9%] - | 7 

hinatown 
| CensusTract8_—CCdTC 8TH 8633| 92.7%] Yes | | 9.815 | 5.506] 59.1%] Yes | 
F GensusTractt6—SSSSCSC*~‘~*~*~*~*wrC*C~«‘iWYC*C*éwBOKY:C | Ves | —«|SCMO|——gca| 81.5%] Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract18 CTC BBY 4835| 71.2%] Yes | | 420.882] 44.9%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract25SSSCSCS~C~wYC~«~C~S GC GBH Ves | | S470] —_—_g.r7B| 690%] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract27— CT S816 | 83.2%] Yes | | 337 545 | 40.8%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract29SSSCSC*~<‘~wrC~«tSACYC*C*«tW OTOL Ces | «| CT] tO | 40.2%1 Vos | ‘| 
| Census Tract30.01 CT SBS | 45.4%] | No | 8.813 858] 22.5% | No 
Census Tract 36.01 PF atsaf ate] 77% ves | | _—_aaz| taza] 406%] Yes | ‘| 
847%]  7{ 1{ _—_— 40,97] 20,608 | 50.4%] 7] 1 

linton 


Census Tact 16 [ae] 2ae0] ram] ves [| aes] tom aroe ves] 
Census Tae 121 wan] | No | 7740 _2.208[ 205% Yes | __ 
0%] [| No | ero _ta7o| 24x] | No 
P—aast[_araz] asanl | no | east] _2200[ 27an] ves] | 
ses] Yes |_| 6220| 1752 28.2%] Yes |_| 
P_a7os[ 5 7a2[ soar ves | | sto] soa] 7-10] Yes |_| 
Census Tact 19 sooe] | No | tosaol 2058[ 19.6%] | No | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


Toran ————SSCS~S~SSSC nga] sone ant sf sf Ce] tases] re] 8 
Census Tact ——SC~—~sSCSC~«i YC] C*dY;CN «CSCO ] COTO] TH Yes] 
[census Tracts2———SSCSC~SC~“‘~S*~Ss wa tg [ze es] | No | ra] nace] 2a.re| CN 
OS A) rc) 
[census Tact9602——OSSCS~C~S~—~S~S~SSS zt nt far] | No | teu | sas | ae | Yes | 
[census Taste ———SSCS~SC~S~S~SSC asco fans] | No | taro | 20a | 2are| | ‘No 
[census acto ——SCSC~S~“~S*~SSC to ast fats] | No | acer | tare] zal | No 
[census Tactaa——SC~—~S~—~S~wSCSCSC ne Yao] | No | aren | aes | tral | No 
TOTALEastvilage ———~—S~S~S~S SSC ggo Yast | sees] | 7] s8ce | toro] zeae] 3 
ramercy 

Census Tata ——SC~*~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~dtCS*~i OTC SOY] CdS“ «SY CSC~«* HYCO] «CN 
OS 7) 
[census Tractea SSCS 2.080 | zr asf | No | 7.280 | tos | ra are| [No 
[census tacts ———SSCSC~S*~*~*~wSCSTo ses | seve] | No | caer] ara | rae] | No 
TOTALGramerey ——SOS~S~S~STSC aor na soesl | ares | somo] toe] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
udson Yards-Chelsea-Flatiron-Union Square 


[Census Tats? SSCSC~«idtC*~‘ i YSC*C*CSC*YSCN “YT ~S~C«RD~*CY SC] Cd;:CNO 
census acts SSCS Sew [ata] soe] | No | acne] za faze] | No 
[census Tact SSCS 2st] | No | rate toe | tere] [No 
[census acts ——SC~SCS~S~wCTSCSC | 0] au Ves | | sco] touo|—20 sr Ves | 
census Tact ———SCS~S~S~—~S~S~SSSCT | ora] ee] «dC | Ce] ste] ——*|CN 
census Tactso ——S—SC~S~S~S Swen [20] ere] | No | sae] 120 | —tearo] | No 


[census Tactss——SSCSC~S~S~CTSC GO tg 2s ws] | No | ares |_| zzte| | No 
OS 
[census Tracte7”——S—C~=~“‘~*~*~*‘“~*~*~*~dCS*~« SC ng | asa] | No | ccs | sr | aare| | No 
[census Tactt ———SCSC~—“~*~*~*~*~dSCSC~«t OW YB | Bows] | No | azn | ttt] trae] | No 
[census Tract99——SSCSC~C~—~S~“‘~*~sTSC a aga [ass] | No | gat | 2s | 2ace| | No 
[census tact7——SSCS~—SCS~S~SSC GB nsw [azz Ves || wes | tara | za Vos | 
census Tracti0@——SSCSC~S~S~S~STSC St Psoas] | No | ves | aa | arae| | CN 
[census Tactit SSCS ar az Tass] | No | aver | torn] zirre| | No 
[census Tract SSCS ata fae sf | no | ator] ae | tore] [No 
TOTAL Hudson Yards-ChelseaFatironUnion Square | —77490[ _2eaas[ serv] 2| ta] sen] teazr| tezm| 2[ 19 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ower East Side 


PF CensusTact201———SCSC~S~S~sYSCSC*~« RTCA] Ves | —«dCSC~*~« OY S~C« YC Ve | 
census Tract 202 SSS | 200 fected ves | | mf a0 | at) Yes | 
PcensusTracts ——=SCSC~=~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*wSCSSC |v [0 gf Ves | | vonage | 2.0%) Ves | 
PF censusTret 1007S art fama No | tae | 202] 3g] 
PcensusTrect 1002 ——SSCS~S~SSSC |B] wz Ves || CB a8 | ost Ves | 
PcensusTect 12 SSCS | sora Ves | | arta) 1220 | 207d Yes | 


Oo 7 OC TS 
census Tact402———SS~S Sgt || rig ves || 2007] toot Yes | 
census Tiact20———SCS~S~SSSC | aaa] og Yes | | aco | acon Toa Yes | 
[census Tract ——SSCS~S~S~wCSCSC | =a] rng] Yes | | car __a.zt0 | 402%) Yes | _ 
census Tiactz02———SS~S~SSSCs [Ta] et] | 2000] sea. Yes | 
[census Traet2e SSC |e] coe ves || ate | ata 7506) Yes | _ 
census Tiact2607 ——SCS~SSSt nw [zag ves || ats] tr trl Yes | 
[census Traet2602————S—S~S~S~S SSC | tse | ae] YC | mr 1.226) ata Yes | _ 
census Tiact28——SSCS~S~S~S~wSSC a | ast | oor ves || rae] st fa ves | 
TOTAL LowerEastsige ——~S~S~Sw(SCt | ata] rs fa] aos] 50a | carl 13] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
Midtown-Midtown South 


Pensa’ ———SCSC*~“*~*~*~‘~*~*~dtCS*~«s YC‘ YC] C*dY;C*N«YCSCSC*C YC] SC] CCN 
[census tacts ——SSCSC~SC~S~S~SSCSC ns fae rt | No | acer | arr | toe| | No 
OS 7 EZ 
[census tate SSCS Prom] «do || |e] | No 
[census Tact96—SSCSC~—S—~—~—~S~S~iSS PROT] | No | ate | 200 | —toaee| | No 
[census tate ——SSCSC~—~—SCSCSYSS if meet «dt |] Cael CN 
[census Traction ——SSCSC~—~SCS~S nr ase] Ves | tara | aa | ame] [No 
[census tactiog———SCS—~—~—SCS—S—SSSC Ya CCN | Ce] SC] ae Vos] 
census Tractiog SSCS ats Paros} | no | avo | tre | tal | CN 
[census Tactiog SSS arf ast «do | ref | tae] | No 
O50 dT 
[census Tactti202——S~—~—S SSS rare] | | at |r| tae] [No 
O05 7 
[census Tacttig SSCS refer Ves || tars | ro] Trl Yes | 
census Tracts ——SSCSCSC~S~S~S anor [ae] | |e | ae | ae] CN 
Oo 
[census Tractta7”——SCSC~S~S~S~SSTS oe nrg [20s] | No | scan a2] t0are| | No 
TOTAL Mictown-Widtown South _—————~i|~——arrea | toare | aront | tal eer] aver] tern] 3] 14 
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rare PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP sowacone 
WHOM POVERTY EOWA OME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — staTusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 
urray Hill-Kips Bay 
PF census Tact62——SCSC~S~S~YSCSCS TOY] Ves | dC] me] Ves] 
[census Trato8———SSSCSCSCSCSdYC a r06 oro | rss] 2605 | saan | no | 
| CensusTract70_ T8804] 33.8%] | No | ta] 013] 124%] No 
[census Tract72— dn 2c] no | rato | ager Pte no | 
[census Tact78——SSSSCSCSCSCST tn se feos] | No | sez | tz] 14 | [No 
[Census Trata———SSSSSSidYC 20022 no | ae | ae fcr] no | 
[census TracteQ—SSSSSC*dC et nz [sb | | No | azar] at | oe] [No 
TOTAL uray WiLKips Bay | asa t9aeo[ a9] a[ 6] sexe] asni[ ram a] 6 
oHo-TriBeCa-Civic Center-Little Italy 
P Censuses SSSCSCSC~dtSCS~*~«i YC] TY CCT] eH YN | 
[census Tractay SSCS ate ncn fz sf | No | zz | zen] satel | No 
[Census Tata? ———SSSSSSdC are 8 no | 2080 | 265 [roan] no | 
| CensusTract21 T8606] 1.862 | 27.9%] | No | 6.508] 329] 5.0% No 
[Consus Tracts? Sd 88 aro rr no |e |e tan no | 
| CensusTract39@ T9381] 224%] | No | 6.909] 597] 8.6%] No 
[census Tracts ————SSSSSSCSCS~idtCgor secon] ves || ran | aan | —soanl ves |_| 
| CensusTract43 8.968] 798] 45.9%] | No | 3.956] 1,029] 26.0% No 
[Census Tatas SSS eet | eo |r tel | 

Census Tract 49 956] 24.7%] | No | 4404} ga] 15.8% No 
OTAL SoHo-TriBeCa-Civic Center-Little Italy 35.1%| 1{ 91 42492] 6,208] 14.7%] 1[ 9] 
tuyvesant Town-Cooper Village 

Census Tat [—weaoe] 4s07] oro] | No | tos] one] tas] | No | 

Census Tract 60 | 5r74t] 708] 29.8%] | No | rat] 656] 11.4%] No 
OTAL Stuyvesant Town Cooper Vilage [mans] e215] aren] | a) maaas[ ao0rf aonf - | 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
urtle Bay-East Midtown 


f Census Tractor SC«d?CSCSC THC] —S«=CNO | ———=Ci@TH] CNW] «CN 
Po OT RT 
| Census Tract86.03 | 44001, 080| 24.5%] | No | 4.400] 364] 8.3%] No | 
fF GensusTract@BSSSCSC~wrCSC*C~«sTGSYC*C*C*t YS ~~ (| rt | 704] 10.3%] NO | 
fF CensusTractg0SSSSCS*~‘“~*~*~*YCSC~*~«WBYCCOC™~C*t BG |G] «NO | ——.6RR’~~C«C«MA = Ct24%| —*~N 
fF GensusTracts2SSCSC~S~sSCSC«s A YCSCSCBTML| |No | tare | sta —9'5% —*CN | 
fF CensusTract98——SSCSC~S~SSCSCS OY CO | HM «NO | ——.go2| —=ogTA| 13.3%] —~~NO | 
fF Gensus Tract 100—SSSSCSCSC~SC~C~«sAZYC*C*éTY«SCw | ——|_No | tat] 2a | 13.8% NO | 
| Census Tract 106.01 | St | | 13.5%] | No | 7091] 487] 6.9% No | 
fF CensusTract108SSCSC~S~CSC~C~«i MYC TI || «NO | —8SRE| «CB «5AM NO | 
| Census Tract 11203 ||| 28.7%] | No | 1103] 1386] 12.3% | No | 
TOTAL Turtle Bay-EastMidtown _—_—=—=~=«d;C~C*C*=t HA | tzg36| sam —- | | ———anero| —agat| aa - | | 
West Village 

fF GensusTracte7—SSSCSC~*~*rCSC*C~«éiMTCYCOC*C*«iSYS;C*GOMY:CSCSC«CN] «|S |= C«09] «8H «CN 
| CensusTract73_ THD 723| 12.6% | No | 5759] 587] 10.2% | No | 
PGensusTract7” ———SSSSCSCSC~SCSCSC SATS ‘| _No | Sart] 868 145%] | No | 
| CensusTract69 | 8 | 52] 22.2% | No | 2159] 164] 7.6% No | 
PGensusTract75SSCSC~<“‘~*~*~*~*~srSC*~C~«CBYLC*C*‘éT'*Y;C«t | ~~ | 3608] ~—«w02| =| _—| NO | 
PCensusTract79SSSCS~S~S~YCSCSC~S BTCC |r| 16.106] ‘| No | 
fF GensusTracts50TSSSCS*~C*«~C~STTYC*C«é YG «|= | za | =| 14.3%] CN | 
| Census Tract55.02 | 825] 822] 17.6% | No | 1825] 366] 20.1%] No | 
PGensusTracts7—SSSCSC~sCSCt |= «|_| 250] tt «1% «CN | 
| CensusTract59 | AOA 1,099] 20.3% | No | S78] 419 | 9.2%] No | 
fF GensusTractet—SSSCSC*~S~sCSC« TTYL CCT HOM ‘| _No | aaa] ——t97 57% | NO | 
| CensusTract63_— THB 1,084 | 16.2% | No | 189] 735] 11.9% No | 
FGensusTract@sSSSCSC*~—~‘~*~*~wrC*C*~tiBWTYSC*«éAOWBY;:~CB|ML| |= | 8.60] ——g76| 18.2% | No | 
| CensusTract71 TBO] 17.6% | No | 5.3815] 9 | 11.6% | No | 
TOTAL West Vilage ———SSSSCS~~CS~t BG | ~*~ ~|_—- ~*| ——swtgzz | —tzaf = «| (| C*' 
TOTAL New York County, New York CentralBusiness Dis 617,299 | 250,600| 41.0%] 28] se | 96.036] —fa7asa| 7a.4%[ 35] 60 | 
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Table 17C-2 
Environmental Justice Populations: Outside Central Business District, New York County (Manhattan), NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ew York County, New York, outside Central Business District 
entral Harlem North-Polo Grounds 


Census Tact205 SS SSCSC~*~S~YCSC~« SCT Ves | CCST CT] Ves | 
census Tiact208 SSS | art | aol Yes || Saeo| —taor z8] | CN 
census Tiact22——SSOSCS~S~SS at | ara] og Yes || ae] tcme Yes 
census Tract SSCS nar | acer ng ves Paar | artist 
P census Tiact215——SSCS~S~S~SSSt || ose Yes || ater | ora re Yes | 
census Tact 2102S | —208,| rnc Yes || zens | asf arrey—|CN 
census Tiact28—SSCS~S~SSSSs |r| erg] Yes ||| nator Yes | 
census Tract25——SSCS~S Ss [a0 | a7 Yes || aa | 705 aed Yes | 
census Tiact28—SSCS~S~S~S~SSSCt a | za | ase ves || ar] zon tt Yes | 
census Tract230 Sari |r | og ves || tera] at ara Yes | 
census Tiact22———S~S~S~S~SSSC eo || ose Yes | | 0m] sno ser Yes | 
census Tract2a8——SCSC~S~C~S~S~STS Sr | a | ang Yes || sore | aot fared Yes | 
census Tract 23502 ———SSCS~S~SSSt 8 | ra | age] ves | | toms are Paar Yes | 
census Tract26——SSCS~S~S ren | rcs | oof Yes || ren] n0 aed Yes | 
census Tract 24502 ———SS~S~SSrs |r| occ ves || tra] na rote Yes | 
census Tract269———SSCSCS~S arn || ez ves |r| tats P2826) Yes | 
TOTAL Central Harlem NorhPolo Grounds | eae] rrsea| ooon| te] - | e560s]  soaoa] sen] 13] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
Central Harlem South 


PF CensusTract 185 ——SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~dYSC*~*~«aRYSC*‘C YC] Ces | CdYSC~C*~*~«tY:C*s TYCO Yes | 
censusTect 190 ——SOSCS~S~SCS~S~wSSCt ae] gone far nf Ves | | anf tc | 020d Yes | 
PcensusTract200——SOSC~S~*~*~*~S~SCSSC wt] 0 | eo.zf Ves | | zoey rar coe’ 
PcensusTect218——SS~S~S~SSSCt a | gs [rasa Ves | | ort | v0 | antl Yow | 
census Tract220—SSSCS~S~S~SSS ra] ara frre Ves | | re | tro | ar orl ves | 
PcensusTrect222——SSCS~S~S~wSSC ae | z0s | orf Ves | | zea tga | anced Ves | 
census Tact 19700 ——SOS~‘~*~wSCSC*«t TBs [Taz Ves | | Ca war | | Ves | 
census Tract 20102 ———SS~S~SS argon | ref Ves | | ater | ter] anf ves | 
PcensusTract216——SSCS~S~S~S~Sar | nor fr zn ves || err ares] tzid ves | 
[censusTract257 ——SSCS~S~S~wSSC es | gone |g Ves | | ote | ce] te’ 
TOTAL Central Harlem South ——~S~S~S~sSCSC as] ses [rr] to] «Cea | ran] aon] | 


August 2022 9/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ast Harlem North 


PF CensusTect 78 ———S~“~*~*~*~*~YSCS*~« OT YCC~C*‘* YC] Ces | CdSC*~*«YCSC*C* YC] Ve | 
censusTect 180 ——SCS*~S~—“‘~*~*~*~wSCSCS ewe | smn Ves | | azn ace | 0.2 Ves | 
PcensusTact 182 ——OSSCSC~C~S~C~S~iSTS tear fs af ves | | 0a ——sase | contd ves | 
PcensusTect18@ ———SSCSCS~S~SStt | zor ft ves | | 000 4208) csr Yes | 
censusTrect 188 ——SOSC~*~*~*~iSCSCS | ast |e Ves | Cate | 2820] stl Ves | 
[censusTect 192 ——SCS~S~S~S~wSSC |g [wz Ves | | 00225 | 4rd Ves | 
PcensusTect19@ ——SCSC~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~dYC*~« OYTO | sH| Ves | | ome acts | nz) Ves | 
[censusTect 196 ——SOSCS~SCS~S~S~SSSSt tO g.g60 for gn Ves | | ora? acts | onze Yes | 
census Tract 198 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSStes ez fe zl Ves | | cor ae] el Ves | 
PcensusTiect210———SCSCSCS~SSSS ers fg anf ves | | aot ace | scr Yes | 
census Tract242——SOSCS~S~—~*~*~S~sSSCSS oa || Ves | | aes | ——_scse | ots ves | 
census Tract 15500 ——S=~SSSStaa | tg fro Ves | | aso 8H] age Ves | _ 
census Tact 15802 ———SSOS~S~S~SS ns ar fal PN | esr] rN 
PcensusTect 162 ———SSCSC~‘“~*~*~wCSCSCt | are [seca Ves || ave | tc] sor Yes | 
PcensusTract 164 ——SOSCSC~C~“‘~*~*‘“‘*~*~*dYCSCS~«S TAY ~~ | tg Ves | | tara acc | esl ves | 
censusTect 165 ——SSCSC~SC~‘“~*~S*~wCSCSC rate | raf Ves | | zen | act | a7) Ves | 
census Tract 168 ——SSCSC~S~CS~S~SSS ar] ance feet Ves | | orcs] otf ves | 
PcensusTect 170 —SC=~S~S~S~SSSCae | ove fain Ves | | rot? 2000] a el Yes | 
PF censusTract 16002 ——OSSCS~S~S~S~S~SSS an | tare faa te 200] wel 
PcensusTect 72 SSSCS~S~wSS |e [arn Ves || 00] ce] oral ves | 
PF censusTract 7407 ——SOSC~=~C~*~*~*~*~dYCS*~«S TE || Ves | || azar | el ves | 
censusTract 17402 ——SS~SYSnars |e [ern ves | | 2.05) 1008] ar Yes | 
TOTAL EastHarlem South ——~—~S~S~SwSCS wes] toga [sce] mop 2] ttn] caren] osx] mo] 7 


August 2022 10/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
amilton Heights 


f GensusTract2ar—SSC«d?CSC*C« TBS CGO] OTM] Ves | (| =SB=] AMO] Yes] 
fF GensusTraciz29SSSCSC~SC*~C~S S| S~C.GOOY| OAL Ves | | _—-9.05| —ABOT| 4.5L Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract231 CT SOT | 84.9%] Yes | | 742 2.569] 38.1%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract233———SSSCSC~*~wYC~C«sOYC«C EY THK| Ves | | =e] a tO7 | A47%| Vos |_| 
Census Tract2a507SSSCSC*~dYC*«‘~«SSOACYCSC*C‘C TTC Ves | «| ~~~C0RBY~—~«COMO| ATO] Ves |_| 
PGensusTract2a7SSSCS~*~‘“~*~*~*~rCSC*C~«~«iOCYCOC*C*‘*i GG || =SVes || _——~=Ci | ~~ 3.880 83.2%] Yes |_| 
PCensusTract225SSSCS~*~<~*~‘“~*~*wdYCSC*«é YC BG] BH. Ves | «| ~—~=C«*t0.322|~—=C MBA ~—«A3.2%| Yes |_| 
TOTAL Hamilton Heights _——=S=SC~S~YCSCS~« TO] aT TIA — | —- ~+| za] —a3.ar6| aaa 7] _—'| 
enox Hill-Roosevelt Island 
fF GensusTract192——SSCSC~wSC*«‘OOOCY’COC*«URTACY'COCAM]:SC=CNO (| ~——«10.9007~—=—=«OD]CAM «CNG 
fF GensusTract29602 ——SSCSC~*~<~*~‘~*~*~*dCSC~*~«iBSYCCOC*C*CTOC| =H] =Ves | | =i ~~=~=C«O| 150%] —*—NO | 
fF Gensus Traci t0602_—SSSSCS~:C*«~«C BW] CHOY OM |_| BG] «ATI NO | 
| CensusTract170 CTC AO .367| 31.6%] S| No | 7498 | 780] 10.4% | No 
F GensusTract 16 SSSSCSCSC~SCS~sCSC~«C MOY CORY OL «No | vo] ta. __—*CN | 
| CensusTract8 CT S887] 19.9% | No | 8.964 4.092 | 12.2% No 
fF Gensus Tract t24SSCSCSC~wYSC*~«STWZYS~=C HH M| ——«|_No| gar | ——_—sao7| «87% _—| NO | 
| CensusTract260 CT S620] 21385] 16.9%] S| No | 12619 1.260] 10.0% | No | 
PGensusTractt34 —SSSCSC~SC*~«s BOY] ——COBDYTBTG| «|__| 14.360) ——i,675 | 14.2%] No | 
Census Tract 238.01 | 6354] 3.948] 62.4%] Yes | | 244 813 | 13.0% No 


OTAL Lenox Hill-Roosevelt Island 


rom] [No | _520[ 670] toa] | No 


ariel | No | 365] _215[ _6.2%| | No 
20%] | No | ae | ror] _152%| | No 
esavs] Yes |__| tara] 776 | a7 2u| Yes 
zore| | No | aves] 57a] sal | No 
zoe] | No | 10200] _s00| orl | No 
zee] | No | seo] tami] vase] | No 
A 


August 2022 11/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


TOTALLincom Square ——SSSCS~*~S~S~dCS*~«t NY SC vo] twee] —tY~SC|~SCCSCt TO] =i] tO) 
[Census Tract2i308—SSCS~*~*~drC*~C~«iYSCSC*C*C YC] Ves | CdTCSCS~C TY ~C~«C TO] CORON] Ves |_| 
| Census Tract217.03 | HEM] Ves | TT CT 0%] No 
PCensusTractz19 SSC~=<“~*~“‘“‘*~*~*é~dSC*~C~«i YC“ TY COBH] Ves | «| CT ~—aT | 73.9%] Ves | 
| Census Tract223.01 CECB BBO] 83.0% Yes | — |_——8.276 | 3.540] 42.8%] Yes | 
[Census Tract22302—SSCSC~‘“~*~‘~dSC*C~«S BY agro. ves | | ates] 1.6001 sr.7%) Yes |_| 
TOTAL Manhattanvile ~~ 28760] _2o7oz] _aral 8] - |  2ser7| tare] 550%] 4] 1 
Marble Hill-Inwood 

| CensusTract201 CT S165] 11,396] 93.7%] Yes | | 12,040 5.484 | 45.5%] Yes | 
[CensusTract2es——SSCSC~<“~*~‘“‘~*~*~*~tSCS*C«t ira 8.0] Ves | | zor] 7051 50.9%] Ves |_| 
[Census Tract205SSC~“~*~‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~wSC‘<C*«iTWCSC* IA || Ves | | i T8B|—2.605 | 92.9%] Vos | 
[Census Tract209——SSSC~=~“~*~‘“~‘“‘*‘~*~*é~tCS*C«CTTYC~*‘C TCH] Ves | «| ira] 00 | 08.1%] Yes |_| 
| CensusTract303_ CT S859 | 64.2%] Yes | | 4.535 | 1.542] 34.0%] Yes | 
[Census Tacts07———SCSC~—S~—~S~wCSCSC Yow | aso] | No | oz | ——it4] 28.0% «CN 
| CensusTract309_ CdTCS10,593| 10,078 | 95.1%] Yes | —|_—— 10,678 5.550] 52.5%] Yes | 
TOTAL MarbieHilinwood ———————*| __saaza] _asooz esau] 6] 1] sas] sano] aarm| 6] 1 
Census Tat 08 ———=SCSCS~*~*~*~*~*~dtCS*~«s HTC TO] HOM Ves | | —TOOTY?COC*C*MDTOY ARAM] Ves] 
| CensusTract95 CT St] 81388] 43.8%] | No | 7.008 | 1,643] 23.4% | No 
[Census Tact ioro7———SSCSC~—~—~*~*~CSCS*~«YC*«tDOY Cw] Ves || SSC | Cr] aS HL Ves | 
| CensusTract99 CT SHG 3.452] 39.3% | No | 508] 1.584] 24.1%] | No 
[Census Tract 2ovo7—SSSCSC~S~CSCS~«w Yee | atv] | No || Car] 182) —~ CN 
| CensusTract203, ss CC‘dTC (HOTT 1,898| 52.6%] Yes | | 843 | 482 | 51.2%] Yes | 
[Census Tract205—SSCS~SCS~wSS | tat fem] | Ne | te | 88] tO] «CN 
| Census Tract207.01 CT S80 1672| 55.0% Yes | | 2,390 47 | 39.6%] Yes | 
[Census Tractz0g0rSSCSC~<~SCSC~«C TYCO |B] Ves | | its ite | a0. Ves |_| 
[Census Tract) —~SC~=~<~*~“~*~*~*~*~wSCS*« WHC wm | 2.9% Ves | | toa art f 42.0%) Ves | 
TOTAL MomingsideHeights ———~—~S~d:CS*«t BOTY ~~ oaO| sew] | 4] vara) tsez7] _a52%| | | 


August 2022 12/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ark-cemetery-etc-Manhattan 


fF CensusTractS CSC CSC CSCC] CYC SYS C«CN 
PN OT OO 
| Census Tract240 CTS 009 1,683] 81.3%] Yes | | 447 | 1430] 98.8%] Yes | 
fF GensusTraci@3SSCSC~—~—sSCSCSC*«tdC*C‘C*‘Y;«COOHML Ces | |S] S| 000%] Vos | i 
PGensusTractzo7—SSSCSCS*~—~wSC“‘*‘éaidC*‘‘YCOC*TBMH|:=CVes || S| SS S| SCC 
Po OT GT 
PGensusTractt SS CSC*dY SSC CT CC Cm | No | | (| —*d*CN 
TOTAL park-cometery-etoManhatian _—=«;=CSC«i || wt.amm| 3] | ~—SSsamo | tna | mal 2] S| 
pper East Side-Carnegie Hill 

fF Census Traci 5801 SSSC«SCSC*«tOOYCSC*C*CODTY:~COOMY «=o | =O] ——=«C«2HYSCSCTM «CN | 
fF GensusTractaotSSCSC~*~SCS*C~«sT ar | ttm «NO -| ——t.toa| =H | ~—.0%] —~*-~No | 
fF Gensus Traci 402_——SSSSCSC~w:C*~C~«sBBOY~=C«H|_~SC OL «| _No | 1.800) ~—*t05|—8HL | NO | 
| CensusTract72000 CT SMT 8] 15.6% | No | 8144] 295 | 9.4%] | No 
PGensusTractt22SSSSCSC~S~S~sCSCSCB| =| OL «No | zara | ——148| 60% —| NO | 
| CensusTract28 CT C8 8BA 8G] 15.9%] | No | 5.878 518 | 9.6%] No 
PGensusTractt30SSCSC~S~sSCSC YS | No | ate | ta 3% «CN 
| CensusTract’40 | St] 13.4%] | No | 84] 695 | 9.7%] No 
FGensusTract@2——SSSSSSCSCS*~S~S~sSCSC~C TOY «HYCO ——«|_No | 8.410] ——25/ 50% No | 
| Census Tract148.01 CTS BHT SG7| 20.2% | No | 2840] 192] 6.8%] No 
fF Gensus Traci 4802_—SSSSCSC~*~:Ct«~CS YC TO] ML «|__| cde | gt | 106%] ‘| NO | 
| Census Tract 150.01 CT S858 | 15.1%] | No | 285 153] 6.7%] No 
fF Gensus Tract t6002—SSSSCSC~S~sCSC« BSCR! |_| 467] at | 70% —| NO | 
| Census Tract 160.01 CTC COSY] 18.0% S| No | 8405 27 | 6.6%] | No 
TOTAL UpperEast Side-CamegioHil _———=—=«;=SCSCAIS | 8.208 atta ~~ ~| ta] Catan | ates | 7TH - | 


August 2022 13/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
pper West Side 


PGensusTacto——SCS~—~S~S~wSCSC~« RT Y~C* YH C*YSCN “YT SSC~C« YC CaO] CCNO 
[census Tractt63 SSCS zero | ng] | No | razr x8 | tigre] | No 
census Tiactt65 SSCS | tz tor] fo | cere] rf tose] | No 
[census Tiactte7 ——SCSCS~SCS Ca | tn ng] | No | neo] 4? tz tvo] | No 
census Tractte9————SC~—~S~C~S~CSCt | terns] <i No | iran tows | zee] CN 
census Tact ——SSSCSCS~SS me [tas] re] | No | cen | 12007 taro] | No 
census Tact73——SSCSC~SCS~S~SSSSse | 228 nwt | No | rae] ne | tatvo] CN 
census Tact75———SCS~C~S~ oss [268] aor] | No | toon] azo rare] | No 
PcensusTact77 SSCS [ara | tz ves || 9205 200 soc) ves | 
[census Tact79———SCSC~CSCS~S~SSCa | zs] ange] i No | cer] avon aire] ‘| No 
[census Tactt61———SSCS~S~S~SSS |e] ar sel | No | 8a] tee | te] | CN 
[census Tract 183 _———SCSCSC~SCS Sa | tas] angel | No | rato] 120) taro] | No 
census Tract 85 ———SCSC~S~—~S~CSCt a |r| ng] fo | aces score] | CN 
[census Tiactte7 ——S~C~S SC ow | 262] ose] | No | acer] tea? Taare] | No 
census Tact te9——SSCSC~S~S~SSCse [008] eel ves || tte] seme] szcel Ves | 


sztie| Yes |_| sao anon] aasu) Yes |_| 

eeu] Yes || a7 _aazr| 290%] Yes |_| 

s5a%| [| Wo | 6a) vt] tro] | Wo | 
— 


some] | No | aa | 388 | 1ro%e| | No 
saan] Yeo |__| 50] 3736] _oo.1e| Yes[ 
szon| Yes | | taons| sor] 40.3%] Yes | _ 
site] | No | _szie| 365 | tel | No 
sore] Yes |_| rau] ze | 265%] Yes 
sie] Yes |__| __7aee| 3406] 43.2%] Yes [ 
eran] Yes | | azn] 1620] 28.3%) Yes | 


August 2022 14/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


TOTAL WashingfonHeightsNonh__—=~=~*«wdtC*«i‘ TY] Tt] 7] | ~~C~CtBOG| Crave] gam] 8) 
Census Tract29SSSCS*C~C~*rCSC*C*«iTOTY:CC*C | «BHM Ves | YC] ATOM Ves | 
| Census Tract241_ CTC 8B] 7.063| 81.4%] Yes | =| 8.680 | 2.918 | 33.6%] Yes | 
PGensus Tractor —SSSCSC~“~*~*~wC*«CBYSC~C« TG | 8D Ves | (| CIT da | 476%] Vos | _ 
| CensusTract245 CT STAT 13,453| 91.4%] Yes | | 14.614 6.310 | 43.2%] Yes | 
PGensusTract2a7SSC~*~“‘*‘“*‘“‘*~*srSCS*«BSY;C*«S CBC Ves | «| 7 0B] ater | 33.6%] Yes |_| 
fF GensusTract09SSSSC~—~—~*~sCSC~«iTYLC*C*‘éiYC«t | CVs | —«|~SCSCSC OB] ~~ | AO HL Vos |_| 
PGensusTract251SSC*~=“‘*‘*‘~*‘*~*srS*SC*~C~«CSSYCOC*C*C‘t BOY CwOK| Ves | «| ~=CQO| tat | 60.7%] Yes |_| 
| CensusTract253 CTS 18,572] 11,828] 87.2% Yes | | 13,430 6,198 | 46.2%] Yes | 
PGensusTract255SSC*~<“‘*‘*‘*~*rS*C*~C*«OGzYC*‘«sGOY*CL Ves | «| CSSA] 705 93.3%] Yes |_| 
| CensusTract261 CTS 18,145 | 12,690] 96.5% Yes | —|_—— 13,088 | 5.936 | 45.4%] Yes | 
P Genus Tract263SSSSCSC~—CS~C~C~SCSCT | ~—=C | 80.9% Ves | | tT TOG | —82.2%| Vos | _ 
| CensusTract265 CT STAT | 68.4%] Yes | | 7.940 2.052] 25.8% | No 
TOTAL Washington Heights South ——=~S~«wrC~C*«éi BS] —C_OMA| HOM — 2] ~| —oneta| _a7sea| atoxl 1] 1 
orkville 

F Census Tat 8 SSCS~C~*~S~wYCSC*~«BTYCOC~*C*BG| THY C=C CTMBT] COAT] «CN 
| Census Tract 144.01 CT S488] 18.4%] | No | 20] 315 | 6.7%] No 
PGensus Tract 4402 —SSSCSC~sSC*~i NYC | tS] | CN | HBL 8 | 8.2%] —~| NO _ 
| Census Tract146.01 CT S48 1425 | 34.1%] | No | 80 299] 7.2%| Noo 
P Gensus Tract 4502 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~sSCSCSRT SCT tO «NO | pan ta | 104%) —«| NO 
| CensusTract152_— CTC BTS 3.808| 48.7% S| No | 7.816 | 2.028 | 25.9% | No 
P Genus Tract 16 SSCSC~C*C<‘ TOY | DO «|S | tO] tT | 152%) ~~ NO 
| Census Tract156.01 CT SABO 1987| 37.8% S| No | 7 Bt] 12.9% No 
[Census Tact 3B SCSC~S~wSCSC« Tw | eg] «| _No | ta 008 | 8.6% | NO_ 
TOTAL Yorkville = CCidTC 78,420,260] 25.8%] = ~| 9 77,945 9,268 | 14.9%] - | 9 
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Table 17C-3 
Environmental Justice Populations: Bronx County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ronx County, New York 
llerton-Pelham Gardens 


fF Gensus Tracts? SSCSC~*rC<C~*«sOBYCOC™C‘*TTOSY:COCSGAMY Ves || CTT] «C210 ~—125%] «CN | 
fF GensusTract30—SSSCSC~C~C~« TH YCC*~*« HG] BBA] Ves | | _—3.075| ——77| 253%] __—| NO | 
fF GensusTractsié—SSSCSC~wYC~C~«iOGYLCC HTC Ves | «| Cito | =| 150%] —|CN | 
| CensusTract316 CST S900 1,222| 64.3%] Yes | | 1.900 373] 19.6% No 
fF GensusTractt8SSCSCSC~S~wSC~CS| ATH Ves | | 2.008] ~——56| 272%] Yes | ‘| 
| CensusTract326 0 CdTC AO 2,098] 61.6%] Yes | | 3.212 665 | 20.7% No 
fF GensusTractaa2SSCS~*~CSC~sOWYCCC*C*dTCSS| CAH] Ces || ~C«8BBY~~C|~CBH| Vos | 
| CensusTract344 | tT] 97.1%] Yes | | 04] 763 | 35.3%] Yes | 
PGensusTractaeSSSC~*~*~*~rCSC*~«OTYC~C*i YC] «Ces | (| ——=it GO| —=«OKZ|~—«95Y] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract350 CT S063 | 1,946 | 94.3%] Yes | | 054 | 525 | 25.6% | No 
F GensusTractst0SSSCSC~S~YSC*~C~«C |W THK Ves | | _—g70| gra 174% CN | 
TOTAL Allerton-Pelham Gardens | ~—34,097| 24,928] 80.2%] 4] - =| 9,436] 7.510] 25.5%] | 7 
edford Park-Fordham North 

FCensusTract2a702SSSSC«dSCSC*C*«S YC] ODI Ves | YSSSCNOOY~~«C«GDYSCSHLTIG] Ves |__| 
fF GensusTract3901SSS~C*~<~*~‘~*~rCSC~«iTWYCC*C* TLC] «Ces | | ———~=it SHA ——=«9GZ|——7H.2%| Yes |_| 
| Census Tract399.02 CT SBMS 5.482] 96.2% Yes | | 5.046 | 3,788 | 67.1%] Yes | 
fF GensusTractaotSSCSC*~<“~*‘“‘*~*é*rCSC*~«tTWBCY;*COC*éw QO |=] =CVes || =i MB] ~—«3.0T2| TAM] Yes |_| 
Census Tracta0302—SSSC*~<C~*~—~dYC*C*~‘C~« YC | BL Ves ||] tS Ves |_| 
fF GensusTractogotSSSCS*~<“~*~‘~*~*é*~rCSC*C~«‘WOYSC*C TH | BO] Ces | «| ~C8BBY «6B OTOL Yes |_| 
Census Tract40502SSS~*~dSC*i‘C~«s YC |B Ves | «| «C280| 4372 <TH] Ves |_| 
fF GensusTractaor2——SSSSCSC~sC~C~«sOGYCC THOM Ves | | _——_—7.0vG | _—g625|—8H.7%| Vos |_| 
| CensusTract44 CT S85 8,173| 90.4%] _Yes | | 8.483 | 1.734] 49.8%] Yes | 
PGensusTractais—SSSCS~*~“‘~*‘“‘*~*~*~*~rCSC*~«CTTYC~C~*tOSYC«M| «SVs | «| ~SC TA 3.609 40.9%] Yes |_| 
| CensusTract415 CT S88] BED] 92.2% Yes | | 6808 | 3.361] 53.3%] Yes | 
TOTAL Bedford Park-FordhamNorth _——=~S~=«d;«=C*«& S| «SOS | | Gem] — | ~~ ~«|~—~CSC=éOST| sata? 7% tt] _—* 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
elmont 


P GensusTatae7SSSCS~*~<~*~“~*~*~*rC*C~*~iSYSCOC*t YC MY CVs | CYCCSCSC*C«CTOBYSC~*«C* GY] «TOM (Ves | 
[CensusTracts89—SSSC~=~“~*~‘“‘“*~*~‘~*~‘~dtCS*~«iHYC*é GLC] Ves || CTY ssa | 0530] Ves |_| 
[Census Tractson——SSSC~*~‘~*~‘~*~*~*~srSC*C~«s YS | 92.9% Ves | | rica? 5204 | 70.2%) Yes | 
[Census Tat303———SCSC~=~“‘*‘*~*~*~*~*~*~*dtC*~«tGYC~*«t OY CHM] Ves | | ——8a1O | —_—5ga4] 08.5%] Ves | _ 
[Census Tact307—SSSCS~—~—s—‘—‘—~—~SCS~SSSC TMT tt | azz] SSN | too] sot] 45 20) Ves |__| 
TOTAL Belmont ———=S~S«wtCS~« | aza | onze] ft] _——tst0n | rae] 08 | | 
ronxdale 

PCensusTactsesSSC~*~“~*~“‘~*~*‘é~drCS*C~‘ YC*C‘i YC] Ves | dT SSC~*~«OOBY:*C*C DOB Y]SCTHSM Ves | 
| CensusTract328 0 CTC 88H 3.323| 86.6% Yes | | 3.838 | 34 | 61.0%] Yes | 
[Census Tracts80——SSSC~=~“~*‘“‘*~“~*‘“‘“‘~*~dtSCS*C~«STYCC~*‘*RTOY SH] Ves | | ——_s7a2| ——_2.902| 509%] Ves |_| 
[census Tract3az07——S~*~‘—~*~*~*~SCSC*~«i OTe | 85H] Ves | | sea 2c | 46.0%] Yes | 


census Tiact35202———SS~S~SSSC a || eae ves ||| ts farce Yes | 
census Tiact336 ——SCSC~S~sSTTSC are | co | oc ves || ce | azz fazed Yes | 
census Tract —SOSCS~S~S~wSSCO Tae] onze ves | | aoa] tra sce Yes | 

Census Tact 30 [~se06[ sao anew] Yes | | 560 2072 | a1] Yes |_| 


OTAL Bronxdale 59%] | - | 38.455] 19.008] s00%| 8] - | 
laremont-Bathgate 

Census Tract 145 60m] Yes | [| ‘7173, 5606] 776%] Yes| 
Census Tract 147.01 99.2%| Yes | | 6.866] 5.829 84.9%] Yes | 
Census Tract 147.02 98.8%| Yes sass] asa] 65.1%| Yes | __ 


ale 5 


a= 


aS 
Census Tract 165 ‘oo.0%| ves | | _965| ost] 68.5%] Yes |_| 
Census Tract 167 99.1%] Yes | | 3,491] 2,342] 67.1%] Yes | | 
Census Tract 169 99.79 | Yes | | 
al 
feel 
[ea 


E 


ls 


Census Tract 385 4,766 4,738| 99.49 
Census Tract 395 4,257 4,226 99.3%] Yes 
OTAL Claremont-Bathgate 35,190 34,743 | 98.7%] 8 | 


aan | 2501 [ 615% Yes |_| 
[aot] raya 


August 2022 17/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
o-op City 


f Census Tract302—SSSSCSC*~*~dtCSC*~<“C~«iOY’C*C*«iSYTCOCOH]CVes || TOR] CHT] ~OTOH] Ves] 
fF GensusTraciaezor—SSSCSCSC~wC*« TOBY S~=C« AIH DGHL Ves | | ___—z5t4| —_—gaO4| 256%! | NO | 
Census Tractaez02——=SSS~S*~<“~*é‘*~*é*wdCSC*éZzYCO*éTOBY:~CBBL CVs *| «| ~SC«824| ~—« 3.800 42.6041 Ves | | 
TOTALCoopcity —SSSSSSCS~S~S~:CS*~« S| SAB] MG 3] ~| ——aara0 | 03,135 nel — 2] 
rotona Park East 

fF GensusTract60SSSCSC*~wCSC*~<‘~«iOOCY'COW™C‘*iGT'YC~CO+OOMY’:CVes | SSSC«S8H]SSCSCMSYSCTOM] Ves] CC 
fF GensusTract 123 —SSSSCS*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~*~dCSC*C~*~iWYC*C* AT |B] Ses | | =| za | 828%] Yes |_| 
fF GensusTraci 63 ——SSSSCSC*~‘~‘~*~*~*~wrCSC*C~«tACYC*«t BYU Ves | | as |r| 626%] Vos |_| 
Census Tract 155 SSSCSC*~<~*~‘“‘~*~*wdYCSC*~«tT*L~C*«t GT | HOO Ves | | ———=iz.2'|~——Ct08|—75.1%| Ves |_| 
fF Gensus Tract 87SSSSCSC~wrC*«C~«CTOMYC*C«C EY HAL Ves | | ——«6|_—_—CzaTA| TL Vos | ‘| 
PCensusTracttes—SSSCS*~<“‘*‘“*é*dCSC*« YC GG] Ves || ~S«C«OGO|~—=«.G7S| 726M Ves |__| 
TOTAL GrotonaParkEast__——=S=SCS*~S~Y:C*~i OG |S] BML | - ~*| =a | ~—staz07| atts | iS 
ast Concourse-Concourse Village 

fF Census Tacts9.02—SSSSSC*«dSCSC*«CTOTY «CTH Ves | «| CTT]—C8BA]~COTZH Yes] i 
PCensustactotSSC~*~<“~*~‘~*é*wdYCSC*~CtTOY:*C*~«CGTY SC. Ves | | —~~C«720| ~—«'.060|~—28.5H| Ves |__| 
fF Gensus Tract te307SSSCSCSC~YC*«é‘“~S BOYCOTT HL Ves | | ——20 | ——sTTO —At.0%| Vos | ‘| 
| Census Tract 17.02 | ARB 5.815 | 98.0%] Ves | | 5.423] 3,180] 58.6%] Yes | | 
FGensus Tract 43SSCSCS~SC*«CSiYC*C*«é BY OTML Ves | |= | ——=it.z07 [824%] Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract 173TH] 5.583] 97.2% Ves | | 5,733] 3,732] 65.1%) Yes | | 
PGensusTractt75SSCSC~*~<~*~‘“‘~*~*~*~rCSC*~*~«iWOYCC*C* ST || Ces | | CASS «10H GHB Yes |_| 
PCensustracti77orSSSC~*~<C~*~‘dYCSC*«~« YS] OBTIA| Ves || ««28| «=O =ST.SH| Ves |_| 
FGensusTract 7901 —SSSCSC~wC*~«CBMAYLC*C* TOY HTM| Ves | | 4st] ~—z.ga7| 885%] Yos |_| 
Census Tract 7902 ——=SSsC~*=<“‘*~‘~*~*é*wdCSC*«OZzYCO*«COTA YC CVs *| «| ~SSS~«C« ORY ~—~«C00T |S. Ves |__| 
fF GensusTracttenotSSS*~*~“‘~*~‘~*~srCSC*~CYCOC*~* AO] TI Ves | | =i GHD —~=CBR| CAT Vos |_| 
Census Tract 18102 —SSSSC~=~<~*~‘~*~‘dYC*SC*C*~‘iSYC*«iw WY CBILCVes || C«C« OST] ~—«8.98Z| «BH Ves |_| 
fF GensusTract19302SSSCS~‘~*~rC~« RN HYCCOC*C*i CYC] =Ves || _——~=itkH|~—~=C«08B|—=8Y| Vos |_| 
| CensusTract225 | BAI. 187| 96.3%] Ves | | 8.153] 5,191] 63.7%] Yes | | 
TOTAL East oncourse-Concourse Village ——=«;~=C*«iéi S| zga7 | s7.sm| 4] ~| ——aa.aat| ~—36.506| 578%] 14) - —* 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 
ast Tremont 


Consus Tract369—SSSSCSC*~*~dSC*«‘“C~i YC YC CVs | YS«COMOY CTO] CZ Ves |_| 
PGensusTract3e_SS*S~*~“‘*‘“‘*rCSC*«TOCYCCOC*C‘*SSST‘Y|~CUGM|=SVes | | _—~=it SEB] —=«.8BH| —6DH%| Yes |_| 
Census Tract36502——SSSCS*~<“~*‘“‘*~*éwdCSC*«OY:C*«i SGC “Ves || «CSOT ~—~«MGO| 86.2% Ves |_| 
P GensusTracts67SSSCSC*~wYC*«~‘C~s |= HTL Ves | | —_—zatvo| a3 | 680%] Yos |_| 
Census Tract36902SSSC~dYC*C*<‘~ti A CYC*«é | COB| Ves | | «C2OTA|~« GS <8B.IM| Yes |_| 
PGensusTract363SSCS~*~wCSCSCS IT YCC* OH |. Ves | | __—7.47B| 5001 | 65%] Vos |_| 
Census Tractse507SSSCS~*~*~dYC*‘“~«STYC*« W|I Ves || ~~ BT] Catt | 505M Yes| | 
FGensusTracis6a.01——SSSSSSCSCSC*~wrC*«~C«t TOY ~=C OBL Ves | | —2080|—«tHO| 713% Yes | ‘| 
PCensustracta7tSSCSC*~<C~dYCSC*~C~«OYCSC | OTM Ves || ~~ ~—~=«6BH| CBG] Ves |__| 
PGensusTract373——SSCS~*~“‘~*‘“‘*~*~*é*rCSC*C*«‘TB'YCCOC*C*‘éiH‘Y~C | Ces | «| =i =O —«85.I%| Yes |_| 
Census Tracta7504SSSSC*~<~*~‘dYC*SC*«~«tBYC*C*« YC Ves || ~~ NOB] ~—«.867| 70.1%] Ves |_| 
FGensusTraciz20—SSSSSSSCSC~YC*«~C~SOTYCSC*é «CHL Ves | | =i |——i.236/ 653%] Vos | ‘| 
TOTAL East Tremont | 44,166] 43,550] 98.6%] 12] =| 48.437] 28,068] 64.6%) 12] = 
astchester-Edenwald-Baychester 
| Census Tract366 254.221] 98.5% Yes | | 2,229] 559] 25.1%] | No 
fF GensusTract368—SSSCSCS*~wYSC*~C~«TZYLC~C* THY HOM Ves | | _—8053| 850 280% | No | 
| Census Tract460 8.286 | 8,135] 96.6% Yes | | 3,006 | 1,246 | 41.5%] Yes |_| 
fF GensusTract3ea—SSSCS~*~<~*~‘“~*~*~*~*rC*C*«OSCY;C*C* HA | TOO] Ves || ~«C8BH|~—~«C70H| 20.0%] Yes |_| 
| Census Tract386 8889 8.886] 100.0%] Yes | | 8.872] 3,953] 44.6%] Yes |__| 
fF GensusTract45aSSSC~*~<~*~‘“~*~*~*é*rCSC*C~«iACYCOC*C*‘*izCTIO‘Y;~COGM| =SVes || _—=C«=ét GA | SSCSAT|—<8OSY| Vos |_| 
| Census Tract456 8.220 2,73] 86.1% Yes | | 8.195] 776] 24.3%] | No 
Census Tract 484 Paarr[_4ar5[ o7em| ves | | 4203 ——a19|— 95% «| No 


ere] ves | [sae] _a00[ o7.1¥] Yes |_| 
sow! Yes | | 3002] 3205] 007%] Yes |_| 

‘ooows| Yes |_| _7.826| 405] 09.2%] Yes |_| 
[ [ser [2665 | 57.0%] Yes |_| 
[ [se [4606 | 70.20] Yes |_| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION DETERMINED RATE 
TOTALFordhamSouth | 200] _zaarr] same] 5] - | _zern] 10000] orm] 5] 
Census Tao) —~*~S~S~SSC«t TOYO HY Ves] C;CSC~*~*« YC] a Ye] 
census Tract 69-———SSCSCS~S~SSTS ac | 6300 | orl ves | | a8] aver) ret) Yes | 
[Census Tato ——~—SCS~S~S~S~sdSCSSCi 05 |. Ves | | ame] ate} s0zrl ves |_| 
| CensusTract2o1 8.993] 8,861 | 96.7%] Ves | | 3.943 | 2.528] 64.1%] Yes || 
[Census Tati SSCS 08] 0H Ves | | samo | aaa | cand ves |_| 
census Tactzs02 SCS sts | 8c | orl ves | |S aa | grea Yes | 
PConsusTieck219 SSC a] 88] Ves | Pref ae Ves | 
TOTALHighbridge |S 88,629] 7,902] 98.1%] 7] | 38.381] 25,958] 62.4%) 7] 
Hunts Point 
| CensusTract@9@ 8.28] 8170] 98.5%) Ves | | 3.215 | 1.981] 64.6%) Yes | 
[Census Tato ——SCSCSC~SSSCt a ts | orm] Ves | | sae | ass | cel ves |_| 
| CensusTract11502_ T8449 | 99.9%] Ves | | 4.304] 3,005] 684%) Yes || 
Consus Teck dtc] 28 | ves | tat | 1050 [roa] ves | 
| CensusTract119 TO 5241 | 96.9%) Ves | | 5457 | 3,705] 68.1%) Yes | | 
Census Tech 2.02 SSSSidYC ar age] 20] ves || tae 1050 [ra] Yes | 
census Tract 2701 SSS |g | ot ves | |r| 1.203 | cn) Yes | 
P—CensusTecht69 SSCS 08] 80 | ves | | tcc too ri] ves | 
TOTAL WuntsPoint | 2eer| a5601| orm] | - | 5zra] trooe| orn] 8] - 
| CensusTract253 996175] 99.6%] Ves | | 6145 | 3,966] 64.5%) Yes | 
[Census Tech265—SSSSCSCSCS~dYCC ra rae | ar] ves | | rer ase | saan) Yes | 
| CensusTract261 097] 1998] 95.9%] Ves | | 2.027] 195] 9.6%] No 
[Census Trech265 SSS sere] or a] ves | | sem | son | ron Ves | 
census Trect265 SCS | rc |g ves | |r| 4988 | card Yes | 
[Census Tact 269” ——~S~S~SYSSt 006 | BH] Ves | | aro] tra} saan] ves |_| 
TOTAL KingsbridgeHeights | 83,742] 2,601] 96.6%] | | 32.880] 19,551] 59.6%) 5] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ongwood 


P Consus —SSSC*~<“*~*‘“dtCSC*~«iISYCC*C BYOB] ;CVes | |~SSC« TOBY ~«C.202| «CTU Ves |_| 
PGensusTract’5SSCSC*~<“‘*~‘*~*~*~*é~rCSC*~CN‘YCO*C*‘*iCOSSYCBBM| «Ces || CMO «17H 804%] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract87_— CT SAAT OTT] 98.1%] Yes | | 5,968 | 4434 | 74.3%] Yes | 
PGensus Tract a7 SSCSC~C*«~‘C«S YSGOL Ves | | 406 | ——z.g73| 75%] Yos |_| 
P Census Tractts1SSSCSC~*~dYC*«C~«S YC BO] OBO Ves | | ——~=«C«d OBO] ~—~=«BE|—«BHAT| Ves |_| 
TOTAL Longwood SSSSSSCSC~S~S~™CSCt | ant tts | - | orca] ties | ~~] i 
elrose South-Mott Haven North 
fF Gensus Tracts SSSCSC*~*~‘~dtCSC*~‘“TTCYCTC™COC“C#‘#CSOTO]«OOABM| Ves | | —8.828]~—«68H]~—«GBBY] Yes | 
| CensusTract75 tC C‘dTC CCHS] 99.1%] Yes | | ——684 | 3.919 | 58.7%] Yes | 
F GensusTract7” ——SSSSCSCSC~C~SCS~sCSC~«i YC HY HAL Ves | | zt | ——i. 2060 —62.7%| Vos |_| 
PCensustract79—SSSCS*~=“~*‘*‘*~*é‘“dYCSC*~«sMBBSYCO™*C*s ABA; ~COUOL Ves || ~——~=Cs7N0|~—«5'056| TOG! Ves |__| 
PGensusTracte7SSCSC~<“~*~‘~*~*~*~*~*CSC~‘i COSY S~C« BT | OTIA| Ves | | ———=C TOBY! ~—«4.250 635%] Yes |_| 
PCensusTract69SSCSC~<“~*~‘“*~*~*é*“dYCSC*~«tBTYCO*C*‘s MWY Ves *| | SSCA «MAD | 57.30] Ves |_| 
P GensusTract™ SCSCSC~sSC~C~CB| CTAB HL Ves | | 2.702 | ~—i.2066/ 40.3%] Vos |_| 
Census Tract 73 | 4297] 4,225] 98.3% Yes | | 4.276 | 3,167 | 74.1%] Yes | 
OTAL Melrose South-Mott Haven North Paar7| aan] srr] | - | 426s] 27.095] 634m] | 
orrisania-Melrose 
Census Tract 127.01 orem ves | [| 2083] tote] 808%] Yes] | 
Census Tract 125 98.6% Yes | | 3.858] 2,058 | 53.3%] Yes |__| 
Census Tract 193 99.2% _Yes P6966 3.067 [ 61.2% Yes | _ 


als 


aa 
Census Tract 136 100.0% Yes | | 3.600] 2,165| 60.3%] Yes |__| 
Census Tract 149 g7.9%| Yes | | 4.201{ 2.451] 58.3% Yes | | 
Census Tract 151 98.6%| Yes | | 5.261] 3456 | 65.7% Yes | 

pe 

a 

aaa 


Ei 


se 


Census Trac 185 99.4 aa 5582| 622% ves |_| 
Census Tract 1 96.2%] Yes P5035 3500] 67.5% Yes |__| 
OTAL Morrisania-Melrose P—anaoo[ anos ona] 8] - | nero] ass] _sa.7m]_ 8] - | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ott Haven-Port Morris 


fF CensusTract23SSSCSC~*dC*~«OYTCOC*C*«W GOT Y«CTOOOM]=Ves | | ———=CGOT]~—=«0T | ~—7O%] Vos] 
fF GensusTract2sSSCS~*~sSCSC« TOY «8 BDO] GHA] Ves | | ——TZ| ~—«B.MAB| TBI Vos |_| 
PCensusTract39—SSSCS*~*<“~*~‘*~*~*é*‘dYC*SC*«i HYCO TAY COAT Ves | | ~~C«NSZ] «COTA ZH Ves |__| 
PGensusTractatSSSCS~*~“‘~*~*~CSC~CSYC*«i MOYO] Ces || =i GOT] 155 703%] Vos |_| 
PGensusTractet—SSSCSC~sSCSCGT|~~=C TCT | —TODOM| Ves | | _—_8,728| 3.967 | 69.1%] Yes |_| 
PGensusTract3tSSCSC*~<“~‘“~*~*‘~*~*~rCSC*C~«sBOCYC~*C*éNOSCYCCRO|:=Ces =~ «| SCBA | AOL Vos |_| 
P Census Tracts SSSCSC*~<“‘~*‘“‘*é*wdCSC*«@OT*YL_C*éBDOYCOOLCVes ~~ BOT] «CNT GZ Yes| | 
PGensusTractt@SSSC~<~‘~*~*~sSCSC A Y= | BM] Ves | | _——.9BSY —.SGD|—<823%| Yes |_| 
PCensusTractarotSSSCSC~*~<“‘~*~‘*‘*~*wdYC*SC*~tBzY;C*«t GOB YC (SVs *| |= SC«C«60BY~—=«ORT| TBS Ves |_| 
fF GensusTractz70z——SSSSCSC~‘—~sYCSC~«w BOY] Ves | (| —aa|—gza5| 72.9% Yes | ‘| 
PCensusTrat33SSCSC*~C~YCSCSC*«t TLCS || Ves | | =i. ——«g02|—73.TH| Ves |_| 
PGensusTracts7——SSCSCSC~C~sSCSC*~*«OYTSCSCSC KL Ves | | ——CSC—im0| =i | L Vos |_| 
| CensusTract43 CTC 8H] 98.8% Yes | | 5.584 3.891 | 70.3%] Yes | 
TOTAL Mott Haven-PortMorris ——=S=SCSC=«d;C*«=iS| 908]. am| ts] - | —_sz285| 4982] 669%] 13] - *‘| 
ount Hope 
fGensusTractzaeg2SSSSCS*~*~wC~‘TYTCOC*C*«tYTCO*T|CVes || ~SSCGO]~=«CRDBY~CHOH] Ves] CC 
Census Tractzo7o2SSSS*~<~‘~idYCSC*C*~«sTYC*dCGT | «HOO Ves | | ——=t6OT'| =i —CT.7MS| Ves |__| 
fF GensusTract2ar0s—SSCS~*~‘~*~*~rCSC~iOOYCCOC*idTA‘YCS|CVes || CBB «C77 G.I%| Vos |_| 
| Census Tract229.01 CT SAB 5055] 98.5% Yes | | 5.743 | 3.317 | 57.8%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract2a1SSSCSCS~SC*«CsTYC*C*tAOY~«CTAM| Ves | —«|_——=CstB | stort | 700%] Vos |_| 
| Census Tract 233.01 CT S856 3,956| 100.0%] Yes | | 3.048 | 2.013 | 51.0%] Yes | 
GensusTract2aa02——SSSSC*~<“~*~‘“‘~*~*~*rCSC~*~‘ OWYCC~*« S| OHTA Ces | | =i GBT! ~——=Ct7| 804%] Yes |_| 
| Census Tract 235.01 CT S818 3,163] 99.3%] Yes | | 3.184 | 1.881] 59.1%] Yes | 
fF GensusTraci23602_———SSSSSCS~YC*é~CS | CAB GH|| Ves | | __—_—A a7 | ~—a.z08| 85.7%] Vos |_| 
Census Tract2etSSSSCS*~<“‘*‘“‘*~*é*dCSC*«tAzY_CO*éiw TG YC CVs *| | ~SC« SOT] ~—«.GAT| «85.2% Ves |_| 
PGensusTracta7aSSSSC~*~“‘~‘“*~*~*é*~CSC*«‘GCY:C*C*i S| Ces || ~C SEA «GTS 7H] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract381 CTC ATT 7G2t| 99.7% Yes | | 7.47 | 4460] 58.3%] Yes | 
fF GensusTractzarotSSSSCS~*~<‘~*~sCSC*~«C I YCC~*«*C TS |B] Ves | | ——8.07| 3,036 508%] Yos |_| 
TOTALMountHope ss CdTC8K OH 53,332] 98.6%] 13] =| 53,677 34,477 | 58.6%] 13] - 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY ; LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
orth Riverdale-Fieldston-Riverdale 


Census Tract35 SS SC*?CSCSC OMB SSC] COM] «TNO | ———«.85]~—SC«T| =A] «CN 
fF GensusTract5t—SSCSCSC~YSC*~CS OYTO BTM «|__| 2690) ~——437|~—*16.2%1 —| NO | 
| Census Tract307.01 CT SOB 1622| 28.3% | No | 5726 585] 10.2% | No 
fF GensusTractst9 SSCSC*~sSC*étGYLC*C*éSYC | ~S|No | S| SiH] Vos] 
fF CensusTract323SSSSCS~*~rCSC*~« S| COG |B] «| _NO | AOR —=CiSHL_—C*TAC6H|_—«*|:~CN 
PGensusTractg37—SSSCSCS~SC*~C«T TC || «| | zest | gt | 155%] ~~ | 
fF CensusTractas—SSSCSC~*~SC*~C~SOSSYC*C*sN YC Ves || ———=CitMB| tot] ——*~CN 
PGensusTractasSSCSC*~<~‘“~*~*~*é*rCSC*«~tAOCY:C*C«*s ACY] «Ces || AS «COD 280%] ~:~ | 
| CensusTract309 CT SOAS | 31.7%] | No [812] 312] 11.1%] Noo 
TOTAL North Riverdale-Fieldston-Riverdale _—«|~_—a8.t57 | tnt] 395%) 2] | _——24.e6e| ——«sg67| term | 
orwood 
fF GensusTracta9SSSCSC*~<~*~‘~*~dCSC*~*~«iRSY'COC*C*CUTOY« COM] ;CVes | COUR] CBT] M] Vos] 
| CensusTract42i CT SOT 17G| 91.4%] Yes | | 5.648 | 3.391 | 60.0%] Yes | 
fF Gensus Tracts SSCSC*~rSC*«‘“C~S S| SCNT Ves | | —_.t7a| 3.646 89.1%] Yos |_| 
| CensusTract423 | S48 8,705| 85.9% Yes | | 4813 | 2.048 | 47.5%] Yes | 
fF Gensus Tracer —SSSSSCS~*~rC*«~‘CS TYCO Ves | | =a | 045 | 675%] Vos | ‘| 
| Census Tract42a02 CT SOM 3,843| 95.1%] Yes | | 3.929 2.071 | 52.7%] Yes | 
fF GensusTractaat —SSSCSC~*~‘~*wrC*«s YC EH OHM Ves | | =A | ~——i GO| 88.1%] Vos | ‘| 
OTAL Norwood | 40,032| 36,476] ttm] 7] = =| 39,424] 22,331] 56.6%] 7] | 
155| 90 
PGensusTract 63 —SSCSCSC~—‘iTSSSC Cd 
P GensusTrac 71 ——SCSCSC~sSC(C‘“ *;SOSC*’ 
| CensusTract334 | 
P GensusTract276 SS SSCSCSC~SC‘“‘C‘«s*YSC*«SY 
Census Trot 04 _ dP 

93{ 612 | 


OTAL park-cemetery-etc-Bronx 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
arkchester 


Consus Tract2001SSSCSC~«dSC«‘“‘éOYCOC*C*C TYCO] CVs || SC« OBO] «C8OB] «CGM Ves | 
fF GensusTract21002——SSSSCSC~sSC~S TGC] HL Ves | | rt | 705] 955%] Yos | ‘| 
| CensusTract212_ 850] 4782 | 98.6%] Yes | | 4850] 1447 | 29.8%) Yes | 
fF GensusTract21602_——SSSSCSC~*~sYC*«~C~i YC MTT GML Ves | | _——StotA | —_—.0r8| 95.9%] Yos | ‘| 
fF GensusTract2z SS SSCSC~C*é‘“‘“WYCOC*C*TT'Y~CMGMM| Ves | | =| —CATH| 5.1%] Yes |_| 
TOTAL Parkchester ——SSSSC~*~‘~*~*~*~*wCSC*«tO ABYC BTS] OSH] | —- ~| —i80.27O|~—*10.50B| 4% S| CS 
elham Bay-Country Club-City Island 

Br NGensusTract2ran1 ss SSSC«?CSCSCOUGYSCADHY*«CBOMY «=O (| «US| C743] ~—«158%] —*|CN | 
Br NGensusTracta7402 ———=SSSSCSCS*~C*~C BT YCC~C* ON || NO | =<] ~—_—sTB|—«*18.0%] _—*—NO | 
BrNGensusTract2eg01—SSSSC~*~<~*~dCSC*C~‘BYC*C*« | THAH| SVs || ~~] ~—=~CB| =H Vos | 
Br NCensusTract26502 ———=SSCSC~*~dC*«é‘“~S‘YCOW™*C*t | HM| Ves | | _——80BA| —st6an| 92.1%] Yes |_| 
BrNGensusTractg00 ——SCSCSC~sCSC~«OTYC*C«t TY Ves | | _——=«8 9G|_—0RBT —9.TH| Vos | ‘| 
BrNCensusTactst6 —SSSCSC~=~<“C~*~‘~*~idYCSC*C*« YC ||| ON | Y8BO|—18.30| «CN | 
elham Parkway 

fF Gensus Tractor —SSSSCSC*«wdSC*«<i«éiBYS~C«COBYCCDOYCVes | «| «CO | C010] © AOY Vos] ‘| 
| CensusTract22403 84 | 2.563] 80.2% Yes | | 3.194] 1.207 | 37.8%] Yes | 
fF Gensus Traci22.04—SSSCSCS~wC*«é‘“~C YC KL Ves | | _—— 0B |—=dta6 || Vos | —_—| 
Census Tract228SSSC~YC*C~C~tiBYC*«C OHO] IL Ves | | ~=C«I2BY =D |OH.TI| Ves |__| 
fF GensusTraci246SSSCSC~SC*«~C«SOTYC*é CYL Ves | | _—_—-2007| ~—«tB|—228%| [NO | 
| CensusTract248 8.078] 1593] 51.8% Yes | | 2765] 578] 20.9% | No | 
fF GensusTraci250SSSCSC*~wYC«~C«S YC GYM Ves | | ——2g80 | ——ist3s| 2 CN | 
| CensusTract288 8.880] ,627 | 48.9% | No | 3.330] 930 | 27.9%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract296 —SSSSCSC*~C~‘~*~wrSC*C*«s SCCM HBL Ves | | _——ta@4 | ——ig63| 285%] CN 
TOTAL Pelham Parkway |S 28,608] 20,265] 70.8%! 8 | 1] 28,92] 8.670] 30.8%] 5] 
| CensusTract’? 84] 261] 91.2% Ves | | | TT 
TOTAL Rikersisiand ———SSSSSCSC~wC*~<C~SBASY:COC*C*«iOTY:CM|:S Ct] =~ «| SCC] SC «TCC CCS 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
chuylerville-Throgs Neck-Edgewater Park 


fF CensusTract0 CTC CTT] CTS SYS C«CN 
fF GensusTract30—SSSSCSC*~‘~*~wrCSC*C~« TYCC~C*C«T YC | Ves | | =Car] —itos| 11.0%] —*|NO | 
| CensusTract132,00 CT S722] 71.9% Yes | | 7.257 779] 10.7% No 
fF Gensus Tract 38——SSSCSC~sYSC~«i BWC TG |_| 2688] 689 266%] | NO | 
P Census Tract 44 SSCS*~<C~*~‘~*~*é*wdYC*SC*~«CTSWYC*«w OGY] Ves || ~« OSH] ~~ 008 ~—50.RM| Yes] | 
fF GensusTract62——SSCS~*~<~“‘~*~‘~*~‘~*~*~rCSC*C*~«iT‘YC*C*t OT |B] Ces || CBT CGD «HOY Vos |_| 
fF GensusTract168 SSSCS~C~CSC~«‘iTCYCOC*C*‘és'YC#SOCMM| «Ses || —=SCstgt|] ~~ 285%] «CN 
FGensusTractt60——SSSSCSCS*~C~‘“~*~*~*wr:C*~*~«COG LCC TORY «GML |= | 3002] ~—70K| 27% —| NO | 
Census Tract te2——SSSCS*~<~*~‘“~*~*~*~‘“dYCS*~«sBTOYCC~*C*O| BAL Ves || «CTS «S| H.SH| Ves |__| 
FGensusTracttes—SSCSCSC~wrC*~C~«iGYLC*«YSCM| |= | MG | =SB= _—|CN 
PCensus Tract 65 SSSC~*~<C~*~‘~*~*~*~dYCSC*«i CYC TOM CBO Ves || C22] «Cor 8H] Ves |_| 
fF GensusTractt84—SSSSCSC~sSCSC~«C GSC HY BL Ves | | _—-a'705| ——a36| 220%] | NO | 
| CensusTract94— | S875 07 | 84.9%] Yes | | 2875 1,080] 45.5%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract2eeSSCS*~*~*~rCS*~C*~«WSYCCOW™*C‘*iSASYCH| «Ses || ~C88B| SBT 273% Vos |_| 
5.503 

15,634 

oundview-Bruckner 

| 

| gaam| Yes | [| _4a00| _3,128[ 743%] Yes | 
| gore ves | | __4538[ 2301] s27%| Yes |__| 
99.1%] Yes | | 4.431] 2,832 63.9% Yes |__| 
a8o%| ves | | __5562| _3824| 689% Yes |__| 
foo.o%| Yes | | 1956] 1.202| 66.1%] Yes | 
100.0% Yes |__| __3.200| 1601] 496%| Yes |__| 
a6o%| Yes | [| _4362| __2a71| 566%] Yes | _ 
40% ves | | 62tt| 3260] _623%| Yes |__| 
La 


OTAL Soundview-Bruckner 97.0% mz) 


| 85960] 24,246] 59.1%] 9] - | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY edule 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
oundview-Castle Hill-Clason Point-Harding Park 


fF GensusTract90SSC«d?SC*C BTC MOTOR] Ves | SCBA] ~—~=«280] «GBT Vos |_| 
PGensusTract2—SC~=“*‘*‘*‘“‘~*srSCS*«SzYC*«C MOYO Ves | | R| 803 | A2.0%I Yes | _—| 
| CensusTract4 TSG] 5129 93.0%) Yes | | 5,503] 1.68] 21.2%] No 
PGensusTractt6SSC*~=“‘“‘*rSC*~«CBS*Y;C*~«és wT|~Cw | Ves | | 5603] —3a00/ 88.9%| ves] | 
PGensusTract2oSS~*~“*‘*‘“‘*‘~*rSC*~«iMYC*C*t TOY COB] Ces || CSC«C GRAY GGT Yes |_| 
PGensusTract28SSCS~<C~*~“‘~*~*~‘~*~rSCS~STYCC~*C«C FOO WOOL Ves | | Sta | ~~ Yes | _— 
PGensusTract38@—SSSC*~C~“~‘~*~*~CSC~«s BOY ~«C GO] TOON] Ves | | wR OCT Vos |_| 
PGensusTracta?SSC~<“~*~‘“‘~*~*~*~*~*~wrSC*«sST*YC*ésWBYCMTN| Ves || ——760 | ——gaB | aOM| Ves | _—| 
| CensusTract 4696] 1,866] 95.2%] Yes | | 1046] 1.272] 65.4%! Yes | | 
PGensusTract7éSSC*~=<“*‘“‘*‘“‘~*~*srSC*~C~«CA*YC*C*‘ts ESC Ces | «| CMM] CAT at Yes |_| 
| CensusTract84 | 809834] 97.8%] Yes | | 2878] 708] 24.6%] No | 
PGensusTract@sSCS*~=“*‘“‘*‘“‘~*~*srSC*~«CG*YCO*‘sTT'Y:~Ct LCs | «| ~SCSC NG] GO| 7M Ves | 
TOTAL Soundview-CastieHill-Glason PontHarding Park | 65,000] 83827] 973%] | - | 84456] 26,127, 480%] 10] _2| 
puyten Duyvil-Kingsbridge 

| CensusTract203.01 | 806] BAL 92.3%] | No | 620] 130 8.0%] No 
PGensusTract283—SSCS~*~<“‘*‘“‘*‘“*‘*~*rS*S*~*«CMBOYSC TOIL Ves || CT] BO] 638%| Ves | | 
| CensusTract285 | 8523] 1910 54.2%] Yes | | 8495 | 1.164] 93.3%] Yes | | 
[Census Tract2e7SSSCS~C~“‘~‘~*~‘~*stC~«‘i CYC] THY Ves | | 3.183 ~—«.0t7 |_—92.3%| Vos | _ 
| CensusTract289 | 807] 3,992] 83.0%) Yes | | 4623] 1.857 | 40.2%| Yes | | 
PGensusTract205SSSCS~“~‘“~*~*~*~*~wtC~«‘ WYCC~C* GG ||| =| GA] a0] 4% —|—N 
| CensusTract203.02_ | 8592181 | 39.2%) | No | 5485] 984] 18.1%] No 
[Census Tractz7SSSCSC~“~‘~*~stC~‘iTOSYCC~C* BT] «|S ~| 86] ta] 8.1% «CN 
| CensusTract301_ Tt Tt | 50.5%] Yes | | 1043] 175] 16.8%] Noo | 
TOTAL Spuyten DuyvitKingsbridge —=SC~*wdC*é‘t ACS ~CC za | | | ~——~=Cgr2| sree | sem] | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
niversity Heights-Morris Heights 


PF CensusTect3SSCSC*~*~*~*~diSCS*~*~«RYSC*C YC] Ces | CdYSCOC*~*~«TYC~*« YC Ves | 
census Tract 20507 ——SCS~S~S~S~SSSC gr] ng08 [sacred Ves | | oes acco] ort Yes | 
census Tract 20502 SSS] ze | 0 af ves | | —atco azn | snl ves | 
PcensusTect 21301 Star] tor fon ves | | tor an | oz ves | 
PcensusTrect251—SSSCS~S~SSSSnto | z06 |g. Ves | | amo ance | oge Yes | 
PcensusTract 21507 ——SC~S~wSCSC« Tso | ww.gef Ves | | sve | 220 | ss Yes | 
census Tact 21502 ——SCS~S~S~S~SSSiee | nt fsa Ves | meat | Titel es | 
PcensusTect217———SSC~C~S~S~wSSC eT sm | g.on Ves | | sive | 2.800] sol Yes | 
census Tract243——SSCS~S~SCS~S~S~S rar |g [nasal ves | | rer acer | cil ves | 
census Tract 20507 ——SSCS~S~S~SSSC rt a0 fool Ves | | art? ——_acr2| 7.30) Yes | 
census Tract 20502 —SSCS~S~S—~S~iSSCt rr |g | soz Ves | |r zz | esl ves | 
PcensusTract247———SCSC~S*~S~S~wSCSCSC T2000 | 8. Ves | | 2st 8H | a0 Yes | 
OS a 
[censusTect267 ——SSSCS~S~SsSSC we] | wan Ves || Cm] el ves | 
TOTAL University Heights Moris eights | e724] _sosos| seav| a] 1] seo] 6053] eax] 13] 7 
PCensusTract 26707 ——S~S~«~YSC*~« TOY] TA Ves | CdCOC*~*~« YC TO] UH Ves | 
census Tact 26702 ——S~S~S~wSSCSts | eso | orion ves | | rate | 5000] 079%] Yes | 
PcensusTact273——SSSCSCS~S~SYrr | zn foal ves | | riser a006 | aazel ves | 
[censusTect277——SSCSC~S~S~wSCSC« | atz0 Yael Ves | | cof ——2nza | age Yes | 
PcensusTract'279——SOSCS~‘“~*~*~*~SSC aro | 200 fal ves | | orn 2.770 | ar) ves | 
PcensusTiect281——SCS~—~‘~*~*~*~dCSCSC~C | rz | c.g Ves | | sora sae aan! (| No 
census Tract 030s ——SSCS~S~S~SCS« BOTs Ysa. Ves | | ara fc | sal Ves | 
census Tract ao3od———SSCS~S~S~SSSti Ws | sacred Ves | | zero azar | e272) Ves | 
PF censusTractaorot——SCS~S~—~S~SSCt te | gore | tsa ves | | arz0y tse | sgn ves | 
censusTract oa ——S—SC~SCS~S~SSSCite | sn [ros Ves | | ares | tone] anal Yes | 
TOTAL Van CortandtVilage ——~S~S~SsSC«Sw | sar |e] to] «| Cee | san] sano] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
an Nest-Morris Park-Westchester Square 


f Census Tract2e «YS CO] Ves | (| ——=Ci207| SSC] Vs] 
fF GensusTractaoSSSCS*~*~“~*~*~‘~*~*~*é*rCSC*~*~‘O‘YCOC*C*«t OY‘ Ces || CB «TBI 45%] Vos |_| 
Census Tract2esSSSCS~*~<~‘“dYCSC*~C*«YC*C*«i YC; | SC0|~—~—=Ct09| 100.0%] Ves |_| 
fF GensusTract200—SSSCSC~SC~CS YC Ves | | __—arO0| —_—.8e2| 805%] Yes | ‘| 
Census Tract230SSSCS*C~<“~*~‘~*~*~‘“dYC*SC*~«tWZCYCO*C*é DOC. Ves || ~~~«C2802|~—«SGBY~«B.GT| Ves |_| 
fF GensusTract232——SSSCSC~sCSC«i | SCT HL Ves | | zee | ——986| 40.0%] Vos | ‘| 
fF GensusTract26SSSCSC*~C~“~«s TYCC~C*d |B] Ves | | _——=st.TOM| ~—703| RHI Yes |_| 
fF GensusTractae—SSSCSC*~Ct«é‘<~C CGO HTL Ves | | =H | ——=n8| 285% _—|—CN | 
| CensusTract252,0 ss CdTCS BT 1684] 60.4% Yes | | 2,780 989] 33.8%] Yes | 
fF GensusTract25eSSC*~sCSC~«iTYCC~C*C*éiOS YOM] CNO | Cg] CBT ~<A Yes |_| 
fF GensusTract256SSCS*C~=“~*~*‘~*é*“dYCSC*«éS*YCOC*‘ésd?C*‘ LCs ~*~ CATO. Ves |__| 
fF GensusTract286—SSSSCSC~Y:C*«~C~«SSY|CCSCOTY SCL Ves | | =i 085] _—=2s7| 28%] CN | 
TOTAL Van NestMorris Park Westchester Square | __2azial—_at,ass| 75.7%| 10] 2] _—a7.se7| taat7| 43.2%) 10] 2 
West Concourse 

fF GensusTat63SSCSC*~C~dSCSC*~<C~s YC OY Ves |S COT|SCMBTM Ves |_| 
fF GensusTract 195 ——SSSCSC~*~<~*~‘“‘*~*~*~*~*~*~C*«~«OBOSYCOC*C*i TYCHO] «Ces || =i «ORTH Yes |_| 
PCensustractto7—SSSSCS*~<“‘~*~‘~*‘~*~*é‘“dYCSCS*~«SOTYCO*C*r MSC Ves || C72] GTS | 613M] Ves |_| 
fF GensusTraci09SSCSC~C*«~C~«CTYLC*C*«t ILC Ves | | _—= nT | ——szgad | tI Vos | —_—| 
Census Tractor SSSCS~C~YCti‘<~S YC | TIL Ves ||| C.TI| Ves |_| 
fF GensusTraci22102——SSSSSCS*~—~wC*‘C~sSTTYC*«i HYG Ves | | CTT | 125 702%1 Vos | ‘| 
Census Tract223SSSSC~*~<~*~‘~*~*é*wdYCSC*~CTBY;:COC*C*Wi YC CVes || ~~=~C«SNAB ~——«3.205/ 6.9%] Ves |__| 
TOTAL WestConcourse ——=—SSCS~C*«itW SCT OB | _—- ~| 8055] —vz.ara| otal 7] _—'| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
West Farms-Bronx River 


[Census Tate ——SSCSC~*~YCSC*~« YC‘ NYC | CdCCSCS*~«* HY ~~C YC Yes | 
census Tacts6——SSCS~SCS SSC | 2a | ov cl ves | | 220 | 160) 55a Yes | _ 
census Tiact62———SSOSCS nas [rt] oa ves | 723 scan rrzed ves | 
[census acts SSCS Sta [aa] ota Yes | | sas] zr] 522%) Yes | 
census Tiaet7™6 SSCS |] tm Yes | | ian] gue | —sr ar] Yes | 
[census Taet2i6n| ———SSCSCSC~S~SSC 2] ast | ose Ves | | aro] 2007 [559%] Yes | _ 


fF GensusTract2isSSSCS*C*~C*~‘~iOSYC*C‘*i TT |~C BM] =Ves | | —w8OT|—«720 872%] ‘Yes |_| 
TOTAL WestFarms-BromxRiver——=—=S=«dYC*=t TO] hg25| rm — | —- ‘| saa] ——at.aea| arm 7] -_*—| 
Westchester-Unionport 

fF GensusTract7@SSSCS~*~wCS*~«SATSSY'CC*C*dCOG TCO. Vos | | ——=«7.300Y~—=«CBODY = OSTAM] Vos|_—C 
PCensusTracte2SSSC~*~<“—*‘*‘*~*é‘dYCSC*~‘tRMBY:C*C*«WSDOYCHO| Ves *| |= SC«C« BO] ~—«6GB| «ABH Yes |__| 
FGensusTract96SSSCSC~*~‘“~*sYC*C~tTOZY|CC~C TY HL Ves | | 2600 ~—i.205/ 46.5%] Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract98 Cd] SHG] 96.5% Yes | | 4687 1.205] 25.7% No 
fF GensusTract202SSS~*~<~‘“~*~*~*~sYCSC~«i WY SC~C BT | OHM] Ves | | CMB C280 8TH Vos | 
Census Tract204SSCSC~CSC~«i YC |TV || ~«800Y—CZTO 40.30 Ves |_| 
fF GensusTract0607 —SSSCSC~YC*«~C~«tT CCC NB GL Ves | | ——zzar |__| 80.7%] Vos |_| 
TOTAL Westchester-Unionport_ =| =~ 8,444 | r.t8 | 95.5%] = 7] - =| 28,077 | 12,467 | 44.4%] | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 


Williamsbridge-Olinville 


P Census Tact368——SSCS~S~S~S~YSCSC~« OTT IMCs | CdCCSC~*~«OYSCSC*C* YC Ves | 
PcensusTect's70——SCSC~—~*~*~wSCSC wT] |g Ves | | zante | 020 | a. Yes | 
PcensusTract372——SSCSCSC~S~“‘~iSSC tT atta | sez ves | | tz0 free] a cl ves | 
PcensusTect's7é —SSCS~S~SSaen | are [caste ves | | sear fart | or srl ves | 
PcensusTect376—SSCSC~S~S~S~wSSSC tor tg60 ]—80.rnf Ves | | toe fra | el Ves | 
censusTect'378——SSCSC~S~SC~S~wSSC 80 | 270 | sacred Ves | | zeae | 020 Ves | 
census Trect380——SCS~S~S~S~SSCi a | sont fan Ves | | star 2882] scr Yes | 
[censusTract'382——SCS~S~S~SSSSC to] zs fsa ves | | nsf tat | acd Yes | 
census Tract388——SSCS~S~S~S~S~wSSares | arta | 2a Ves || rea tn] a7 ves | 
censusTract300———SOSCS~S~S~wSSCSen | 700 | srl Ves | | zat? a0 | assed Yes | 
census Tract302——SSCS~S~S~S~S~SSSS te] [a ef ves | | ena] ar od ves | 
censusTrect30@ ——S~S~—~—~‘“~*~*~wCSCSC GAG | sw.gx| Ves | | saat | aces | ase Yes | 
census Tract06——SOSCS~*~“~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSCSC Tage [soz ves | | ots | 260 | stor Ves | 
censusTrect308——SSCS~S~S~S~wSSCt a] seat fsa Ves | | ato | rae] 9] 
census Tract og —SSSCS~S~SS wt] ase [oot ves | | zvoc | cart No 
[census Tract os ——SSCS~SCSStser | sn fcc ves | | teeta] arr ves | 
census Tract os ——SSCSC~S~S~wSSCt | nes [mf Ves | | a | 2a | srl ves | 
census Tract 20S | gor fof ves | | aren 2088] sel Yes | 
census Tract #22 —SSCSC~S~“‘~S*~*~iYSCSCSCti as |Tv raf Ves | | izes fits] cael ves | 
censusTract2e——SSCS~SC~S~wCSCSCt Gta | rn Ves | | azo Paar acre’ 
TOTAL Wiliamsbridge-Oinvile ———«dY:~SCt rea | ess [ara] oof - | esara| oreo] aiax| om] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
Woodlawn-Wakefield 


PCensus Tract 426 SSCS~S~S~sYSCSC~«T CYA] Ces | CdCS~SC«C« TY CTO] OTM +N 
census Tract as ——SSSCSC~S~S~S~SSSCrs | ra | arcon ves | | zor arn coe’ No 
census Tract #28 —SSSCS~S~SS ta] 065 [oral Ves | | tao sts | a7] dN 
[census Tract a0 ——SCS~S~—~S~*~sSSCSC Tazo [0 anf Ves | | avo zo | rtd Ye | 
PcensusTrectae—SSCSC~S~S~SSCt aaa fora Ves | | are | 1208 | 2020) Yes | 
PcensusTectsié —SCSC~—~—*~*~*~*~dSCSCSC Tage | 87a Ves | | stat | tg] 0g] Ves | 


ON A 
[census Tactaaa————SSSCS~SCS Sarto ase | soa] Ves | | arto |r a05 | ar Yes | 
[census Tractaa6———SCSC~S~“~S~S~SCSTSC m0 8a fs] Ves || cz | ats | zze| | CN 
[census Tactaa————SCS~SCS~S SCT | aoa | sor] Ves | | aoc | taro | aaa] Yes] 
census Trataagr—SSCSC~S~SS ome] | | ra | ze | tesre| | No 
[census Tractaasoz——SCS~SCS~S Com see Yew] | No | doz] ana | zane Yes] 
[census Tracts ——SSCSC~S~iS Tze] | No | tan | 28 | tral CN 
[census Tacasto2 ————SCS~S~S SSC suas | | No | tcc | za] trae| | No 
TOTAL Woodiawn-Wakefekd ——~—~S~S~wSCSCt |—a on | es] w]e] mas | tana | aoane| 7] 7 


August 2022 31/235 


Table 17C-4 
Environmental Justice Populations: Kings County (Brooklyn), NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
RATE ee 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE (YES) | (NO) 


ings County, New York 
ath Beach 


PF CensusTek 78 ——SSSC~*~wYSCSC*~« T=] TH] Ves | CdYCCSC*~«OYS~C RYH Ves | 
[census Tact 180 ——SOSCS~C~‘“‘*~“~*~*~*~wSCSCSC Taro [arn Ves | | ite | tte | ced Yes | 
census Trect280 SSS tt Porta ves | | toa ses | 2.0%) Yes | 


census Tract262——SCS~S~S are | 2c ves || a2 aes [a0 Yes | 
census Tract 68 ——SCSC~S~S~S~SCSCS Yeo] (No | tat] se zoe] LCN 
census Tract70 SCS |e | ese ves | ae] 002 28 Yes | 
census Tract SSCS |e | etm ves |e] rea Page] | CN 
census Tractt74 SSS nto [006 soc Yes | zt ta za] | No 
PcensusTiact 7 —SSCSC~S~Sat [toe earl a] ts Ves | 
census Tract266———SSSCS~S SH | 208] scr ves || sto] area sett Yes | 
census Tiact262————S~S~SSSta [tree orc] ves ||| tet ard ves | 
TOTAL BathBeach ——~—S~S~SSswo |—20 a0] oon of 2] saan] error? sz | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
ay Ridge 


Perse Tatas ——SCSC~*~*~sSCSC*~C OOS] a] C*dYSCN «SCT CTO] CLC 
[census Tacte SSCS tsar fst «dt o | tars | eo | ae] [No 
Oe 7 
[census Tactae SSCS tg face fz] | No | tan | tr] —tare| | No 
[census Tracts0——SSCS~SC~S~SS 60 sor [zeae] | No | are | ta | aie| | No 
[census Tacts07 ——SSCSCS~S~SCS~S~SSaor sco fase] | No | ror | ans | ase Vos] 
census Tact62.02——SSCS~S~S~SSS mar Pte] | || ae | amie] | CN 
[census Tracts’ ——SSCSC~SCSSC ts es Tanz] dt No | as | ato] 2m are| | No 
census Tacts607 SSCS ar ron fz rf | No | acer | st | ail | No 
[census Tacts602——SSCS~S~SCS~S~SSSC esr | sem] to | ter] aco | toe] | No 
[census Tracts8——SSSCS~SC~CS~S~S waar fats] | no | az | ra | 2sce| | No 
[census Tact0——SSCSC—~—SCSSC a nse Taos] | No | are | cm | zie] [No 
[census Tract6Q——SSCS~S~‘“~S*~STSC rt. 008 [ar rs| | No | acco | a0 | zane] | No 
[census acta ——SSCS~—~SCSSC Tes Tas] [No | sca | ana] t0.ie| | No 
[census Tracts6—SSCS~C~S~—S~iTS wn zs [as asf | no | act] ae | sea Yes 
[census acta ——SCS~—S*~*~*~*~S~SSC GOO we Tse] Ves || wwe | 2200 | as | Yes | 
[census Tract 126 ——SCSC~C~“~*~*~“~*~*~dYCS~«t GBT | TH] Ves || deve | tcc | sare Yes | 
[census Tacti0——SCSC~—~S~—~S~CSC TS Ys TSO] Ves | | sane | _—_z0re | _aarrn| Yes | 
[census Tractiag SOS tr fee] | | art | nize | corral Yes | 
ON ) Od 
census Tracti9@——SSCSC~S~“~S*~CSC Gaze ses] | No | ate | 700 | zal | No 
[census Tractia2————SSOSCS~S~S st fn feo] | No | ssn | an | —_ziaie| | No 
census Tracti60———SSCSC~S~S~STSi 6 ns [ae | | No | ss | ote | za el | No 
[census Tracti6o———SC~—S~S~S~SSC ow me | arm] | No | arms | cro | razed Vos] 
census Tracti6a——SSCS~S~S~S~S nse Pre fee] Ves | tore] || CN 
OS ZY 
[census acta ——SSCSC~C~SCS~S ate fasta Par sf | no | arto | 700 | zeal | No 
[census Tact0———SOSC—~—~—SCS~S~SSSCt ter [asm] | No | an] a0] tore] | No 
TOTAL BayRidge ——~S~S~SSCSn a | sno | sss] a] ze] reste | cares | zeae] 7] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
edford 


PF CensusTect203——SOSC~*~‘~*~*~‘~*~*~dtCS*~« YTCSC*t TO] CTA] Ces | CdCC*C~*~«wSYSC~C«AR TOM Ves | 
PcensusTract 246 SSS ann | acer [rer Ves | aan —ttes | ase] | CN 
census Tract249——SOSCS~—~S*~“‘*~*~*~iSSCTW Yr [ef Ves | | ove pts | aa] No 
PcensusTrect'251——SSSCS~S~SSStaran | 0s [ref Ves | | | irra] al Yes | 
census Tract 265 —SSSCSCS~S~S~S~S~SSS Taz fran Ves || re tat] at es | 
census Trect267 SSS gor fri Ves | | orf ttc | ase Yes | 
census Tact 269 ——SOSCSC~C~S~‘“~*~*~*~YSSC |r fen Ves || Cz) tt | age Ves | 
PcensusTract 233 ——SSCSC~S~S~wSSS wee] ar fron Ves | | aoa azz | a8 0%) Ves | 
PF censusTract247 SSCS ares |g [azn PN | se tze2 | zl ves | 
[census Tract 253 ——SSSCS~S~S~SSSSCi | a [corn Ves || ze | te] ated Yes | 
census Tact'255——SC~*~“‘*‘*‘*‘“*‘“*~*~«~dYC*~«S YC IY ww] Ves | | sea ——accn |r gal ves | 
PcensusTrect257 ——SSCS~SC~S~sSSCar | nt | raze Ves | | —_zaroy ces | a gr Yes | 
census Tact 25007 SSCS | tz ref ves | | 2267 ——t0s0 | an] ves | 
[census Tact 25902 SSS |g. | toncon Ves | | coef 3200 92.10 Yes | _ 
PcensusTract'261——SSCS~S~S~S~SS torso fect Ves | | aos ter | zl ves | 
census Tract 263 ——SSSCSCS~S~S~SSSSCes | tn fron Ves | | 2007 sc | ar orl Yes | 
census Tractso7 SSCS ces af zal | No | maf 2206 | 72.0% Yes | 
censusTectsa1 ———SCSC~—~“—*~‘~*~*~*~dCSCSC~i YC] ze] «PCN | ia | 600] cel Yes | 
census Tract 1237 ——SOSC~“C~*~‘“‘*~*~*~*~dYC*~C HYCO] tat’ No | ee | acc | oor Ves | 
TOTAL Bedford ——SSSCS~*~*~*~*~*wSCSC«S S| smo] tw] a] —raooa | ance] san a] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
ensonhurst East 


Census Tract 298 —SOSCS~S~S~YSCSCS~«TOT CCM Ves | CdC*C*~«t YC‘ Ye 
censusTract300 SSS [gna fri ves | | zor tg | aad ves | 
census Tract302——SSCS~S~S~S~CSC Tro |r Ves | | ee tz | arf ves | 
census Tract30¢——SSSCS~SCS~S~SSSC ta |e [acon Ves | | area ft] aor) Yes | 
PcensusTract 400 ——SCS~SCS~‘~S~SCSCS~C Ye Ys] Ves | | Care| tH] sgl Ves | 
censusTract doz ——SSCS~SCS~SSSC | 028 | arn Ves | | —_2ge8 | tom | asl Yes | 
[census Tract oe —SSCSC~S~—~S~SSCa na || Ves | | aa res] ated Yes | 
census Tract 4os——SSCSCS~SSSi ee | zr [roca ves | | 600) 005 | ocr Yes | 
census Tract 0s ——SOSC~=~—~—~‘~*~*~*~*~sCSCtC a] ge | TOA] Ves | | sone yas | cared CN 
PcensusTrectsi0——S~—~Ss*~—~S~wCSCSC Yow Tae | No | 20007 000 | acl Yes | 
PcensusTract#t2——SSCS~S~SSen sar [azn PN | ee ttn | a cl ves | 
census Tract2eSSCSCS~S~SSSStiaa | tro Ysa Ves || azo tz] onl ves | 
census Tract #26 —SSCSC~S~S~iSCSC tre fof Ves | | are | aren] and ves | 
census Tact 28 —SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSSC astro fan | No | ares | tz | ntl ves | 
census Tract #30 ——SCSC~S~“~*~S*~S~wSStzas | te fal Ves || zea tcc | oor Yes | 
PcensusTract a2 —SSCS~S~S~SSS en | st feral ves | | a tro] zl Yes | 
census Tracts ——SCSC~—~—“~S*~*~*~iSCSSC |e [af Ves | | aos tcc] age ves | 
censusTract 436 ——SC~“~*~*~“‘*~‘~*~*~*~dCSC*C«C Yt | aon «YN | so tan | 220 Yes | 
TOTAL Bensonhursteast_——~—=~S~S~wSC« | ange [soe] ee] tas | 2ecee | a0. 7] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
ensonhurst West 


FP CensusTrect 182 ——SOSCS~S~S~YSCS~« RCT] Ves | «dCCS~C« TYCO] OT] ew | Yoo 
[censusTect 184 ———SSCSCS~S~SSSt rte [snl Ves | | __ 208 |_| 29.6%) Yes | Yes 
census Tract 188 SSCS te] t07 [asf No | tes cee] acon ves | 
[censusTrect 188 ———SCSC~S~‘“~*S~*~dCSCS*«t wT ——nzso | azn No | nef a0] ange’ 
censusTrect 190 ——SOSC~S~S~*~CSC eae [real Ves || ea cH] age Yew | 
PcensusTrect248——SS~S~S*~CSCSC«t sos [wg Ves | | sas sss | a0 Yes | 
[census Tract 250 ——SOSC~S~S*~SCSCS nz [age Ves | | tne | 800 | aor Ves | 
PcensusTrect252——SOSC~*~*~dYCSCSC~« Ta || Ves | | sar | ara | a al Ves | 
census Tract'25¢——SOSCSC~S~‘~*~SCSSC a | 62 [ef Ves | | saved tcc | aor ves | 
census Tract 255 —SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSS to | 2st fron Ves | | a.r00f 170 | 572%) Ves | 
census Tract'258——SOSCSC~CS~SwSS ae [soe fal Ves | | aan | al ves | 
census Tact 200 ———SSOSCS~S~C~SSStaats | tea fal Ves | | ate) tan | a zl ves | 
census Tract262——SSCSC~S~S~S~*~YCSCSCt a | nro |e. Ves | | as | ae] tel Ves | 
census Tect26¢ ——SSCS~S~S~S~wSSC | ate | real Ves | | er 80 | angel es | 
census Tract266 SSCS | ren front ves | | ir t00 | asd ves | 
census Tract 268 ——SCSC~*~*~*~*~wSCSCSC | ge | so. Ves | | 00 tes | acres | 
PcensusTract270——SSSCSC~S~S~SS ta ase fain No | tao) tc | ail ves | 
PcensusTect272——SOSSCS~S~S~S~S~SSSC re | ro fon Ves || ares tcc | aed Yes | 
PcensusTract'274——SOSCS~*~*~*~dYCSCS~C |= || Ves | | wea tze | aged Yes | 
censusTrect 276 ——SCSC~S~C~SSSCSti a] 680 fran Ves | | v0 tac | str Ves | 
PcensusTract278——SOSCS~“C~*~‘“~*~*~*~YSCSCSC TY tc06 [ccf Ves | | ate |_| ca sel Ves | 
PcensusTrect28¢——SOSC~S~S~CSCSC | 062 [sf Ves | | cxf tz | 620) Ves | 
census Tract288——SOSCS~S~S~S~SCSti | sz |e ef Ves | | aren te | end ves | 
[censusTract200——SCS~S~‘~S~CS~«i Tne fal YN | vote] el Yes | 
census Tract'20¢ ——SSSCS~—S~Sara | zat stil ves || estore | az ves | 
censusTract 206 ——SOSC~S~S~wSSC HT oor | sef Ves | | savas | ard Yes | 
TOTAL BensonhurstWest ———~S~SSS—( we] sstoo | aca] ap af aaa | arco] atx] as] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)] (NO) 
orough Park 


PF CensusTrek 6 —SCSC~—~*~*~*~*~YCS*~« TCO] w]e | CdCI ew | 
PcensusTect21¢ ——SSCS~SS tar tne fara PN | et | tte] orl Yes | 
[census Tract 192 ——SOSCS~S~S*~SCSSC we] ts0 Yer Ves P| orf ten | sl ves | 
PcensusTect216——SSSCSC~SCS~S~S~SSC emf tocando | otf 280] or Yes | 
PcensusTect218—SSSCS~S~SC~S~wSSC tw] | trig No | zt] cel Yes | 
censusTect236 ——SSCSC~S~C~SSS a0 fel Po | staf ato] rom Ves | 
census Tract236——SOSC~=~“~*~“‘*‘“‘~*~*~*~‘~*~dYC*~<S HWY CC~CTO Ye] PCN | oats | 72g Ves | 
census Tract 238 ——SSSCSCS~SYSae | art fare’ <P o | —scan 2105] ol Yes | 
census Tract240——SCSC~S~—~S~*~sSCSSCe re | een No | aes | sor | orl ves | 
censusTrect 242 ———SOSC~S~S~S~SSSCw azo tz No | ce | tz] aad es | 
PcensusTract24¢——SOSCS~=~C~—~“‘~*~*~‘~*~dSCSCSC tT as | zo] No | sea t80 | ard Ves | 
[census Tract 246 ——SSOSCS~S~S~S~SSSC | ts [anf No | zara tcc | at) Yes | 
census Tract as —SSCSC~S~S~S~S~S~sSTSC eng fel Ves || 000 fa | arf ves | 
PcensusTrect ee ——SSCSCS~—S~S~S~SSSC ast fracas | zn a0] aed Ves | 
census Tract 68 ——SCSCS~—~—~*~sSSC tw] sea PN | se tte | scr ves | 
PcensusTrecté70——SSCSCS~SCS~S~SSSCto Poze No | 20a fata] a sel Yes | 
PF censusTract #72 —SSCSC~S~Sa ro] ss ft Po | renter | ot. ves | 
PcensusTrect are —SSSCSCS~S~SSS aes Ta fz No | ves ft c.g Yes | 
census Tract 76 ——SSOSCS~S~S~S~S~SSS ate fal Po | settee | stl ves | 
PcensusTrect 7s —SCS~—~‘~*~wSCSCS~« | ~~ |zef ——~ No | ce | ges | satel Yes | 
PcensusTract 114 ——SSSCS~S~SSS 0] ge0 fais No | izes | 2.70 | nz) ves | 
[census Tract220——SSSCSCS~SS arr cof zor | No | aren 325 | road Yes | 
census Tract222——SOSCS~*~*~*~*~dYCSCS TY]! No |e 2882] zl Ves | 
census Tract226SSSCSCS~SS ras | os [arr | No | ses ager] 00.20) Yes | 
census Tract'226SSCSCS~S~SSStanas tga | cecal Yes |e Ptr | otc ves | 
[census Tract228—SSSCS~S~SSSCt er | ts fan No | car | te] og Yes | 
census Tract230——SOSCSC~S~S~S~S~SS | eof tec Po | ae zon | cord ves | 
—censusTect232———SOSC~S*~S~CSCS | tv torr’ | No | sve f —5 708] or Ves | 
TOTAL Borough Park ——~=S~*~*~*~*~wSCSC~«t | anno [zee] a ze] ivan | core | ota] 28] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
righton Beach 


fF GensusTracts6001—SSSCS*~wrC~‘OSYSC*CHYS CSCC CYC OG] CGT] ~—CONOM Vos] ‘| 
PGensusTracts6002—SSC~=~<“C*~‘“*~*~*~*~*~srSC<CS~«SAzYC*‘éSYSC* KL SSSC*YCN] «| ~SC« OS] MOS | TL Ves | _— 
| CensusTract362_ 8855] 010] 52.1% Yes | | 3.882] 2,096 | 54.7%] Yes | 
PGensusTract36sSSSCSC*~SCSC~iATSSCT || «NO | mea | 008 | 41.2%) Vos | 
PGensusTract66——SSCSC~sCSC~«C WW YLCC~C HY K| Ves | | __—-g070 ~——i.996/ 803%] Yo |_| 
PGensusTracta70——SSCSC*~—~*~*SCSC*~‘ TSC] HT |= | Ct 283/904) Vos | _ 
fF GensusTractero2———SSSCSC~—~—‘—~sCSC~«CBBYCC*C*CéiYC KL CCN | =| =i THI | 
PGensusTractero0s——SCSC~—~SCSC*~«sOY C=C] —wHLIG| Ves | | ———=«iH|—=05 || Vos | 
PGensusTractotooeSSC~<“~*~‘*~*é~rCSC*~<C~«S YCOC*és TOY] | NO | Ce 000 OTH Yes |_| 
TOTAL Brighton Beach ——=S~*~S~w:C*«=i NYS =| | | | ~~] soto | SOL | 
rooklyn Heights-Cobble Hill 

F GensusTactt —SSSCSC~C~wC~<C~« SYST CYCN CYC] TOG] TOM CCN 
| CensusTract3.01 8924] a7 | 16.2% | No | 3.908] 658 | 16.8%] | No | 
PGensusTact5o1SSCSC~C~S~S~SCSC~« YS] at «| NO | 0H] is | 180%) —~«| CN 
| CensusTract.02_ 7] SSK] 0.5% | No | 598] 159 6.1%] | No 
[GensusTact? ——SSCSC~—SCS~SSCSC~« ORY —~CrB| TOT «No | 8.867] 2 | 8.9%) «dN 
| CensusTract9 1324 29.2% | No | 102] 328 | 8.0% | No 
TOTAL Brooklyn Heights-Cobblewi _——=«d;~=C*«é TRB Cw | 5% - | 6| —aaars| ese za%| - | 6 


August 2022 38/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 
rownsville 


FP CensusTect@?——SSCS~S~S~sYSCSC~S~« TCO CLIC | CCC YC] Ve | 
PcensusTrect900——SCS~S~‘~S*~CSCSC | gga [snl Ves | | zara zat | oz Yes | 
PF censusTract 10 ——SOSC~S~S~S~SS to] | to. Ves | | area | ——_a.z06 | rer ves | 
census Tract920——SOSC~S~S~S~SSSCes sta | scl Ves | | 200s tas | orl Ves | 
censusTract oe ——SSCS~S~S~wSSCti | azo | 8 zn Ves | | —izze | tr | sted Yes | 
censusTrect os ———SSSCS~S~S~S~SSSC to] aaa fg Ves | | roo tne | acl Yes | 


census Tiactes8——SSCSCS~S~STSS 0 | are | ace Yes || tae cea face Yes | 
census Tiact902———SS~SSSC mo | azar sel Yes | |e | ts force Yes | 
census Tractg06 SSCS [azo az ves || ats | 20a [Tog Yes | 
census Tiact908——S~S~S~S~SSSC( a | ae] oz Yes | | sce] soot 88 zed Yes | 
census Tractgi2——SCS~S~S~S~CTS sto | | oc ves || sco] as | Tard Yes | 
census Tacts16——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSt || og ves | |e] ar ceed Yes | 
census Tactgg@ SSCS zs | 220 | occ ves || 220 | geo 020) Yes | 
census Tiacts2—SOSCS~S~S~S~SSSCsa [2c] og ves | |r| toon at Yes | 
census Tracts2h——SSCSC~S~S~S~STSes | 2a | gc ves || 2c | 1660 cn 0) Yes | 
TOTAL Brownsvite ——~—S~S~SwSSC a | ase] oon te] - ~|Casee | aor |e] 


August 2022 39/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ushwick North 


FP CensusTect@a?——SC~*~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~diCSC*~*~«RYC* OYA CVes | CdCSC*~«w YC] Yes | 
census Tract 42a —SOSC~—C~—~S~S~wSSC aan | att | rrr ves | | saat | 2000] sel Yes | 
PF censusTact a1 ——SSCSC~=~—~‘~*~*~*~wSSC Tata fro Ves | | oor ce] sor ves | 
PcensusTract as ———SCSC~*~—~—~*~*~*~*dSSC aT zero | acon Ves | | azn? ——20z | aged Yes | 
PF censusTect a7 ——SCSC~—~—~‘~*~*~*wSCSCt nv | raf Ves | | ava tae] sel Yes | 
census Tect #53 ——SSCSC~S~C~S~SSC ra] near [ran ves | | zero tno | ont Yes | 
census Tract oa —S~=~“‘~*~*~‘~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSCS*~« YC || Ves | | sve | tga | 2.00) Ves | 
censusTract 33 ——SC~=~“‘*‘*‘“‘~*~*dtC*~*«YC~« SB Twn Ves | | 00) 200 | sor Yes | 
census Tract #95 ——SCS~—~—~‘“‘~*~*~iSSC | arts fsa Ves | | sore tor | a ail ves | 
[censusTect a7 ———SC~=~“~*~*~‘~‘~*~*~*dCSCS*~« YC | arta Ves | | se | —2a00 | ad Ves | 
census Tract 99 ——SOSCS~S~S~S~SSSt ts | azar [atl ves | | af tr28 | al ves | 
[censusTecta?———SSCSCS~SCS~S~SSC es] avo | a zl Ves | | 000? 2400] a7 or] Yes | 
[census Tract as —SSCSCS~SCS~SS acer asco frre Ves | | aor toe] anal ves | 
TOTAL Bushwick Noh ——~—=~S~S~SwSC« ae] ase [wae] va] «| avs | rato] ax] ta] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ushwick South 


Census Tech 8507—SSSOSC~—~—~—~‘iYSCS*~“C~«SYC*‘“‘CR*YS;COTM CCC] Ye 
PcensusTrect389———SCSCS~S~S~SSSCar | tm fcr Ves | | 0 fim | a el Yes | 
census Tract397 SSCS | zon fra of ves | | no tat] anal ves | 
PcensusTract303——SCSC~S~S~S~SSSCSC | ce [vara Ves | | save | tor] ated Ves | 
censusTract305——SOSCS~*~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSCS~*« WY = TS | THM] Ves || aon ter] atl es | 
censusTect397 ———SC~S~S~SSSaa | gor [arf Ves | | isa tr0e| sor Yes | 
[census Tract sig ——SCSC~SC~—~S*~S~SSSti es | aor Paral Ves | | za tan | all Ves | 
censusTracté27—SSCS~S~SSSCt sare fara Ves | | sof 22 | s.r Yes | 
census Tract #23 ——OSC~C~“‘*‘“‘*~*~‘~*~dtC*C*~«i YC nO | e.g Ves | | ares | tt | atl ves | 
census Tract #25 —SSOSCS~SSSti as [ra nf Ves | | zor tae | all ves | 
census Tract 85——SSCS~S~SSSe | tor [anf SN | so rer] gl ves | 
census Tract a9 ———SCS~—~—S~—~sS~S~sSSC(e | azo | oral ves || eof 2a] oz Yes | 
census Tract 03 —SCSCS~S~S~S~SSzee | nore fa af ves | | zea fac] orf ves | 
censusTract or ———S—SCS~SCS~S~SSS tw] 2600 [azn Ves | | rz | ta2 | aed Yes | 
census Tract aos —SSCSCS~S~S~SSSt geo | gn far af Ves | | tas | ail es | 
census Tract 40s —SSCSCS~S~SCSYStsta | tao fal ves | | tata |_| aed ves | 
PcensusTract ait ——SSSCS~SCSce tf rol ves | | tomate | aol ves | 
censusTract309——SCS~—~—‘—*~*~*S*S*S*S*~wSCSC ra] aoe faze Ves | | acne fitz] asl Yes | 
census Tract 13 ——SOSC~=~“‘~*~*~‘“~‘~*~*~*~dYCS*~« |e Peal Ves | | pe fact | a orf Ves | 
[censusTect#is——SCSC~*~*~*~wCSCSC«t Tigo | wf Ves | | aca ts] al Yes | 
[censusTract ai? ——SCS~—~S~—~S~iSSC ats [tf Ves | | areata | sgl ves | 
TOTAL Bushwick South ———~—~SwSCSnwo | soa [moe] zo) ] rat] seas] aan] za] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
anarsie 


PCensusTactioe ——SCSC~*~*~iSCS*~«iTYC~*«ti YC Ves | CdS] CRYO] Ves] 
census Tractio0g——SC~S~S Ct fata faze] Ves | | zane | a0 | ae | Yes | 
census Tract i008 Sas P2007 [882] Ves || ane | sen | asl | No 
[census Tractions———SS—~S~S~SSt te] w] Ves | | tres | ara | tore] | No 
census Traction6———SC~*~*~dCSCSC*~«i BY CT | sea] Ves || srr] sor] tee] | No 
[census Tractio08 ———SCS~S~S~SSC Otome [ar] Ves | | tara | 252] tere | No 
census Tracti05@ ———SSC~S~S~S~SCSC ow a0 Ys] Ves || zm | tana | ara Vos | 
[census Tract9s6———SSSCS~SCS~SSSC oraz Yon] Ves | | asur| tans | an | Yes | 
[census Tract9aa———SSSCSC~CS~C~S~S~wTS tz no fon 2] Yes ||| ats | to | | No 
OS 0 7 
census Tract99@——SCSC~“~*~*~*~dYCS*S*~«i Ysa [ez] Ves || acts | at | tete| | No 
[census Tract966———SSCS~S~S~SSSCt srt] Ves || ers | 00 | aot Vos 
OS dT 
[census Tactora——SSCSC~—~sC~—~—~S~SSCG TT cH Ves | | ae | tore | anne Yes] 
[census Tract962———SSCSC~S~C~S~S~STSS as [tow] Ves || ae | act | ral Yes | 
[census Tactvea———SCS~S~S~S~wSSC 0B n.g20 86] Ves | | tse | ace | tee] | CN 
[census Tract9e6———SSCS~S~<~S~dYCS« SG ru Tara] Ves | | das | ro | zr | Ves | 
[census Tactoee ———SOSCSC~S~*~iCSCS~« OS YC Ys Ves | | acer | cra | toe] | ‘No 
P census Tract990 SSCS rea nse [en] Ves | tre | cor] arr No 
[census Tact992———SSCSCS~S~S Saf zs [arr Yes | zt | ae | 10.5] | No 
census Tractiod———SCSC~S~S*~dCSC« tg P86 | Ves || tm | an | ar Yes | 
[census Tractiora ——SC~—~wCSC BDO Tara] Ves | | are | ane | za] | No 
census Tractioe ———SSCSC~S~S~it re arto] 86 | Ves || ater | a0 | zal | No 
[census Tractors ———SSCSC~C~SCS~St tomo Yas] Ves || trot as |_| | No 
census Tractione———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSt0s Past [| Ves || ie | ase | teal | No 
[census Traction0————SSCS~SCSCS~SSSC a tar [sea] Ves || ere | tee | al | No 
census Tract 1002 SSCS age fez] ves | zs | ars | zr el | No 
[census Tract950———SCS~S Cras fsa] ves || aren] ero | zz el | No 
census Tractosa——SSCSC~S~“~S*~SCSCt so Yaz [soa] Ves | faze | toon] 2.3%) | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censuses SSC~*~<“~*~‘~*~*~*~srSCS*~C~«SYCCS*C TOY Ves | CYC] ~CS| CTO «CN 
PGensusTractgoSSCSC~SC“‘ *T SC «TSC | No | | (| ~%—«*'*CN 
[Genus Tract962——SSCSC~S~sSCSC*«BY CTS] OGY Ves | | CTO] a8] 2H Vos | 
| CensusTract964— ss CdTC 7B 1,908| 96.5%] Yes | | St. 970{ 393] 19.9% No 
[Census Tract970——=SC~<“~‘“~*~*~*~*wC~C*«tROBY:C~C*T | —8DOY| Ves | | ——=ss88H| | 258%] ‘| NO 
TOTAL Canarsie == CsC“‘(Sé*dT:~CCé8, BBA] 84,898] 95.5%] 33] 1] 88,088 | 24,127 | 27.4%] 10] 24 
arroll Gardens-Columbia Street-Red Hook 
| CensusTract51— CT A755] 75%] | No | rte] 336 | 12.4% | No 
2 A 
| CensusTract59 | St Tt | 40.5%] | No [96 276 | 23.1%] No 
PGensus Tracts SSSCSC~“~C*~*S~S~sSCSC«iTORY ~~ | 80.2%] Ves | | 7.703 6705] 860%] Vos | 
P Censustracta?SSSCS~S~SYSCSCSCST || ON | tT] 12.306| «CN | 
PGensus Tats ——SSSCSC~C*~S~SC~SCSC*C CSCW] OY «CN | CB tw | 8.9%] —*«|CNO 
| CensusTract63_ CT S898] 23%] | No | 866] 183] 9.8% | No 
PGensusTact65—SSSSCSC~“‘“~*~*~*~*stC*C~‘iTBY~CC~*«iIGY|CSCH | «| CN | ~——sg75| rt 11.7%) ~~ CNO 
| CensusTract67_—CCdTC 88ST] 17.1%] | No [3.855] 282] 7.3%] No 
PGensusTract75SSCSC~SCS~S~S~sSCSC~« CDC | 28 «CN | BD aM] 80%] «CN 
| CensusTract77 CT SHS | 33.3%] | No | 5489 863] 16.8% | No 
Census Tract 4 P3885, 7ee[ aterm | No | aassf aan] 95%) «| No 
OTAL Carroll Gardens-Columbia Street-Red Hook 40.3%| 1| 14] 43,424] 11,172] 259%] 1] 11] 
linton Hill 
Census Tract 227 61.9% Yes | | 3,792] 748 | 18.9%] No | 
Census Tract 229 58.5% Yes | | 3608| 604] 244%] | No | 
Census Tract 199 45.89 | No | 3426{ 606 | 17.7%] No 


: S 


AR 


a 
Census Tat 201 wel | No | 306 | 525 rare| | No 
Census Tact 231 sem] ves |_| sea] ara] raul | No 
Consus Taot 25 soem] | No | ae] _zarn| ora Yes] 
Census Tact 191 woe%| | No | 296| 982 | sau) Yes | 
Census Trae 193 esave] Yeo |__| ae] 1605 | _a7rrel Yes | _ 
Census Tact 196 eae] | No | san] 485] raze) [No 


aisle 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


[cnmstetio7SCS~*~<~“~dtCS*~‘sIYC*s YC] SC*dCNCYSCSC TO] ~C*C*SY CaM —«;CN 
TOTALGinionwil ——————~—~S~SSS~=( a | znzg0 | sor a] | ar rte] aos] 252%] 3] 7 
rown Heights North 
PGensusTract29SSSCSC~<~*~dYSCSC*~«iYCOC*C*t MOY Ves | CYC] ~COO | <302%] Yes | _ 
PCensusTratzenSCSC~=~“~*~‘“‘~*~*~*é‘dtSC*C~«BYCC~C‘t wg] Ves | | ——g.960:) 1.505) 30.9%) Ves |_| 
[Census Tract247——SSC~=~“~*‘“‘*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~srSC*~*«TTC*«t A | TOY Ves | | ——_ 2.664] 1507] 56.6%] Yes | 
[CensusTratartSSCSC~<~dSCSC~« BY Creag] ves | | 8.003 1100) 25.9%] Ves |_| 
Census Tact2o7——SSC~—~—~—~—*~S~sSCSC~« TCH |B Ves | | ———4zz0| 1.58] 20.8%] Yes |__| 
[Census Tract200———SCSC*~“—~*~*~*~dSSC | rs] ace] ves | | ——_a.ren | ——t.064] 08.5%] Ves | 
| Census Tract307_ 5954] 5679] 95.4%] Yes | | 5,923] 4,308] 74.3%] Yes |__| 
PGensusTractg09——SSCSC~<C~*~‘“~‘“~*~*~*~dC*C~« YC o.aH] Ves | | zs] torn | a IHL Ves |_| 
[Census Tract1 ——=S~*~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~*srC*C*«HYCSC~« WB | on gH Ves | | ———_.grat ——tcrz5s| 52.2%) Yes | 
PCensusTratt3SSCSC~C~SC~«i SY CZ. TI| Ves | | ars] 1.858) 36.9%) Ves |_| 
| Census Tract315 4970 8,227] 64.9%] Yes | | 4964] 1,683] 33.9%) Yes |__| 
[Census Tactsio7——SSCS~=~*~*~dCSC*~«t OY «OM | BA] Ves | | reat Tat 10.6% «CN 
| Census Tract317.02_ 8815 | 142 | 64.6% Yes | | 3.35 | 748 | 22.6% | No 
[CensusTratss7—SSCSC~<~*~‘“‘*~*~*é‘dtCSC*~« SYST] Ves | | =a 75 | aan Ves | 
| Census Tract339 58] 86G1] 80.7%] Yes | | 4.489] 1,810] 40.3%) Yes |__| 
[CensusTratetSSCSC~=<“~*~“‘“‘~*~*~*é~dtCSC*~« HY Cw] Ves | | i728 tr | ar 30] Ves |_| 
| Census Tract343 05163] 89-4%) Yes | | 5.154] 3,152] 61.2%) Yes |__| 
P Census Tatas ——SSSCS~*~“‘~*~‘*~*~*~dtCSCS*~« OY T | _wSC| Ves | | 070) 1.2831 40.201 Ves | _ 
| Census Tract347_ 8.850] 8.276] 97.8% Yes | | 3.336] 1,403] 42.1%] Yes |_| 
PCensusTrat 9 SSC~=~“~*~‘“‘*~*~*é~dtCS*‘“C~«i YC GOTH] Ves | | ——iw 2G] ~—zg62| ad Ves |_| 
[census Tract361——SSC~*~“‘*‘“‘*‘~*~srSC*~«HOYTC* STG | ~CTHDMY Ves | | ———4680| ~—-2.2026| 47 9%] Yes | 
PGensusTract363—SSCSC~C~*~SCSC~C«C TYCO] Ves | | ~~ 80GY——8G0 | a7 9H| Ves |_| 
[census tract3679——SSCS~=~<~“~“~*~*~*~*~sY:C*~*~«BYCS~C«C |g gM Ves | | arn | tara | 50.1%) Yes | 
[Census Tracts69—SSSC~=~<“~*~‘“‘*~*~*é~dtCSC*C~«iOGYC~*‘*i GCC OH Ves |_| SBDY —g.022| 50.9%] Ves |_| 
| Census Tract381 5807] AT | 88.0%] Yes | | 5.807] 2,452] 45.4%) Yes |__| 
[CensusTiact27——SSSCS~—~—~C~—~S*~wSCSCSC BY zt | mo ves | | ——_rzn| tte] 08.6%] Yes | 
| CensusTract305 58857] 54.5%] Yes | | 6.25] 1,695] 27.3%) Yes |_| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
eed WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE ape: 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED (YES) | (NO) 


TOTAL Crown Heights North _——~S~S~SSSren | nso | ence] or] | trot] arava] aan] a5] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
rown Heights South 


Census Tract39SSCSC~<C~*~‘~wCS*~C~«YCC*C« YC Ces ||] C«CE | ~CMOBH Ves] CY 
PGensusTractsatSSC~“~*~‘*‘“*~*‘~*~*~srSC~CS*~«MWYC*C‘C HOYT Ves | «|S | 088 | 38.2%) Yes | ‘| 
| CensusTract323 | 8.506] 2.681] 76.5%] Yes | | 3482] 1.016 | 29.2%| Yes | | 
PGensusTracts25SSCS*~=<“~*‘*‘“‘~*rS*C*~C~«s OGdYC*~*‘éw CYC AKL Ces «| «| ~SCSC~C« OT | sew] aM Vos | _—| 
PGensusTractgat—SSSC~sSC~«C OBC HTM |_| «4020 —«iS| AB H| Vos |_| 
PGensusTract33—SSC~“~*~*‘“‘*~*~*~é~*rCSC~«sST*YC*COHY CBG C«CN | AT] at —BH7H| Yes | _—| 
PGensusTract335SSSC~*~<“C*‘“‘*~*‘*‘~dYS*~«CMSYCOC*C*«iWSYCO|; ~*~ ~C7OO| «1.086 98.2%] Yes |_| 
PGensusTract55SSC~<“‘*‘*‘*‘“‘~*srS*~C~«T*YC;*«t TYCO CVes || «CSOT | 280/40] Ves | —_—| 
| CensusTract213 | tT 3.357 {81.6% Yes | | 4113] 1.357] 33.0%! Yes | | 
TOTAL Grown Heights South ——~=~S~*~rSCS*«éi MYC S| | | ~~ sa] tse36| san 9] -—*t 
ypress Hills-City Line 

Census Tract 4201 SSSCS*~*~wrC«‘“~*‘éOYCC*C* TB] Ves || CSRS ~CG || Vos | 
fF GensusTract114202—~SSC*~=<“~*“‘*‘“*rSC~«THYCOW™*C*‘*iOOYCH| Ces || SCOT] «i200 Ves |_| 
P GensusTratt4eSSCSC~<“~*~‘“‘*~*~‘~*~rYSCS*~«iBZYC*C*CtTATY~CG IL Ves | «| Cw] TO] 819%] Vos |_| 
PGensusTracti7207SSS~YSC~S SY SC~«C WG] TINY Ves || rn] 1.000 57 2%) Yes |_| 
PGensusTractt17202——SC~—~SCSC*~« TOBY] OHM] Ves | | 3.6834 | 91.2%] Yes | _ 
PGensusTractt74SSCSC*~<C~*~‘~*~rCSCS~SABYCC*~*« TO] IM] Ves || CASTS 980%] Yes |_| 
[Census Tracte01SSSCSCSC~sSCSC*~«t OY S~=C« OTB] OHDML Ves | | ———8.203 | —it 10 | 48.0%) Yos | _ 
fF GensusTract 117602 —SSCS~*~<“C*~‘~*~*~rC*SC*C~«‘YC*ét YC] Ces || SCRHCH| OH Yes |_| 
PGensusTrac 178 SSCS~*~“C*~“‘“‘*~*~*~rSC~C~«aSYC*C*«sGTSY~CHOKL Ves | «| COSC] «| 400M Yes | —_—| 
fF GensusTract 18207 SSS*~C~S~YSC~CS*~« OY SC~C TT | OI] Ves | | ———BGBY~—~=*«SY SCHL Ves |_| 
P Genus Tract 184 SSSSCSC~*~SC*C~«i TOY GG] 8H] Ves | | 8.086 2407 | 47 3%] Yos | _ 
| CensusTract 1186 | 2960] 2.830] 95.9%) Yes | | 2.044] 788 | 26.8%] | Noo | 
PGensusTrat 18 SSSC~<“‘*~‘*‘*~*~‘~*~‘~*~*rSCSC*«C DGC‘ TOY «CL Ves | «| CCMOG| zs | —80HL Ves | 
fF GensusTract 100 SSSCS*~<C~*~“‘~*~*‘*‘*~wS*~‘ OSYSC*C*iTS| BOM] Ves || Cz tar] 88% Ves |_| 
PGensusTractt202SCS~=~<“~*~*‘“‘*~*~*~*~*~srSC*~«s GY CCSC BOL Ves | | CRG] B <8 Vos |_| 
fF GensusTract 110202 SSC*~=“*‘*‘*dSC*C‘C~«‘TT*YCO*‘éi YC] Ses | «| SCI] 606 48.1%) Yes |_| 
TOTAL Cypress Hils-CityLine_——=—S~S~S~w:C*«~« IBY ~~ GT |G] tH] —~«|~SSCSC BAB | oar | zat] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
UMBO-Vinegar Hill-Downtown Brooklyn-Boerum Hill 


PF GensusTaats9 «CSC COOMA] «Y“CNO | =m] = ~—=CO]_Cd;CN 
[census Tactst SSCS ||] io | srr | as] zo] No 
census Tact ————S—SCS~S ssn fret cre] fo | scr 00 care] | No 
[census acti Ss |e] ao ves || ee] cae | aol Ves | 


PcensusTct 27 —SSCSC~C~*~‘“‘~*~*~*~wSCSC« HY —zgto feral Ves | | sora] al Ves | 
census ——SSCSC~S~S~SSSne oa fata’ No | aoe tra] zt] 
OS 
PcensusTect'5 —SSOSCS~—SCSC~S~SSC | nn fren Ves || psf a0] ntl Yes | 
PcensusTact21———SSCS~S~—~*~sSTSCS tnt [af No | ve 2a | set 
PcensusTect23—SSSCSC~SC~CS~SSS nt | ater [scan Ves || tas | ate] Tor Yes | 
PcensusTracts7 ———SSCSC~C~—~S~S*~iSCSC ane | aro PN | eof 200] tor] CN 
censusTract 8 ———SOSCS~S~S are | es | 20.3 | No | ovat sn | 420] ‘No 
TOTAL DUMEO-VinegarHiLDownfown BrookiynBoerumd 4e73| _assat[ saav| 4] a] as.ao| tase] 20x | 7) 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
yker Heights 


FP Gensus Tact BO ———SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSCSC«i TCO Ves | CdS] COM Yes | 
[census Tiactt96——SSCSC~S~SSSC a | arr | ose Yes | | ata] 1960 a7 0) Yes | 
census Tract 96 SSS |r| soz ves | | tan] ono sett Yes | 
[census Tiaet22——S~S~S SSC | 00] rz Yes | | arn | _—_ ne | orc] Yes | _ 
[census Tract 2S |e Yes | ate] zt | stat Yes | 
[census Tract 40 ——SCS~SSC |e] iT No | tara] a0? —z0aro] | No 
ON 7 D8 
[census Tract 60 ——S—SCS~C~S SSCs] ase] iY No | tgs] 6s | tere] | No 
census Tact t62———SSCS~S~SSSSt [tors azo] Po | 288] sr to] CN 
[census Tract 66 SSCS | a] e ae] | No | tron? corral | No 
census Tract20————SS~S a [acer ora ves | ats] rosa ves | 
[census Tract202———SCS~S~S SC || ase] dS | tee] sorts] «CN 
census Tract20g——SSCS~SSSa [a] tg] Po | tar] oops] CN 
[census Traet206 SSC | ere] if No | zat] a0? macro] | No 
census Tiact206——SCS~S~S~SSSC se | 2a] rose ves || 8088] tar aot Ves | 
[census Traet210———SC~S~S Ser | 2a | rig Yes | | __3007| 2000] 50 Yes | _ 
census Tract 88S zr fact | ror ves || aces 2s feos] ves | 
TOTAL Dyker Heights _——S~S~SsCSCS a |e] ssn of | aces] arson] aol] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ast Flatbush-Farragut 


PF GensusTract760———S~S~S~SSSC |= O]CTHCVes | CCC CO] CCN 
[census Tract7e4 SSC | 220] onze] Yes | | 200] te | 26-1061 | No 
census Tiact762———S~S Sz [a8 | ont ves || ames | rence Ves | 
census Tactea SSCS arr | 2g] ov gel Yes | | 2703] 100] e270 Yes | _ 
census Tact ———SC~“~*~*~*~wCSCSC*« YC] Ves | |i] —z80 | ae Yes | 
[census Tactea0——S~S~S~S~SSC a | =a | owe] Yes | | 00] ato] a0 Yes | 
census Tacteaz——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC a2 | sg Ves || 25] T0000) Yes | 
[census Tiactee SSCS Sas | tras | tor ves | | tz | rtf 610] Yes | 
census Tracts ——SSCS~S Cor | —20nr|toor ves | | zor] soap maar] | CN 
[census Tiactea8———SCSC~SCSCSCS Crs | 207s] ong ves | | 2000 ara | 200%] | No 
census Tracteao——SSCS~S Sz | 2a orm ves || 20s] sea 20a] | No 
[census Tracte50 SCS | a | soo Yes | | tao | ana] | No 
[census Tracts ——SCS~S~S~wSCSCSC« || age Yes | | toss] aa cael Ves | 
[census Tracte56——=—SCS~SCS~S~S~SSCSC a | ar] og ves | | ane] to00 | a2 50 Yes | 
census Tiactes8 SSCS tor |] 2 ore ves || 2tr| aor zoel | CN 
[census Tractee0——SCS~S~S SSC | ab] ore ves | | —_s6an oat] 260%] | No 
[census Tiactero———SCS~S~SSSCt | 2000 | oor ves || aes | tao ae Yes | 
[census Tacte72——SSCSCS~S CaO | 205] na Yes | | tv 1.2607 a0) Yes | 
census Tiact952———SSSCS~S ta ft 008 | or ves | tea] se tart] [No 
TOTAL EastFiatbushFarragut ——=~S~*~dCS*« |e] org to] ~~] aaa] toss | wart vo] 9 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 
ast New York 


PF CensusTreh O70 ——SSCSC~S~S~wYSCSC*«i TCT] A] Ves | CdTCCSC*« OY SSC Ce | 
PcensusTect 078 —SCS~*~*~*~*~dYCS*~«S YOY ww] Ves | | ase | a8] 200 Ves | 
census Tract 1098 —SSCS~SSSCs [zc oer ves | | ca tae] ag ves | 
[censusTect 1104 ——SSS~S~SS nor ans Po nf Ves | | aro) ta] sored ves | 
PF censusTect 1106 —SSCS~SS ton] ator | toc ves | | aon ger | 700 Ves | 
PcensusTect 170 ——SC~S*~S~*~SCSC«t |S | on Ves | | zee ft] ort) Yes | 
PcensusTect 1116 —SOSCS~S~S~S~STSC«i es | nz Par zl Ves | | ee tre | sel Ves | 
PcensusTect 118 ——SOSCS~S~S~SSSSi aos [8 af Ves | | vay tara] sz Yes | 
PcensusTract 1120S tts | 3.005 [secre Ves || ares ft | acid ves | 
PcensusTract 112 —SSCS~SSSi | g.007 fo snl Ves | | ona tas | ard ves | 
census Tract 1150 ——SSSCSCS~S~SYgr saz [smc ves || er tc | s.r ves | 
censusTract 1152 ——SOSCS~SC~C~S~S~wSSC ee] fo gn Ves | | art) tts] aod es | 
census Tract 1160 ——SOSCS~S~SSSSisee [08 [a ef ves | | ts | tte | stor ves | 
PcensusTect 1162 ———SOSCSC~S~SSSiae | 20 | tonconf ves || zz | tz00 | otal Yes | 
census Tract 164 ——SOSC~S~S~SSSi 0] .s06 [to OH] Ves | | aces face] acid ves | 
PcensusTect 165 ——SSCSCS~S~SSS ten] g00 [onl Ves || are) tte | ated Yes | 
census Tract 1168 ——SCSC~=~*~‘“~*~*~‘~*~*~dYCS*~« Tg [osc Ves | | ome sce | a gel Yes | 
PcensusTret 70S tron] ro fso.znf ves | | tron oes | sgn Yes | 
census Tract 1192 ——SOSCS~S~SSS ce Tost [nacre ves | | tooo fate] a a ves | 
PcensusTect19@ ———SSCS~SCS~S~wSSC | rz0 | 8 Ta Ves | | sari | 20 | ss Ves | 
PcensusTract 1196 ——SOSC~S~*~S~sSCSC Tee | af Ves | | re | 22 | ssl Yes | 
censusTect 1198 ——SSCS~S~S~SSt arn | as foetal Ves | | azn farts | sted Yes | 
census Tract 1200 —SOSCSCS~S~S~SSTS |. [88 sf Ves | | oto tao | oro ves | 
PcensusTract 1208 —SSSCSCS~S~SSoat | sorte | arte] Ves | | tore | a t00[ ar ves | 
PF censusTract 1210 ——SSCS~S~S to] aa [toc Ves | | —atze 280 | or crf ves | 
PcensusTrect 124 ——SSCS~SSSC a0 | 4020 | t00.0nf Ves | | azo art] 7720) Ves | 
[census Tract 1220 —SOSCSC~C~S~S~S~sSCSC | sos | ge.zef Ves | | sons faze | sz ves | 
TOTAL EastNow York ——~S~S~wSC«t a] age | are] «| tas? ana] sox 7] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ast New York (Pennsylvania Ave) 


Census Tactia2SSSCS~*~C~“~idCSC*~C~« OGY S~C«C MTF Ves | CTC] CT] HOM] Ves |_| 
[Census Tract 1125 ———SCSC~—~S~*~S~CSCSC | 02 |g] ves | | tan | tart] 0.7%) Ves | 
[Census Tract 728 —S~S~CS~sSCSCS~« gave | ot gm Ves | | rz | trea | a7 9% Yes | 
[CensusTrat130—SOSCSC~=“~*~“‘~*‘*~‘*~‘~*~*~*dt:C*~« OGY CH .wT] Ves | | gga tsa | arm Ves |_| 
PGensus Tact192——S~=~—~S*~—CS~S~SCSCS~«sS | gz | ast] Ves | | ita | ——s | 38.3%] Yes |_| 
PCensusTrat134SSCSC~C~S~SCSC«C YHA] Ves | | itv | Trad Ves |_| 
P—Gensus Tacttaé———SSCSC~S~CS~SSTSC~«i || 8G Ves | | 207 | 1.280] 51.2%] Yes |__| 
[CensusTrat156SSCSC*~“~*~‘“‘~*~*~dtC*~« GAY ~C~* GAY TOO] Ves | | ——g.grs] sas] con] ves |_| 
[Census Tract 168 ——=S~S~S~S~sSCSCS~«S TB ~—nw6 | 98.2H| Ves | | azar? tia | 45.7%] Yes | 
TOTAL East New York Pennsylvania Ave) | 28203] _27sia| ors] 9] - | 2moro|  ‘ataz] 505%] 9] -_ 
ast Williamsburg 

P Census Trat9SS~*~“~*~“‘~‘~*~*~“~*é~*rCS*~«OYSCSCi YC] Ves | CdTCSCS*«CTO]*C~*C«CSDG] «CTH Ves |_| 
| Census Tract477_ 8885] | 2.3%] | No | 8815 | 459] 12.0% | No 
[Census Tataat———SSSSCS~*~S~wSCSCt | tae fate] | No | 2067 710] 253.9%) | No 
[Census Tractasn——=SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~wC*C~*~«sOWDYC~*«i BG | BOY Ves | | ——iivc:| ~——incz3 | at Ves | 
[Census Tiacta95———SSCSC~*~S~wSCSC« OY Cre | tae] | N | rs | a] 2 «CN 
| CensusTract4g7 rt 986 | 84.4%] | No Trt] 480] 17.7% | No 
[Census Tractor SSCSCS~S~SS rr] as ftv] | No | sar | arr] 2a | No 
| Census Tract503_ 2670 1.076] 40.3% | No | 2670] 558] 20.9% | No | 
[CensusTract505—SSC~=~“~*~‘~*‘“~*~*~*~*~dtCS*C~« YC |r| Ves || 00 re] aad Ves | 
[Census Tracts) —SSCS~SC~S~sSCSC~« Gat |g SHY Ves | | 4a | 2.000) a7 8%| Ves | 
TOTAL East Wiliamsburg ———~—S~S~dt~CS~« | aan |ssgvo] | | —s0507| —ta.z08] sam] 4] 6 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


Gansu Tacteis——SSCSC~S~—~SC«C YC TCV | CCC] COSCO Yes | 
[census Tracts ———SC~C~SCS SCT | aa] org Yes | | aio 105 278] Yes | _ 


census Tracts ——SSCS~S~SSC gs fans] tse] ves | ort] 1200 fase] ‘| CN 
census Tracte28———SSCSCS~S~S SCO | ao] ge] Ves | | cnn! 1.00 a0 Ves | 
census Tract 750 —S~S~S~SSSC«C Tao] ose] Yes | | 0s] tne | sd Yes | 
[census Tract762 SCS Sna | —az | anze Yes | | saan 100) azar Yes | 
census Tiact74———SSCSC~SS rt | tc ote ves |r| 06 |) Yes | 
TOTAL Erasmus ——=—=S~*~<—~*~S~S~S~SSC | sar] ong 7 - | rons2] 28a) snr 6] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


Census 772 ——SOSCS~S~S~S~*~YSCSC~« IT ~«C TCs | CdCCSC*~«COOYSCSC*«YCYSC*d;:CN 
PcensusTact 774 —SSCSCS~SSStia | con fal ves | | zo cnn tg! No 
[census Tact 735 ———SSCSC~*~*~*~dYCSC Yate | 8c Ves | | asa tone | azn Yes | 
census Tact 460 ———SSSCS~SY stan] tro | socrn ves | | arta) taro] ar Yes | 
census Tract 46207 SSCSC~S~SSSCcmn |e | toc PN | mts] aed es | 
PcensusTract a0 ——SCSC~S~—~S~S~sSSSC rs | traf ascgnf No | ore | azz | cel Yes | 
PcensusTracta2——S~“~*~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~wSCSC*«S WTO Ys] Ves | |e P2208 | asa Ves | 
PcensusTrects28SSCSCS~S~SSS ro | as faz No | trea ae | aro ves | 
[census Tract 764 ———SOSCSC~C~*~*~«~dYCSC Tz [Toa Ves || setae] tae ves | 
PcensusTect 705 ——SSSCSC~S~S~SSStoa ten [arf Ves | | zn ans | a.or Yes | 
census Tract 1607 ———SSCSC~S~S~SSSae | ano faze ves | | sono 2080 | arf ves | 
census Tract51602———~—S~S~SSSCt | asco for gn Ves | | aver) tare | 620) ves | 
census Tract 788 ——SCSC~S~‘“~*~*~*~SCSCSC eT ate | sf Ves || aro) arta | ott ves | 
PcensusTrect06——SSCSCS~S~SSS ts | ag fens Ves | |r| tz] tod Yes | 
census Tract s0aoT——SCSC~*~—~S*~wSCSSC rT nz | wa.zef Ves | | are | tc | anal ves | 
census Tracts0808——SSCS~S~SSSCee | 2006 | 00 sof Ves | | zsz0dy 1260 sal Yes | 
census Tracts080¢ ——SCS~S~S~S~wSSti es | age face] Ves | | nn fcc] atl ves | 
censusTect 1001 ———SSSCS~S~SSSC warm [sera Ves | | 4.0007 2000] ant) Yes | 
census Tracts1002——SC~*~*~CSC goo | warn Ves | | as | 208 | acl Ves | 
PcensusTract512——SCSC~*~*~wSCSCSC S| asco [rr zal Ves | | srs | 2040 | ase Ves | 
PcensusTractsré ———SCS~=~“‘~*~*~‘~*~*~dCSCSCS |e [anf Ves | | ze zc | aor Ves | 
censusTect518——SSCSC~S~SSSt ene fren Ves | | ate | ttt | and ves | 
census Tracts20——SCSC~=~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~YCSCS*~«i TAT Co | evi Ves | | tare tes | a cr ves | 
censusTracts26——SSSCS~—S~C~S~wSSCt | te [sce Ves | | aero) tre] al Yes | 
census Tract 770 —SOSCS~S~S~SSSCa | so far zl ves | | zn ptr | and ves | 
PcensusTract 152 —SSSCS~S~S~S~S~SS aire fsa Ves | | root aes | c.g] CN 
PF censusTracts0———SSCSCS~S~SSSee | ze fro Ves | | tear ses] atl ves | 
PcensusTecto72SSOSCS~S~SSSCt ez | arn Ves | | tao 20 | are] 
censusTractre—SSCS~S~SSSSt gets [acon ves | | tgcodt st | vgn] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[coms tactors——SSCSCSCS~S~SSSCt OO] so Ves | Coe] —e| toe] | No 
[census Tractore——SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~dYCS*«i ST |r] Ves || ano | aro | —tacie| | No 
[census Tracts ——SCSC~S~*~S~wSCSC«t OS Yon | sow] Ves | | anes | a0 | am ze Vos | 
[census Tract6a2——SCSCS~S~“~*~dYSCSC«t sa |e] Ves || ae | tal CN 
[census Tract690——SSCS~S~S~SSSCm art | as Ves | | nar | ane | _toae| | No 
census ract60——SSOSCS~S are zr [ct] ves | are | 288 | are| | No 
[census Tact720——SCSC*~“~*~*~*~*~wSSC To Png Ys] Ves |_| toro] ser | tore] | No 
[census Tact722———SCSC~CS~S~S~SSTSC aro [86 | Ves || awn | se | 20.381 | No 
[census TactT@ ———SSSCS~SCS~SSC To ng far ze Ves || taro | siz | ae] | No 
[census TractT26——SSSCSCS~S~CS~SSa [az [rw] Ves | | ao | reel | No 
[census Tact728———SCSCS~*~‘~*~wCSCSC OG wa | ara] Ves | | swt | ar | tw ae] | No 
[census TractT90———SSCSCS~S~S~S~CS~ST ar ate [es Ves || zr | 200 | rrte| No 
[census Tact732——SSCSC~SCS~CS~SSSCt0 ater] se Ves | | etme | aa | zoel | No 
[census TractTaa SSCS ato rz [ara] Ves || rr | 2m | tatel | No 
[census TactT96———SSCSC~S~S~SSC ge 80m | 852] Ves | | ar | ter | 2are| | No 
[census TractT3@——SSCSC~S~‘~*~iSSC nares [en Ves || ser | tes | ara Yes 
[census Tato ——SCS~SC~—~S~S~wSCSCSC DW Yaz | wo Ves | | act | aro | zal | No 
[census Tract] ——SCSC~S~*~dYCSCSC«C GOS | SBT Ves ||| ine | a0 | Vos | 
[census Tracts ——SSCSCS~SCS~SSre ae] rt «dC | arr | at | tae] | No 
[census Tract46——SSCSCS~SY sr aro zea] | no | acon] ara | 20%] | No 
[census TactT76 ———SSCS~S~SCSa age |g Ves || ar | ato | aes Vos] 
census Tractoaa———SSCS~S~S~S~Sta nw a t90 | 88H Ves | | art | 2am | ra Yes | 
[census Tractoaaot——SSCS~*~iCSCSC~«t Yas Yar] Ves | | at | as | zee] | CN 
census Tractea@——SSSCSCS~S~SCS rt nz fret] Yes || tro | zor] —r2ae| [No 
TOTALFiatiands_—=S~*~*~S~S~wCSC«s | anone | Tome] a] | ran | sates] sare] 9] 20 


August 2022 54/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
Fort Greene 


[Census Tals ——SCSC~S~SSSCS TC Ves | CdCI] CCN 
census Tact 79 ———SSCSCS~SCS~SSSCa | ar] rz Yes | | ama iva far Ves | 
[census acto ——SSCSC~S~—~S~wSCSCSC ne] dC | es] se | tae] «LCN 
[census Tract2007 SSS |e] ocr ves || 40 | 200078826) Yes | 
census Tactst——SCSC~S~C~S~wCSCS«i |g soe Yes || 2a? roams] «CN 
census Tact SSC |e] rc ves | | ato] ova | t5 ao] [No 
census Tract 83 ——SCSC~—~—~S~SSC Terma] «CN | ra] ars] a oe] CN 
census Tract e507 ———SSSCSC~SCS~SSSC | wa] te Ves ||| za | rec Yes | 
[census Tact 67 ———SSCSCS~S~SSSe || sng ves | tare] eof Yes | 
[census Traet2i1 SSS [as] eae ves | | tao] aaa d Yes | _ 
TOTAL For Greene ——=S~S~S~S~SSTSC aT | anes] onal | 2] a0 gn) —aorro| sara] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
eorgetown-Marine Park-Bergen Beach-Mill Basin 


Census Tracts ——SSCSC*«idtSC*‘“‘ OY ~C«OTYSCRH]C*;SCN*~SCB]~CTY CTH] «LCN 
[census acta —SSCSC~SYS as |B] | No |__| ta] oe] | No 
[census Tracteaa——SSCSC~S~*~*~wSCSCt 0G | 36s] | No | aso | avo | are] | No 
[census Tacteas———SSCSC~SCSCS~S Sg oof ter] [No | ato] as | toe] | No 
[census Tracteae———SSCS~SSS tga ro fae] | No | tg | zr] tere| | No 
ON eS 
[census Tractosa——SCS~S~CS~S~SS na aa Pees} do | tar | 2a | are] CN 
[census actos ———SSCS~C~SC~S~SSSCts sO a0] | No | tts | tas | ae] | No 
OS DT 
OS Oc) 7 
census Tact662———SSS~S nso ago faze} | no | tn | 206 | tarel | No 
[census Tactoro——SCSC~SCS~S~SSSCt sea || Ves || we | an | trie] | No 
census TractT06———SSCSC~S~“‘~*~YCTSC at | tos] do | aa] ase | tel | No 
[census Tractoas——SSCS~SCSYSSat fore | som] Ves || ror] zoe | tral | No 
[census Tractor ——SCSC~S~—~*~iCSC MB nro | sro] Ves || art | ren | eel | No 
[census Tracto9602———SSC~S~S~S SSC ng faz] «| | wi | tro] a0 el Vos] 
[census Tract700———SSSCSCS~S~S oe tte fre] to | tate | 280 | te zl CN 
[census TractT007 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSCt «Ya | | | sac | tors] v0.0] | No 

Census Trac 688 140 ser aoe] [no tao zt tate] | No | 


[ioe] eaam ves [CT] Yes] 
79 


rao] 360%] | No | _197t[ _e28| _a1.gn] ves | __ 
[tees] 4x] | No | _asor[ 1210 rear] | Wo | 
P—353[sognf [No [ace] rast ston] ves |_| 
[—2.ie0[ —aasnf [No | _asor[ _27aa[ 57%] Yes |_| 
5740 ves | [srs | 40a [ros] ves |_| 
[ [3600] 1106 [20.2% Yes |_| 
[2861 tse] ann Yes |_| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


TotaLGrvesma———=SCS~S~SSCSC« ta] oer | seme] sf | stores] tata] ae] 7 
OS Od 7 
census Tracts69——SSCSC~S~S*~S~YSCSCS as tows] | | ten | 20 | trl No 
Oe 1) TO A 
census Tracts7s——SSCS~S~Ssr se [zat | No | zs | sen] 2ael | No 
[census acters ———SSCS~S~S~S~wSSC Ya] | No | srs] 702 | t0.e| | No 
[census Tactsa——SSCS~S~S~S tes az Psa Ves || a] aa | aa Vos 
[census Tracts ———SSSC~S~—~S~wSSC efter] «| | tam | ze] tacze| | CN 
[census Tactso1——SCSC~=~“~*~“‘*~*~“‘~‘“*~*~*~dtCSC*~«C CST DO ws] | No | sens | ser | te are| | No 
[census Tracts ——SSCS~‘“~*~*~*~dCSC~C~Ct YC Ys] | No | tore | _——_at | —zorrel | No 
OS A 0 
census Tracts6s———SSCS~SCS~S~S~S~SSC QO as Yass] | No | sano | tar | zea Vos | 
“census Tracts6s——SSCSC~S~S~i as Pra} | No | amo | stn | te] | No 
TOTALGreenpoint ——=S~StCSCt ‘ote Tee] |] se | rt05 | 20s] 2] 10 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
omecrest 


[Census Tales ———SSCSC~S~sSCSC~« YC] C*YCN SY SSC~C« OYTO] (SOT Yes | 
[census Tract360 SCS Sse fat] 3c] | No | 2a] era | —s0 0) Yes | 
census Tiacta62——SCS~S~S~SSSeo | a0] zsesl | No | 2000 20? ase] CN 
[census Tractsea———SCSC~SCS~S~S~SSSCnw [ae] re] | No | eae | v0? sec Ves | 
[census Tiaet366———SCSC~S~S~S~wSSC |e] | No | 2088] re | az Yes | 
[census Tactstani——SSCSCS~SCS~S nen | aan | angel | No | _t85| 00 a5 0) Yes | _ 
census Tract at4o2——SSOSCS~SSSC Teen] PCN | twee] a0] a0 Yes | 
census Taetate SSCS [ao] arse] | No | ae] ea aed Yes | 
[census Tactat@——SCS~S~SSSCeo | cor vse] Po | zee | tev | seo) Yes | 
[census Tract 20S | tae] oe] | No | tar] ato fant Yes | 
census Tiactazz—SSC~S St [ta] aose] Po | acs] tana | aoe Yes | 
[census Taets54 SSCS [ter te] iY No | aia] tno a5 0%) Yes | 
census Tracts ——SC~S~CS~S~S~SSC a | ro] amet | No | sce] tc farce Yes | 
[census Traet5e2———SSCS~S~S SSC | aca sce ves || 22] mn?  Yes | _ 
census Tiactsea SSCS sro | naira’ Yo | sara] po fz Yes | 
[census Tractse8——=—S~S~S~S SC |=] ncef | No | san] or | 20a Yes | 
OTAL Homecrest zoe] 1 15) aarao| rose] —ae.1%| 15] 1 
[census Tactdes—SSCSC~C~*~S~S~wYSC«S TY ~COT ST «*YSCN “| ~—~C« RY ~—~«C TY ~—«SLOHY Ves | Yes 
coal Yes |__| 3200] str] 53.7%] Yes | Yes | 
10.8% 
siamo] Yes |__| see] 2.160] a8. Yes | Yes | 
census Tiactasz———SSCS~SCSSCe [tao nce] YN | er] tes | aro) Yes | Yes 
[census Tractdsd———SSC~C~SCSCS ror | 2a | age ves | | se] 1967 [25a Yes | Yes 
ears! Yes |_| 400] 1570 | 204% Yes | Yes | 
[census Taetss8 SSC | zat | orl Yes | | ao | tora oscol 
TOTAL Kensington-Ocean Parkway ——~| —-s4ane | tez0r] saz] | | _saseo] vase] _aranl 7] - 


August 2022 58/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[Census Tals ———SCSC~S~S~S~CSC«C OTC CSC*YSCN «YT ~S~C«OTT~~=CTY «OY Ves | Yes 
[census Tracts50——S~S~S~S Sn |_| —ancef | No | ars] to70 | 9170 Yes | Yes 
census Tiactse0 SCS | at] zr] | No | 3a] 1074 [a0] ves | Yes 
[census Tiaet562———SCSCSC~S~S~S SSC || ze! | No | ts sea | —25 0) Yes | Yes 
Oo 7 8 | 
[census Tract566 SSCS SSC rn | aa] aro] | No | 200 ze | tormt i 


[census Tracts68——SSC~S~S~SSCt Cs] «dN | |e | toe] 
[census Tracts ——SC~—~*~*~*~wSCSC~« SBT | SHH] Ves || acer | _—_880 | _z0.e| Yes | Yes 
[census Tracts SSCS tee fev] Ves || rr | tel 
[census Tactsre———SSCS~S~S SCO nre [sa] Ves | | —_azao | tara | an | Yes | Yes 
ON 7 
[census Tact ————SSCSCS~S~S Sta se fas] | No | azz | a0 | zr Yes | Yes 
census Tract652——SSCSC~S~S~dYCSSC ata Paz] do | aa | mee | aml 
[census Tractsse———SSCSC~*~SSC (ef sews] | No | ate | rar | rare! Yes | Yes 
[census Tractse0———SCSC~“~*~*~*~«~dYCS*CS Ooo |e] Ves || aac | ace | ar | Yes | Yes 
TOTAL Madison ——SOSC~=~S~—~—~S~SC | sro [see] a] | ——aognn | eager] zoe] of 


August 2022 59/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
Midwood 


[Census —SCSC~wYSCSC«C RTC] COC*SCN CSC CO] OM Yes 
[census Tract SSCS faa] nse] iP No | tar] aso? 2a] ‘| CN 
census Tract 760 ——S~S~SS sr |r| aso’ fo | 2a] er fsa] Ves | 
[census Tract 762————SSCSCS~S Sef] ttre] <P No | ton? soft «CN 
census Tact SSCS CCN | tae] arta] CN 
[census Tiact766———SCSC~S SSC | aan] wet | No | tev] zontal | No 
[census Tract ———SSCSC~S~S~SSSCt Yea] «dC | ta] ase] CN 
[census Tract d65——SSSCSCS~SCSCS STO] torn] art | No | tro] tae] S20] Yes | 
census Tiactas8——SSCS~SSSCtt fait sg] Po | tea] rata] CN 
[census Traet5a0 SSC Yar] re] | No | 4058] 067 [so] Vos | 
census Tiact5a2———SSCS~SSS re | ata] aosesl | No | 2700] 1000) 260% Yes | 
[census Tractsd——SSSCSC~S~SSC a | arama] | No | aco | 2.240555] Yes | 
census Tiact538 SSCS Tres] on] | No | sea] tre | sare Yes | 
[census Tract5az————SCSC~SCS Sow Tt] nse] | No | 4008 tr | 302%) Yes | 
census Tact ——SSCS~SCS~S~SSSer asset io | aaa] tas a0 Yes | 
[census Tract 760 ———~—S~S~S~S~wSSC ga |e] ng] | No | 2000] —— ovo sat Ves | 
census Tiact762———SSCS~SSSS a || nse] Po | aan | ter fae zed Yes | 
[census Tiact768 Saat |_| aoe) | No | stro] 1460] 459%) Yes | __ 
TOTAL Midwood —=—S~S~SSTSC« a | oe]—cngv —- | te] Smee] ave | seca] 


August 2022 60/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
orth Side-South Side 


[Census Tactst3——SC~C~=~“~*~‘~*~*~*~dtCSC*~« YC‘ RYC*YSCN “SCC DO] CCN 
census Taatst5———SCSC~—S~S~S~SSSC a |] age] <font] rm] CN 
census Tiactst7 ———S~S~S~S sn || asco] No | zc] aaa rz] CN 
census Taatsi9 SSC | aes] te] | No | 8008] 20? taro] | No 
census Tracts ——SCSC~*~*~CSC~«S TC] to Ves || a] tts | sO Ves | 
census Tiacts25——SCSC~C~SCS~S~S~SY Sar] tas] ancrf | No | zo 2.200 er] Yes | _ 
census Tiactsz7——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSCt OTe] aT Ves || maT] 08 | 28 TL Yes | 
census Tact? ———SCSCS~C~—CS~S~S~SSC za | tna] | No | sca] ara | cvs Yes | 
census Tiacts9 SSCS | nar] asc] fo | aco] zt [a0] Yes | 
census Tactss1——SCSC~C~S~S~SSC | a0 | sng] ves || sar] 05 [zz] «| CN 
census Tracts ———SSCSCS~S~SSS ra | roo] assel i No | ze] ova? zane] | No 


[census Tiaets65——SSCSCSC~SCS~SSCS | mz] sate] | No | rcs] 00 | —tatvol | No 
census Tiactss7 ———SSCS~S Stn frre] io | tor] aa | zoe] CN 
TOTAL North ide-South Side _———————+| __srara| aeas7| azn] a| to] _araoo] ria] _aoznl a] 


PcensusTactaoi—SSCS~S~SSCS*~«i TCO] Ves | CdCCSC~*« YC] Ves | 
census Tracta03——SSCSC~S~S~CS~STST gt | a | ool ves || ar | 200 fared Yes | 
census Tiact361——SSC~S~S~S~SSCre | 2c | ong ves | |r| 68 | —s0 cr Yes | 
census Tract363——SCSC~S~STSS ee | ae | of ves || See | rer gard Yes | 
census Tiact36507 ———SC~*~sSCSC( Tia | occ ves || ate| —tne fSeed Yes | 
census Tact36502 SSS |e | og ves | tao] rar S80) Yes | 
census Tiact367 SSCS | tat | onze ves | tz] sf Yes | 
census Tract369——SCS~*~S~S~S~SSTSrar | aa | gf Yes || srt] ono scr Yes | 
census acta SSCS aren faze | oz ves | ar | 1200 fete] | CN 
census Tacta7s—SSCSCSCS~SsTS ant | a | ns Yes || aa] ar zl Yes | 
TOTAL OceanHit ————S~S~SSTSC«t mos | tees] osx «Yaeger | arent 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
cean Parkway South 


Census Tract #38 ———SCS~*~“~*~*~*~*~dCS*~« RTCC*C«UOYCISSC*dSCN*YCSCSC*~« TOYS] Ve | 
census Tract a0 ——SSCSCS~S~SSS oso farina tz | cord ves | 
census Tract a2 ——SCSC~—~“~‘~*~*~dYCSCS*~«i se ton No | ns raz] esc’ 


[census Tracts ———SCSC~—S~S~S~S~S Smt Tara] sor] | No | sco] tsa are Yes | 
census Tracts ——SSCSC~SCS~S~SSSCt are] | No | tere] v0 fad Yes | 
[census Tactss0——S—SCS~SCS~S SSCS] «dC | =e] =i] ard Yes | 
census Tiaetds2———SSC~S~S~S~S~S~SSSCt tare] «dC | me] sea] LCN 
census Tiactass———SCSC~S~CS~S~SSCen | ae | oz] | No | tor? 7a] ae Yes | 
[census Tiactdez02————SS—S~S nen | err nze] Po | tc oor fae ar Yes | 
TOTAL Ocean Parkway South ——«dY~S~Ci ab | za] ven - | o| muses] 720] seonl_ 7] 2 


August 2022 62/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ark Slope-Gowanus 


Pensa? —S—S~=~—~S~—~S~SSCSC« YC] C*dSCN “CCC ] CY] «CCN 
[census Taattig@——SSCSC~S~S Stara] dt | tare | ae | eal | No 
census Tractian———SSSCSCS~S ge sar [art | no | tne | ase | zal | No 
[census Tacti2007 ——SSC~S~S~S Sse fae] |e | zara | se | zee] | No 
[census Tract 12002 ——SS~SSSt Sor Pata] | No | nw | as | tal [No 
Oo 7 
On 4 
ON 0 Te 
[census Tactta7———SSCS~C~S~S snr [se re] | No | sn | a0 | trl | No 
ON 5 
[census actin ———SSCSCS~S~S~S rn tte [a2] | No | aren | ser | ral | No 
[census Tatas ———SSCSC~—SCSCS~SSSCt nara Ves || sare | aa | taal | No 
census Tractiaa——SC~C~“‘~‘“*~*~*“‘~*~*~dtC*~«C SOY nse Tso] | No | set | 705 | —tae| | No 
[census Tactist————SSCS~S Sno nn Taras] | No | arco | zen | el | No 
census Tractiss——SSCSC~S~“~S~S~iSSC re | z0as} | No | dcr | 20 | ore| | No 
Oc cy 
[census acts? SSS aa a ars | no | ars | ato | toe] [No 
[census Tractiss———SCSC~S~S~S~wCSC Otc zz] | No | are | 400 | —toaie| | No 
census Tracts ——SCSC~“~‘“‘*~“*~dtC*~CS TO ngs zz] | No | scr | aa | 73% | No 
[census Tactio7@ ————SSCS—~—~SCSSSCt nT | 20m] | No | sae | ase | oie] | No 
TOTAL Park Slope-Gowanus =~ Yaz | acme] |] racer | aan] toon] - | 20 


August 2022 63/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ark-cemetery-etc-Brooklyn 


f CensusTractie# CSS SSCS «STODOM] Ves] | SST SSSCSYSC000%] Vos] 
fF Gensus Tracts? —SSSCSC*~“—~sSCSC‘tY;C*«HY;CNOOML Ces | |S] SC «YS CCN 
| CensusTract 175 | |] | No P| 00%] No | 
Po OT OT 
PCensusTractoas—SSCSC~Cté‘“~*~«RSYCOWC*C*‘éOSYC#. TMM! == NO | =i S| 0%] —«*:C~CN 
fF GensusTract7oz02—SSSSSCSC~sSC‘“~*‘*ésSYdC*C‘“S:*TSCOOML!;CS*C*SSN] | SSS] SS ~*|~SC%—««CN 
GensusTract70203—SSSCSC~dCSC‘“;C*YT SSC‘ C*dT Ci CT No | | (| Sm «CN 
Oo OT 
| CensusTract4o7_ | |] | No P| 00%] No 
fF GensusTract 10 SSCSCSC~dCSC~CS*dCSC‘“‘ *;CC! | (NO | (| (| 0% —*«CN 
TOTAL park-cemetery-etc-Brooklyn | 328 | 142] 43.3%] = 2] | 28] 73] 22.3%] | 
rospect Heights 

| CensusTract 161 | 89S 1820] 42.3%] || 3.573] SGT] 15.4%] | 
PGensusTractt63SSCS~<“—~*~*~‘~*~*~*sYSCSC~C~«WWYCOC*C*étT*YC~Cé SSCS SSC BBY Ct OCSCS 
| CensusTract203 | 826146 | 62.8% Ves | | 1826] 299] 16.4%] | 
FGensusTraci05SSCSC~SCt«é~<CSBYSCYBM| CLC zw | atta OCS 
| Census Tract207 TH] 940| at] ||| | 13.7%] | 
PGensusTract2is SSCSC*~<“~*~‘~*~*~*rCSC*C*«~«iWWYCOW™*C‘*i ‘YC «Ces || —~C«i GB ~~=CMGH| 250% Od; 
TOTALProspectHeights | 22,801] 10,388 | 46.6%! = 2] | 2.79] 4.014 | 18.0%] - | - | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
rospect Lefferts Gardens-Wingate 


PF Census Tatar SCSC~*~dtCS~*~« YC] Ves | CdCI] ~C«T YH | Ves | Yes 
[census Tactaae———SSCS~—~*~*~sSSC OS Ye |B Ves | | atts | star | ar zi Yes | Yes 
census Tractaoa——SSCSC~S~S*~S~sT aa 28s Peo] Ves || ator | 008 | aaii| Yes | Ye 
[census Tacta0e———SSCS~S~S~S~wSSC«i Saw | ww TH Ves | | sacs | tae | 4.2 Yes | Yes 
census Tracta0e———SSCS~S~SSC zoo |r| Ves || rae | sae | rari Yes | Ye 
[census Tacteio———SCSC~SCS~S~S SC ng [a0] Ves || ara | ran | ae. Yes | Yes 
[census Tractea0—SSCSC~S~—~S~S~sTSC TS age] BHO] Ves | | 5a | Bre | Ba. Ves | Yes 
[census acter ————SSCSC~S~SCS~S~SSSCs0 aes | az] Ves | | azn | __trra | ar aie Yes | Yes 
[census Tractavs———SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~dYCSC ro n.z60 [TO] Ves | | nc | sts | aa | Yes | Yes 
[census Tactere———SCS~S~C~S~S SSC wa agro | secs] Ves | | atc |_| ar a Yes | Yes 
census Tractae0——SSCS~S~S~wSS arts 2.08 [ez 0] Ves || a2 | 128 | 27 Yes | Yes 
[census TractT9607 ———SSSCS~S~wCSC IG an | THO] Ves | | asa | 1705] arr Yes | Yes 
census Tact79602 Savor far [arti] Yes | | arr | acer | aaa Yes | Yes 
[census TactT9eat———SC~S~S~S~wSSC G0 nz] aro] Ves | | ras |_| 20.0%) Yes | Yes 
census Tact79602——SCS~S Saat a.ge [Ta] Ves || san | taro | ae | Yes | Yes 
[census Tracts0o——SC~—~S~S*~S~wSSC«C BOY —ra [Ta] Ves | | sro | sass | tee 
[census Tracta02——C~“‘*~“‘*~*~‘~‘~‘~*~*~*~dYCS*SC TB ag |e] Ves | | asc | taza | aa re Yes | Yes 
census Taste ———S—SCS~SCS~S Sv 8286 | ari] Ves | | __rver | 2700 30.1% Yes | Yes 
TOTAL Prospect Lefers Gardens Wingate | —o7gxe | ssaoe | ersn[ te] - | sesso] a5ata| sezu| 7[ - 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE (NO) 


ugby-Remsen Village 


FCensusTrect as ——SSCS~*~*~wYSCS*~« TC] Ves | CdC*~*~«tYSC*«w YC Yes | 
PcensusTrect eas ——SSCS~SStron | 606 [sacra ves | | —_to00f 200] rer] | No 
census Tract @62——SSCS~S~S~S~wSSC aan | es [82 Ves | | anf tos] ara Yes | 
[censusTrect 6s SSS] zat fg ves | | nat sr | are 
census Tract 66 ———SSCS~*~*~YSCSCSC ATCO | 8H] Ves | | azo ~~ | gu Yes | 
census Tract 68 ———SSCS~S~SSStat | ano Yorn ves | | cave | cn | anal Yes | 
census Tract 82 ——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSSti a] nar fsa Ves | | Cea wer] all Ves | 
censusTrect ae ——SSCS~SS anon | nat fost ves | | aon tsi] ail Yes | 
census Tract 8s ———SSCS~S~S~SSS tw | cons | 0 af ves || es | tga | ard ves | 
PcensusTrect 936 ——SSCSC~S~C~S~S~wSSCS nr | go.znf Ves | | toon fat | art 
P census Tracts ———SSCS~S~S~S~S~SSSCaT |e | sof Ves | | are fee | tt] CN 
PF censusTect9a6——SSCS~SYSSttger | tg fc ves | | toe) ato | aon] No 
census Tracts ——SCSC~S~S~S~wSSC | corr [smc ves | |e tee] rl Yes | 
PcensusTrect 90 ———SSCSCS~SSSs ie] sre fara ves || imap crs | sgl Yes | 
[census Tracts ——SC~—~‘~*~*~wSCSCSC | ise far Ves | | tom rm | eel 
censusTract 30 —S~S~S~wSSC | g050 | snl Ves | | 3.050 ras ca’ No 
census Tract ae SSS | cor [arr ves | | ef stn | coz] No 
TOTAL Rughy-Remsen Vilage _—————*i|~—_-s4ase] _sagvo[ sezu| | - | save] teea0] a4ax] 0] 
FP CensusTect36——SSCSC~=~*~‘“~*~*~*~diCS*~«S SCO] 2] C;CN SCS] Ve | 
[census Tract26——SOSCSC~=~*~“‘*~‘“*~*~*~*~YCSC~C TY || Ves || roo acco | onl Yes | 
census Trect328——SCSC~S~S*~*~SCSCSC« gto Yael Ves | | one fazer | aad Ves | 
PcensusTract330——SC~*~“~*~*~*~*~dYCSCS*«C Yt |e] Ves | | ove face | ed Ves | 
[censusTrect340——SOSCS~S~SSSC ge fof Ves | | ast | ta] occ Yes | 
census Tract@2—S~=~“‘~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~dYCS*~«C Te Ya af Ves | | Coe aor | at srl Ves | 
PcensusTrect348———SSCS~SCS~S~SSSCas 70 | rz Ves | | ——_ 2000) tor] scr Yes | 
PcensusTract362———SOSCS~S~CS~S~S~SSe ase fag No | efron] ror ves | 
TOTAL Seagate-Coneyisland ————~S~S~wSCSC~Sa AY got fw] | 2] aoe? toon] eax] | - 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
heepshead Bay-Gerritsen Beach-Manhattan Beach 


fF GensusTracts70 SCC SCY —«|“CNO | CIT] —CBHOSIMSOC;SCS 
[GensusTract72——SC~*~“‘~*~*~‘~*~*~*stC~«~«iYC*C*« TON Y|~C«H | Ves | | ~——~=it S| _—«600| —65.4%H| Vos | Vos 
| Census Tract92_ T1936] 46.6% | No | 452] 1,331] 32.1%] Yes | Yes | 
PGensusTract9a01 —SSSC~*~‘“~*~*~sCSC~«ROGYCC~C || «CN ~| ~———=C7.886| 2851] 91.8%] Yes | os 
fF GensusTracts9.02——SSSC~—C~*~—~—~sSC~itWOY|CC~C SBT] OM! «NO | 82] —— 26 | OI _—Osd Ci 
PGensusTract695SSSCSC~wSC~«iAYCSCSC*CéiS | —=«=CN | ~~ ws8| 28 | 
fF GensusTracts98——SSCSC~C~C~C~S~sSCSC~« OG YSCS~CT |r| «No | —_-3606 072 20.7%] Yes | Vos | 
PGensusTract600——SC~—CS~S~SCS~SsSCSCt | ~—Cita| 209% «ND (| =a | tara] 230%) ~—s| 
| CensusTract608_ 85K] 28.5%] | No | 3.529] 1,330] 37.9%] Yes | Yes | 
PGensusTracte2SSSCSC~CS~S~S~S~sSCSC*«wOY SC] | Cd|=CN | C085 tu | 28H | 
| CensusTract616 1 | 148 | 0.1%] No | 207] 285] 19.5%] | 
PGensusTract620——SCSC~—~SCS~SCSSSC*«i TCO] 80% «ND | CTO a7 | 18% «| 
| Census Tract622 rt || 22.9% | No | 2503] 737] 29.4%) Yes | Yes | 
PGensusTract625—SSCSC~‘~‘~*~*~*~wYC*«‘tRCYCC*C TT | «=A Ves | «| = SC=C88D|~—«SB| 20.7%] Yes | Vos 
| Census Tract628 tT 866] 19.6% | No | 48 | 709] 16.0%] | 
PGensusTract6a2—SSCSC~—~—S~C~SCS~sSCSC*«i YC | 2a «CN | Cw] 18H | 
| Census Tract586 rr] 77.7% Yes | | 2,763] 873] 31.6%] Yes | Yes | 
PGensusTract90——SC~—~*~SCSC*«sR SCT | «8H Ves | | ~~~ | —_—7-1%] Yes | Vos 
Census Tract 606 904] 32.2%] | No | 2761] 760] 27.5% Yes | Yes | 
OTAL Sheepshead Bay-Gerritsen Beach-Manhattan Beac 38.2% | = 4] 15] 64,82] ~~ 19,259] 29.9%] 10] - | 
tarrett City 
Census Tract 1068.0 [sao] 4573] Tara] ves | | 8780 3077] ~—a2%| ves] 
Census Tract 1058.04 | 6744{ 5,387 | 79.9% Yes | | 6,720 3.148 | 46.8%) Yes | | 
OTAL Starrett City Ptass[ 9.60] roam] 2] - | tsa] 6225] 49am) 2) 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
tuyvesant Heights 


PCensusTrect273——SSCS~*~‘~*~*~*~dYSCS*~« TY ~«C OYA Ces | CdCOCSC*TY CO] Ye | 
PcensusTect275——SSCSCS~S~SSSS ara feet Ves | | aor 12051 col Yes | 
PcensusTract277——SSCSC~S~CS~S~wCSSC Tse | sf Ves | | eo tg] az ves | 
census Trect208—SSSCS~S~S~SSSaar |g fen Ves | | saa tat | a2) es | 
census Trect206—SSSCSCS~S~SSS | aza |rrf Ves | | arco ttt] cere] CN 
PcensusTrects77——SSCS~—SC~—~S~wSCSC | gg fare ves | | | te | ara Ye | 
PcensusTect'377——SOSC~C~*~“‘~*~*~‘~*~*~dYCS*~«S BYE | 8TH] Ves |_| avo —_tg00.| 0g Ves | 
PcensusTrect383——SSCSCS~S~SSSCt ra | atc [arf Ves | | azo tan | acted Yes | 
census Tract385——SOSC~“~*~*~*~*~dYCSC~C Ya Peg Ves | | Cm | ace] 
[censusTect279——SOSC~C~“‘~*~*~‘~*~*~*~dYC*~« Yaz | wa Ves | | se | tat | 00rd Ves | 
[census Tract281——SOSCSC~C~S*~“~*~S~*~iSSCt roe ago Yan Yes | | ares | 208 | er 7f ves | 
census Tract 283 ——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSti | as Pe zl Ves | | re | 2.220 ool Ves | 
census Tract 28502 ——SSCS~SSSi zt | a.z05 | toni ves | | 05 f 2.0051 ong ves | 
PcensusTrect287 ——S~=~*~*~*~wSCSCS*« Tt | wasn Ves | | snr ft] sel Ves | 
census Tract289——SC~—~‘“~*~*~*~*~wSCSCSC | gnt0 | are Ves | | soto tr | oar ves | 
PcensusTract201——SOSC~—~‘“~*~*~*~SCSCSC genre fal Ves | | 200 rent ace! «CN 
PcensusTract'375——SOSCSC~“‘~*~*‘“‘*“~*~*~*~*«~dYC*~C Yi soe |e Ves | | zor toe | az Yes | 
[—censusTrect387 —~—S~—~S~—~S~wSCSCSC | some | ral Ves | | 50 tz | scr Yes | 
TOTAL StuyvesantHeights ——~S~*~S~sSCSoza | ene [eso] te | «| Camo] cert] aon] 15] 9 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
unset Park East 


PCensusTret 8 ——SCSC~S*~S~*~wYSCS*~*«OT COTS] w]e | CdCCSCS*~COSY COO] Ve | 
PcensusTrect 120 SSCS ae fora ves | | tata | eo] sgn Yes | 
OS NO 
[censusTectos———SCSCS~—~—‘~‘~*~*~*~*dCSCSCt TY se | anf Ves | | woreda | sal Yes | 
PcensusTect98———SCS~S~—~‘~S*~SSSCt aT] tes | oon Ves | | iat ace | cel Ves | 
censusTect 100 ——SC=~S~S~wSCSCS as [sro | snc Ves | | ote 28t0 | ar] Yes | 


census Tiact02————SSS~S~S Se [a | ort Yes || ace | 268 [5070 Yes | 
census Tract ———SSCS~S SC | ae | oo Yes || aro te | soe ves | 
census Tact 06 —SSSCSC~S nae || aves Paar] 06008 0) Yes | 
[census Tract 08 ——SCS~S~S~SSSC mw || ze Yes | | isms | sat fesse Yes | 
census Tiactee SSCS [ta | ocr ves || zs | x 20d Yes | 
census Tiactg0 SS [2 ra] oto ves | | 0] tar aed Yes | 
census Tact? SSCS saa | ares | ag Yes || sae | or S00) Yes | 
census Tacte@ ——SC~S~S~SSSC |e] ewe] ves | |Cage | eT Yes | 
census Tract 110 ——S—SCSC~S~ST ne | | ocr ves ||| tre [ed Yes | 
census Tact 2 ——SS~SSi ne || rz Yes | |i aa] gs | cate Yes | 
TOTAL Sunset ParkEast——~—S~S~SSSaTO | asco] azn tw] a] ea ran| area | soa a5] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
unset Park West 


Census? ———SSCS~S~—~S~SSCSOT CTY | CdCCS*~*OY~C« SC Yes | 
[censusTect7@——SSSC~S~SSSCi za | ar70 | 80x Ves | | ——_t06 | 526] ocr Yes | 
[census Tractao——~—S~—~S*~“~*~S*~S~St ts | 050 farce ves | | inte | tz | cecal ves | 
PcensusTrect@2——S~S~S~SSSi se] gn fern Ves | | sve | te | aed Ves | 
PcensusTect@s———SCS~—~‘“~*~*~*~wSSC(C en | ave |e zn Ves | | zen cre | oral Ves | 
PcensusTect 18 ——SSSCSC~SCS~S~SSSCnor tra [an ves || S| «Lim 
census Tiect20——SSSCSC~S~SSStae | tes [nerf Ves | Ce] ae ves | 
PcensusTrect22——SSSCS~SSSC« nes [acral Ves | | soe ze | stl Ves | 
PcensusTract72———SSSCSC~S~S gt | tte [orc ves | | 00 —t.008 | ar. ves | 
PcensusTact7@ —SSOSC~S~S~dSCSCSC a | ara [age Ves | | —srro | —_an8r7 | ongrl Yes | 
PcensusTect7@ SSCS stm | ast fan] ves || tat az | oral ves | 
censusTract 122 ——SOSCS~S~SSSS aa] fst Ves | | ae] ac | orl Yes | 
PF censusTract 107 SSS ton |e [tar ves | | ar ttt | ccd ves | 
PcensusTect 46 —SSSCS~S~SStis | aor fara PN | te) eco]! 
[censusTract 47 SSCS tt tne fat No | es | see] cart No 
nee] 2] oan] _meaz3[ soon] el 
PCensusTeck3s0——SSSC~S*~‘~*~iYSCSC~« TC] ]SCYCN «CYC Ve | 
ariel [| No | 5765[ a7] 220%] Yes |_| 
‘are | wo | 20e[ 1200) a35n] Yes |_| 
census Tract5602——S~—~*~*~iSCSCSC«C TC |e PN | zo? tro] c.g ves | 
OTAL West Brighton —aran[ ts] eoxl - | 4[ tan] srt ssenf al - | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — statusis POVERTY |__TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
Williamsburg 


PGensus Tacts0o ———SC~S~—~S~S~SC«C ATSC CSSC*SCN «YT SSCSC*« A] ~«C OYTO Ves | 
[census Tiacts20——SCS~S Sas | tor] 2gef | No | saan] 20a 72.0% Yes | 
census Tiacts53——SSCS~S~SSStr | 2m] ae] Po | roe] 0s | T5 Yes | 
[census Taat55——SSCS~SCS~S~S~ SSC | ame] az] | No | 708] 3007 | err] Yes | _ 
census Tiactsa7——SCSCS~S~S~SCSC TCs] «dC | ira] rte | 740 Yes | 
[census Tacts0——SCSC~C~SCS~SSSCtna [wn |e] | No | 2a] ign | 770) Yes | 


fF CensusTracta5—SSSSCSCS*~‘~*~dCSC*~*~«IWWY:~C~*« OH] «|__| _—7.982| —8OI| 72.7%] ‘Yes |_| 
TOTAL Williamsburg ———=—SCS~S~S~™CSCt BTS] zg ~~ ~| 7] ——sgtat | aaa | ae 7] —' 
Windsor Terrace 

fF Gensus Tract 69SSSSCSCS*~*~*zCSC*C~«iBCYL'COC*C*‘*DTOY’COCGOMY];™ CCN | =O] ——~=C7AB| «155% «CN | 
fF CensusTractt7tSSCSCS~C*~SYS~C TT | HOM| «NO | —.OHHY =H '5%|_—*:~N | 
fF GensusTracts00SSCSCS~SC«~C YTS an | NO | 02 | a0 | tT —_—CN 
| Census Tract50202 CT SB BBG] 21.2%] | No | 2623 434 | 17.2%] No 
fF GensusTractsoeSSSCSC~C*~‘C~C YC BML | NO | rat] 009 22-1% NO | 
| CensusTract1502_ Cs] STG] 21.0%] | No | 2,636 484 | 18.4% | No 
TOTAL Windsor Terrace ——=—=S=SCSCSC*~YC*éitTS| Cg] =D —- ~—| | _——g06| ——nn6a|——tsT%| ~~ | | 
[TOTAL Kings County ——=SC~C~S~S~YC~« STAY «AT TO] 86%] ATO] 286] 2,864,500] 7,002,471] 90.1%] 500] 297] 
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Table 17C-5 
Environmental Justice Populations: Queens County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | — status Is POVERTY | PoveRTY |___'RACT 
RATE 


(YES) | (NO) | DETERMINED RATE | (YES)] (NO) 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION 
Queens County, New York 
Airport 
Census Tract 716 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 


Census Tet® —SSCSC~SSSC CSCC YC CYTO] CW 
[census acta? SSCS CCW TH Ves | | some] aoa arf Yes |_| 
census Tracts SSCS SCY | wT Ves | teen Wo | 
[censusTacts7] ———SSCSCSC~CSCSCS~SSC | roo Ves | | ave | tse arn ves |_| 
census Tractso SSCS [at No Perf roa Wo | 
[census Tactt_——SSSSCSC~S~SSC wa YN Par tne zr Wo | 
[census Tracts———SSCSCS~S C0 0a as No Poof tea 2a no | 
[census Taat75 SSCs toa No Ps | rot 3 Wo | 
census Tact? SSS t06 | s.| Yos | taco [trent ves |_| 
[census Tact 167 SSCS at |r Ves | Pes] sana Wo | 
[census Tractor SSCS aoe at No Paso ee a no | 
[census Tracte502————SSSCSCS~SSSCa at] No | aoe toma Yes |_| 
census Tracttat —————SSCS—S~C~S~S Ci Ces Ves | Cues |. Yes |_| 
[census Tats —SSCSCSC~SCSCSS | tee aa No | | ea] aol Yes |_| 
census Tat ws SSCS arf No Pat oo | Yes |_| 
[census acta? SSCS roa att | No | ror? oo aro | 
[census Tract gS naz No Per er | 
[census Tact t61_—SSCSCSC~SCS~SSCwa | aa «CN | ve | m0 al Yes || 
[census Tract 1685S it [sof 8a ves | taco [rn Wo | 
[census Tract 165 SSCS tat | No | se | mea | 
[census Tract 169 SSS ato af No Pes | af es |_| 
[census Tractt6t_——SSSCSCSC~S~SC~SSSC raz Ves || zor] =o aa «Wo | 
[census Tract 165 _——SSCSC~SCS~S SC] 4 | 8g Ves | | ito | eo cal Yes |_| 
TOTAL Astoria ——SSSCSC~SSSCS a aso | a.m || ns | ase | a. to || 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
uburndale 


P CensusTat 0 SSSCSCS~*~C~wrC*~«OYS~«COMG | «UMM Ves || CRO] «CN DRO YT] Yes 
PcensusTractte1_———SCSCSC~SCSCS~wSCSC«i BOY =|] Ves | | 180 518] 939%] Yes 
PGensus Tract 0002 —SSCSC~wC*«‘ TCT |r| Ves |__| arr] coz | _—aagro| | No | 
PconsusTrattat ——SSSCSCSC~C~—~SC~sSCSC BA «ww | TDM] Ves |__| ars 526 | 27.2%] Yes |_| 
Census Tract429SSSSCSC~*~CSC~« OO] | TI] Vos | | —_a.742{ 760 206% | No 
Census Tract 5107 ——SSSCSC~C~C~wCSCSs =| av] | NO | tas | 00] 10.8%] | No | 
PCensusTract 59 SSCSC*~C*«~« YC |G] Vos || 800] —=iT | az] Ves | 
TOTAL Auburndale —————~S~S~S~d~CSC~«a | tst00 | sz] | 1] ozo] 5.56] 27on| 4] 3 
aisley Park 

Census Tract 62 ———SSCSC~S~S~sYCSC~«Y CTY OTM] Ves | «| CYC] TH Ves |_| 
PCensusTractteoTSSCSC*~C*~Ct TA Yt | tO] Vos | | 2.100 ——797'| BO Ves | 
Census Tract tea2————SSCSC~SCS~sYCSC*Ct Tg | tt] Ves |__| darn sou] _ra.srol | No | 
PCensusTract86SSCSC*C~*~C*~C~«i OO] Ca | 0g] Ves || OMY CTA | | Ves | 
Census Tract 88 ——SSSCSC~SCS~wYSCSC~«i Yat | ont] ves | | tana? 72 | 39.5%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTract90SSSCSC~C*«C~« | 07 |g] Vos | | 22a | 7S CN 
Census Tract 02 ————SSCSC~SCSCS~sYSCSC«GY ge | oT] Ves | | 1.960 02] 19.4%] | No | 
PCensusTractz72SSSSCSCS~*~CSC*C« TOY 050 | o.tte] Ves | | 1970 aS | 200% «No 
Census Tract27e SSCS] 1710 | T000%| ves | | tra] ao] 25.1%] | No | 
PCensusTract76SSSCSC~S~C*«‘C~«s YC |] Ves | | tar] CO] tt Ves | 
Census Tract278——SSSCSC~C~sYCSC SO —2.g28| HH] Ves | | 29 ater] 49.2%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTractzesSSSCS*~*~C~‘~rCSC*C~« OY Ce | wt] Ves | | 08] ~—~—=CiOM | 0G | CN 
Census Tract2e8 ———SSCSC~‘~*~*sSCSC*«C BY TO] GTM] Ves | | 4616] 1200] 27.7%] Yoo] | 
Census Tract788—SSSCSC*~*~C*«C~«s YC TO] OM] Ves | | BHD] —=i2G || Ves | 
Census Tract700——S—S~C~CS~S~CSCi GY 20 | oT] Ves | | 2600 60] 21%] | No | 
PCensusTract7o2—SSCSCS*~Ct«~Ct TA Yar | 07] Ves || zor] art | 00%] «CN 
TOTALBaisleyPark ——=—=S~‘~*~*~*wrCSC~t BAY —Cagzw | owe] tw] _- | _a7s03| to.7oz] rar] 8] 8 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 

ayside-Bayside Hills 
Consus Tact 1085 | 237 a1] ora] Yes [| 258 70] zu] | No | 
Consus raott093 gras] 0a] es [ame eer fara] | 
Consus aot 097 tg] 0] aso tse oe] | 
Consus aot 1099 88] agar] ves [ace [ane [asa] no | 
Census Trae 118208 | tz [se] ves || 2803] 08] toon] no | 
Consus at 123 ats] ae] sf Yes 2088 [are tea] no | 
Census Trae 122085 70 | eee] no | 2005] 008 | ta] no | 
Consus act 1188] ro arr not [te 0] no | 
Census Trae 19981006 | 05 [0] ves 1880] 200] tan | 
Consus aot 1403 ee 0] 8a] Yes Pano tre] | 
Census Trae 40007 290 704 2026) ves | | a9] 200] 206%] Pn | 
Consus act 95_— ase] | ral Yes ase [aes ta] | 
Census Trae 44 280 0774 [0] ves P2081 | sr traf Pn | 
Consus aotearoa] al es Por) eer fmol Yeo | 
“Census Tract 45102 ee | 1004 [Ta e] ves | | 2a] 60] zon 
Consus act463—SSSd gra] ras] 0a Yes Pte ara fara] no | 
Census Tract 46720] tat [sate] ves | | 2610] 06 | 1060] no | 
Consus aot 7 Pazar] ra0] 30%] Yes [| azz trae] no | 
atanl 18] a] waz56[ ase] 195%] a] 17] 


Census Tract 1617 
Census Tract 1301 
Feast 6240 743%] ves | | 0.05] aaa tr.a%e] | No | 
eam] ves |_| _2zer| sta] 25.1% | No 
ves | | eas vez] 276%| ves |_| 
Ptera[__106 | a1.0%| ves |_| _1oo| sez] 53% Yes |__| 
maa} | - | mova] svat aiam] 2] 4 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
reezy Point-Belle Harbor-Rockaway Park-Broad Channel 


 CansusTract9a402 TSAO] C2] ~ 78H] ——«|_No | —47O0Y ~—«9DO| =. 
P GensusTract9z2SSSSCSC~CSC*~«GOYCC~C~C*é| SCH] —=«d;=CNO | ——=i2O|—~=*étGY~—=«HYS|__—| NO | 
PGensusTract928SSCSC~S~C~SSSC« OY SCM «YON | COM] CT] ~~ 8M! __—*| NO | 
PGensusTractsa4oTSSSSSCSC~*~C*~C~« OY SCSC |S] «YC | ——=iOG | —=CT|~—*13:5%>| | NO | 
PGensusTratoreor——SSC~=“‘*‘“‘*‘“‘~*srSCS*~«CAzYC™COC*‘ésH*Y:C!COC*d;S«CNo«|~~=~S~« AY ~S~CB |G CN 
PGensusTract938SSSSC~*~:C*~«i YC THY KB] ——«YCONO | SCS | —«608| GT HH| Yes | | 
census Tractowzo1—=~S~=*~“‘*rSC*~«eS*Y;~C*~«SEB reg ves | | ase] 1,092| 946%) Yes | 
PGensusTracttor207 ——SSSCSCSC~S~sCSCSC*« |= HHH] | NO | at | aT | 19.0%] 

OTAL Breezy Point-Belle Harbor-Rockaway Park-Broad c} 28,004] = 6,872] 24.5% 1 7] ~~ 26904] 5,229] = 19.4%] 2 | 
riarwood-Jamaica Hills 

Census Tract2iaSSCS~*~“*‘*‘“*‘~*é~*rSCS*~*~«tACYCO*~*‘tUCYC* Ces | CdY~CSC*C*«COY;C*tTAYC 

P GensusTractz007SSSCSC~*~C*«~«i TY CC~«C« GOGO] Ves | | COM | CMG] OTM! 
[Census Tractz002—=S=~=~“‘*‘~*‘“‘*srSCS*~«BSYCO~*w GBR C TOWRA Ves | | ~Ct8| toa | oom) 
PGensusTract230SSSSSCSC~wC*~C~iHYCC™*C*ATY~«CTHCHH| Ves || ——«2.006(| —88D|—27-9T| Vos 
[GensusTract22——~S~*~=“‘*‘“‘*“‘*~*rSCS*~«CGA*YC*w TORYCBBHGL Ves | (| CMO] mas | 27.54) Yes | 
PGensusTract236—SSSCSC~*~C~iSCSC*« AB] «Cw —8OLTM| Ves | | 8.22 | ~——«:04B | —9.5Y| Yes |_| 
PGensus Tracts SCSC~=“‘*‘“‘*~‘“‘*~*srSC*~C*«iBO*YC*‘tGATY~CMOL Ves | CYC OG] a5 | 85% Yes | —_—| 
PGensusTracta0—SSSCSC~C*~C~C~iCSCSC«tT | =i TBH] Ves | | ——2eT| =| ~—*19-2%| _—*~N | 
Gensus Tractasz—SC~=“‘*‘“*‘“‘*srSC*~«RIS*YC*NTBY CSOT Ves || ~—=CSS | ~—~=im |.) CN | 
P GensusTractass SSSCSC~*~CSC*~«C TOY CTO 8AM] Vos | | ——TTO| 2,108] —44.1%| Yos| ‘| 
PGensus Tracts —SSC*~=“‘*‘“*‘“‘*‘“~*rSC*C~*«s*YC*tCSY COBOL Ves | CYC | a0] BTL Vos |_| 
TOTAL Briarwood-Jamaicahils __—_—=«d;~—=« TON | 96,283 a.gr| | _—- + 2796 | 13,244] 309% 7] | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Cambria Heights 


Census Tacteé ——SSCSC~SCS~SSSC‘ CT] 8s | CYC] CY] —* CW 
[census TactsaT —SSCSCSC~SSSC 000 | oH Ves | | to] | taal Wo | 
[census Tract600——SSCSC~S~S Cae | 8 Ves | Poe ea Wo | 
[census Tract602 SSCS te | TO Ves | | tort 00 66% | Wo | 
[census ractsoe SSCS roan 56 09.3% Ves | too ao fant no | 
[census Tract606 SSCS | oar Ves | | taro] ase | anal | Wo | 
[census Tracts SSCS tra oar Ves | too ne | 19.20 no | 
[census Trast600 SSCS me 0.af Ves | re] ot Wo | 
[census Tract606 SSCS is [oc ves | tet a | 9% no | 
[census Tract60e SSCS | 8 Ves | | tar ara ta Wo | 
[census Tracteto SSCS [| oe ves tsar fa | no | 
[census Traater2 SSCS SC 002 | HOH Ves | | 20m =e ta Wo | 
[census Tract SSCS Si 08 | 09.38 Yes | | zor |] roto | no | 
TOTAL Cambriateights | aos] aaa] oan] 1a] - |  20goe] 20] inex] - | ‘| 
[Census Tact907 ———SSSSCSC~S~SSC«*YS~C* YC Ves | CYC SCO] Ves |_| 
[census actu SSCS Cia ota ves | | 0 saa | Yes |_| 
[census Tactgtg———SSSCSC~SCS SC tow Ves | | arto] ea] a | Yes |_| 
[census Tract05 SSCS Siar [ate ves | fotze fa af Yes |_| 
[census Tact20 SSCS SSCS Tw Ves | | ona 1902 ar nf Yes |_| 
census Tractsa9 SSCs r20 | r0ze Ves | coe fe Wo | 
TOTAL ColegePoint__—————~«dY~——iaroy ton rron| 6] - | eae] rave] sz.anl 5] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE 
orona 


f GensusTractaaron—SSSSC*d?C*«‘i HYCO YOM] Ces || OTA D Yes 
fF GensusTractas7o2——SSSCS*~=~C~‘“~*~*~*wrCSC*~*«SYLCSC~C*C«i HY GOL Ves | | ——_—7.052 | ~—g98|—HTH| Yes | ‘| 
fF GensusTractaazoz——SSSSSSCSC~wC*é‘C~SOTSYLC*«t DOTY. ZMT CVs | | =O | ~—.0rw | —A0SH| Yes | ‘| 
fF GensusTractassSSSSSCSCS*~“‘*‘*‘*~*~*wr:C*«sWdYC*« TOMY BUHL Ves | | ——t4t06| —6656| 469% Yos | | 
Census Tract309——S=S=~=“‘*S*dC*«GRY;~C*«C RT| BBN Ves | | ———=«w eG | —+ts86 | ~—A1.9%| Ves |_| 
PGensusTractait—SSSCSCSC*~—~wCSC~Ct TS] «CTAB STMT Ves | | ——arTOB| srt | BSNL Vos |_| 
Census Tractat3——SSC~=<“‘*‘*‘~*dtCSC*«OHYTC*~*«wTY~«CBSKY (Ves ~|~«|~SSCSC BBO] TTB] BOS] Ves |__| 
PGensusTractais ——SSSSCSC*~“C*~‘“~*~*~*wr:CSC*~«RWYLSC~C« OY ORTH Ves | «| ——=Ciav6 | = ta | OAL Yes | ‘| 
Census Tracta7—SCS*~*~=“‘~*‘“‘*~*~*~‘“dYC*~«YC*« TOGA Ves | «| ~CSCSCBSO| «TB | 40.8] Ves |_| 
PGensusTractasg—SSSSSCS*~=<“~*~*~‘~*~*srCSC*~*«tSTOY|SC~C«C GY OTIGL Ves | | 3600] 2.019 | a 1%| Vos |_| 
Census Tracta3onSSCS*~*~‘~*~‘iYCSC*C THY ~~ TAG] Ves | | ———«TB | —*1.986'|~—83.AN| Yes | 
Total CoronaSSSSSCS~*~<“~*~*~*~*wY:C*C~Ct NBT ~=C.SBBY GML — | -—- ~*| —=itw 6H | —«8DNB| ITH 
ouglas Manor-Douglaston-Little Neck 

F Gensus Tract 470 SSSSSC«d?CS*C« BY S~=«COOH]«CSUSHH] =e | | COOM|CT|~BTTH 
Census Tract #83—SSSCS*~iYCSCSC*~« OY SC*NGY TIM YC | «C8 | «S| —~10.00 
Census Tract 60701 SSSSSCSC~wY:C*«~i OCS BY ABIL |= | 3092] ~—«gO7 |=. 
Census Tract 1607.02 ——SSCS~S~S~C*C~C~« SCC] «YON | SCM] | 


v4.62 [55.0% 


er CO 
Census Tract 357 as6%| ves | | sau] 1163 250%] Yes |__| 
Census Tract 36% e6Te| Yes | | 2az0[ 1160 520%] Yes |__| 
Census Tract 36 a63%[ Yes | | _avar| 680 20.3%] Yes |__| 
Census Tract 36 ara ves | | _2978| __14a2[ 473%] Yes |__| 
a63%| Yes | | _atar| 086 45.9%) Yes |__| 

| _ 

3 — 

=a 


2 


x 


x 


<|~<|~<|<x< 
NInNINnIM 


26.5% Ye pis [ aa 340% Yes |_| 
arz| Yes |__| _2200| 080 | _a7a%| Yes | _ 
oe X79 Ed A 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES) 


[census Tact 15 ———SSCSCSC~SCS~SSSCt rae | ac Ves | | tare | rs | aa Yes |_| 
[census Tact 1e7 ———SSSCSC~S~SSCi a [05 | wa Ves | | ee | ovo a0 Yes |_| 
[census Tact eg SSCS Ctra Ves | | ms] =a a af Yes |_| 
[census Tract tigst_——S—SCSCSCS~S~S Sis nt 8. Ves | fee [ass [a8 | Yes |_| 
[census Tact ig8 SSCS SC* ara ez Ves | | tare | aaa Yes |_| 
[census Tract 195 ——SSSCS~S—S ia te | 0. Ves | asa fat Wo | 
[census raat tig0 SSCS oer Ves | | toe] ro aan ves |_| 
[census Tract ta01—SSSS itor arr ves | tsa ota 20.4% Yes |_| 
[census Tract 208 SSCS rae |r Ves | | tara] ara Yes |_| 
Census Tact 1206 [—2s580[ 2405 —sare| Yes | [| 253| _tson| e024] Yes | _ 
Census Tat 1207 raze] Yes |__| __3088| __967| 31.3%] Yes | _ 
OTAL East Flushing P—asza[ aero] esau] 2 - | asznn| _toaea] azul] 


August 2022 79/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 


Census tractas?—SSSCSC~*~dC*C~*~«OTYTCOW*C*‘ésOMY:C«TIGY Ves | «| ==~=C~=« OG] ~—~=«DBY:~C«BCGVHYVes 
PGensus Tracts —SSSCSC~*~‘~*~*~*SCSC*«C TO] ~—~=«C SHY COBH] Ves | | 36081 ——GOT']—24.5%>|_—*NO | 
[Census Tracta73——S=S~*~“‘~*‘“*~*~*~*~dC~«‘W‘YC~*«CGY~«CBHS| Ves | «| ~SCSCTO| «TB 345% Yos| ‘| 
[Census Tracta7sSSSSCS*~*~CSCSC« OT | ~~ ONY GH] Ves | | COT] CMB] aT Ves |_| 
census Tractagg—SCS~=“‘*‘*‘“‘~*srSC*~«CROOYC*~*w SY CHO Ves | «| COO] CwTS | ASL Yes | —_—' 
PGensusTract6e3——SSSCS~*~‘~*~*~*~*iSCSC*« TO] CT] CBM] Ves | | =i OSG] —_—C.ZTT'|~—<BOY| Yes |_| 
PGensusTract267—S=C=“‘*~*~rYSC*~«CGzYC~*~«w SEY Coe Ves | | —~i«saa7 | 2.236] at.9%) Yes] ‘| 
PGensusTract2eg01 —SSSCSCS*~<C~*~‘~C*~C~«SSYCC« THY CGH] Ves | | CSOT] CTI | ~—950%| Yes |_| 
PGensus Tract2en02—=~=~=~“‘*‘“*‘~*~*~rSC*~C*«BzYC*«COYCM SRG Ces *| CY CCSC*C*« SS] GO| DDL Yes | —_—| 
PGensusTractart—SSSSCS*~*~‘“~*~*~*~:C*~*« BY C~=C«C TY OHHH] Ves | | =i AB | «CIE | —A08Y| Ves |_| 
PGensusTractaet—SC~=“‘*‘“*‘“‘*srSC*~«M‘YC*t TY CoH Ves | CCC | Cw] Vos | _— 
PGensusTractaes——SSSCS~*~*~sCSC*~« WG] ~=C«C TOY OBI] Ves | | ——=BNB|-_—«C«;TOBY ~—~A4.6%>| Yes |_| 
PGensus Tracts SSC~=“*“‘*~‘“‘*~*srSCS*~« TZYC*«w AI CTIGL Ves | CCC OM] ren | 20%) Vos |_| 
PGensusTractae7SSCSC~C~iC*C*~« OO] —~=C TRB CO.TH| Ves | | = OB —.R7O| —8BAY| Yes |_| 
PGensusTractagSC~*~“‘*‘“*‘“‘*srSC*~«tOT*YC*étAIOY~CB GHA Ves || ~zr| sae | att) Yes | _—'| 
PGensusTractart——SSSCSCSC~iSCSC*« GO| ~~C ZY OOH] Ves | | 420 ~—«.30 | ~—8BIY| Yes |_| 
[census raster ——S~C*~=“‘*S*~*~*rSC*~«CA*YC*«ésCGOS YT oazmL Ves | | —-aeo| 304s | adn) Yes | 
TOTAL EImhurst ——SSC~S~S~S~w:CSC~« YTB | MDL aT] ~«;CSCSCSC TON | «ST 

Imhurst-Maspeth 

PF CensusTract263—SSSSCSC~*~*~drC*«‘“C~iSWYC*C*TASYCROHH] Ces || COMD] CO] «28.8 
PGensusTracta7oSSC~=“*‘“*‘“‘~*srSC*C~«SSSYC*«w YC Ves | CCC OM] CB TI 
PGensusTract#@s—SSSSCS*~*~“~*~*~C*«‘ OY S~«CORBY GT] Ves | «| ~~ GG | «SB | 85.8% 
census Tract4eg—~S~*~“‘*~*~‘~*‘~rtSC*C*«éaTOY~«*C CY ZIL Ves | Cd CSC~*«* TO] COT |B 
PGensusTract265SSSCSC~*~CSC~*«‘CYC*«tBTY«CGHH| (Ves || TO | «NB —_—81.0% 
census Tractaes—SC*~=“‘*S*~*~rSC*C*«CRB*YC*«é «AY osem| ves | | CSCS] TB] 

TOTAL EimhurstMaspeth ——=S=SC~S*~*~*~w:C*«é‘ TB] ~~] —G | —~| —2T90| — RBA] 95.9% 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ar Rockaway-Bayswater 


[Census Tactooeo1——SCSC~S~S~sSC~« SCO] Ves | C~YCCSCSC~«t SCC HOY] _—~| CW | 
[census Tracto0e02 ———SSCSC~S~S~SSCSC«i Yew Ves | | Cia sara | ean ves] | 
[census Tract t00807 SSCS Ct CTRL Ves | | ims | wate Wo | 
[census Tract T0060? Siar | 882 |r| Ves | | aoa aeri| aaanl ves] | 
[census Tract 105201 ——SS~S~S SC | 805 | 0TH Ves | | vo aor s3.on| Yes |_| 
[census Tract Tovar SCs nee | 782 Ves | | tooo | 5006 45.9% Yes |_| 
[census Tract torocz—————SSCSCS~S~S ioctl —aeo | —r00 aon Yes |_| 
[census Tract 100202 ———SCS~S~SSSC TY S| Z| Ves || rae] avn e2.%| Yes |_| 
TOTAL FarRockaway-Bayewater————~i|~——srrer| areal ran 7] 1, saan] zoo] aiax[_o[ 2] 


PCenswTad Toro) —=~=~“‘*‘*~*~dSC*~*~«tOYC~*~«sai YC] Yes | C~YC*~« YC] Ves] 
census Tract 9702 ——S~SS 408 | oT] Yes | | aE |_| eB Yes |_| 
census Tract’s——SCS~“~*~*~“~*~*~*~dCS*~« Ys | on] Ves | YC | aro | az Ves |_| 
census Tract #9 —=~*~“~*~*~*~S*S~S*~SsSC( sms | go] Yes | | ——nguodf acc | sere Yes |_| 
census Tract ss ——SOSC~S~S~STS sao | tvs] Yes | Ysa fazer | sz Ves |_| 
census Tract ss ——SCSC~“‘~*~*~*S*~SSC Ig | zt] Ves | | ~~ TB| ara | _sBaH| Yes |_| 
census Tracts? ——SSCSC~S~“—~S~S rata | stv] Yes | Ps Yt | abr Ves |_| 
census Tracts) ——=~S~S*~—~S*~SC Dg | sO] Ves | | ~~ BOY tg | a5 aH Ves |_| 
census Tract es ——SCSC~S~S~S*~STSC ares | res] Yes | Pear z | 002 Ves |_| 
census Tract 62 ———SOSCS~SCS~SSS fara |r] Ves | fr] tno] e8 | Yes |_| 
census Tracte7i——SCSC~‘“~*~*‘“~*~*~*~dYCSCS*C« sO | 8H] Ves | PCY 288 | ar TH Ves |_| 
census Tract oT ——SC=~—~*~*~sSCSC*~«t SCT | Bom] Ves | «YC OS | Cat | ar Ves |_| 
census Tact 161 ——SOSCS~S~S~S~S~T ot st | 88] Yes | fue | 206 | sel Ves |_| 
TOTAL Fusing ——~—S~S~S~SSTSC oo aro] ee] a] «YC re | sar] sate] to] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 


P CenssTad 7 —SSCSC~SSSC‘ SCY SC;SCNYSSC*Y SCY] —*C 
[census Tato SSCS aaa No Po eta | 
[census Tract 76702 SSCS a NP Wo | 
[census Tact 76001 SSCS 5 | ses | | aor] oar Wo | 
census Tracts SSCS tweet ar P| | | 
[census Tact707 SSCS mst Ves | | ne | soz Wo | 
[census Tract709 SSCS Yes | Paco fs fre no | 
[census Tat SSCS aa sor ar | No Pes] conc to | 
[census Tact 1305S an stat No Pan | rie | 19.20 no | 
[census Tract 71308 SSCA aka No | me toe fal Yes |_| 
[census Tact 7105S aes Ves || a0 t50xf | no | 
[census Tract 71306 SSC || Ves | | at] ar | tan | Wo | 
[census Tract7i9 SSCS tats | st Ves | Cae | esa es |_| 
[census Tati SSCS 00a No | |i. Yes |_| 
[census Tact728 SSCS tof ag No Pome | 
[census Tract720——SSSCSCSC~S~SSta | Ves || ze | toot Wo | 
[census Tact 71——SSSCS—S crear No Ptr 98 | 18a no | 
[census Taat70———SSSCSC~C~S~SCSSC YT Ves | | a0 | cart | Wo | 
census Tact71 SSCS 00 aor acon No Poon fate | aa no | 
[census Tat 3 ——SSCSCSC~SCS~SSSCSC ge a No | | to | oral es |_| 
census Tat 5S tr 29g No Pore 1 35.9 Yes |_| 
[census aot? SSCS eT Ves | 05] aan Wo | 
[census Tact Tor7 SSCS SC r00 | ss Ves | 80m ar |x | no | 


a 9 
Tamil Yes |__| 3a88| _o02| _269%| | No 
‘ose | _nar2 | 262% | No | 
saat] _amne| 25%] - | & 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
t. Totten-Bay Terrace-Clearview 


fF CensusTractoo7otSSSCSC~C~dC‘iCYCOC*C*‘*UT‘YCO~SMTMYCSC*C*SSCNO CY ~—~=S=CDY~=*C«iTOT~—«HY|__—|CNO | 
PGensusTract9o703—SSSCS~*~iSCSC*« AG] «CODY IM| Ves | | «2B | ~~] ~—«8HY|__—| NO | 
PGensusTractoo70a——SCSC~*~iSCSC*‘iATYCC~C* TTB AHH] «YN | ~<a] —«T6| —17.0%| | No | 
PGensusTract9e705—SSSCSC~iCSCSC*«i TO] | HM] Ves | | ——2TO| _—_—szO'|~——«8.1%|__—* No | 
PGensusTratogeSSC~=“s*~*~*~‘“‘*S*é~srSC“‘~‘“ *;SC‘( ;:*SCE PCN] CTT «PSC C*d«CN 
PCensusTract O17 ———SCSC~*~SCS~wCSC*~« OS] CITY CBBH] Ves | | =i OS] CTT | ~—~18.6%>| __—| No | 
TOTAL. Totten-Bay Terace-Cleaview ——+(| 2,90 tosez| a7a%| 3] 3] ares) ai] tox - | 6 
len Oaks-Floral Park-New Hyde Park 
f Gensus Tract 167003 SSSCS*~‘“‘~*~*dS*~C~«CCYC*CTYSC TOO] Ves | CCT] 20%] CN | 
PGensusTract 166401 SSSSSSCSC*~C*‘“~«s YS COM] CTS CT] =A] ~—~19:3%| __—*~N0 | 
Census Tract 55102 —=S*=“‘*rSC*~«COO*Y;C*«w GAY ~CSeaRL ves || goo] too 130%) | No | 
[Census Tract 167301 —SSSSCSC~*~:C*«~« | ~—~—«CGOHY TAM] Ves | | ——8060|~——7OK| —~15:7%| | No | 
census Tract 67002 ——=S~=“~*‘*~*é‘“rYC*C*‘“C~«s OYC*«tGCY CHT IG Ves || ~COTO| ——road?~—t88%L CN | 
TOTAL Glen Oaks-FloralPark-New Hyde Park | 246s] _14a77| e0.avm| 4] 1] 25640] 4009] 17.0% - | 5] 
lendale 
Census Tract —SSSSCSCSC*~*~dC*«~i OOOCYCOC*C*OTYC*B MYC ~|~—CT=SSCSCSC*SOO] | ~CTO]~«GDOY] Ves] 
[census Tract67—SC~=“‘=*S*~*~r;C*~*~«CTS*YA;~C*« Teal ves | | ser] 543) 105%) | No | 
P GensusTracts77SSSSSCSC~C~iCSCSC~C TG] AAM] «|S —~C«D| «286 DOH Ves] ‘| 
PGensusTractsaSSCS~=“*‘“*‘“‘~*srSCS*~« BSYC*‘éY~C BE C*CN] | SCS] —«|CN 
PGensusTract@23SSSCSC~*~‘~*~C*~«‘ | ~C«TBY AGH] «YON | ~~ | ——=C«RHY «14.9%! _—* CN | 
Gensus Tracts —SSC~=“*“‘*‘“‘“~*~rYSC*C~«izYC*éOWYT COI C*CNG CYC] Ce] zm CN 
[Census Tractz7SSSCSC~SC*C~«i MY SCSC AY] Ves | | ~~ MAL —~—«728| 286%] __—*| NO | 
PGensus Tracts —SCSC~=“*‘“*~*‘“‘*‘~*~*~rSC~CS*~«SYC*s YT CN | CTY Ce rz «CN 
PGensusTracteasor—SSSCSCSC*~*~C*~C~«sONYCC*TYT «CO GMH]=C«dY=SNO =O gz ~—~18.8%| __—*| NO | 
census Tractggoz——SSCS~“~*~“‘“~*~*~*~‘~*~rYCSC<CS~«aBYLCC~*C YT IG «YC | tr] tr fz tt6 CN 
PGensus Tracts SSCSC~C*«~«S | SCT] «YON | SCT | ——«C8D| «BOLT OS] ‘| 
|| No | 
a cm 
| 35.677] 16.381] 45.9%] 3 to] 35,644] 786] 19.0%] 3] 10 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Hammels-Arverne-Edgemere 


FCensusTract202————SSCS~S~sSC~« YC] Ves | «Y~CSSC~C«C OY] Yo 
[census Tract203———SSCSC~S~S SSC Tao | No | ve | 2070 ai 9% Yes |_| 
[census Tract96e———SSSCSC~S~S~SSSC OC Dw Ves || a t05 | aril Yes |_| 
[census Tract96e————SSCSC~S~S Cara T0088. Ves | | ze ier a2 Yes |_| 
[census Tacto7202 SSCS ~i 07 arn Ves | | ss | tear on sf Yes |_| 
[census Trasto7203———SSSCSCS~S~S~C* Taf Ves | | 756 470 on.a%| Yes |_| 
[census Tracto720a SSC | og Ves | aorta af Yes |_| 
[census Tract902 ———SCSC~SCS~S~S~S SCY] Ves | | azo | ams |_| Yes |_| 
TOTAL Hammels-Arvere-Edgemere [aes] as 700 | enon] 7[ a[ _araro| _teoor| as] | 


(TR A NN Se 
[Cons Take2———SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~rSCS*~sYCSC* |S] Ves | CYSC*~*‘ YC] Ves] 
census Tractdea————SCS~S~—~—~S~S~SC ao sos | seats] Yes | PCO] are] at CN | 
census Tracts ——SOSCS~S~SS ara Pata |r] Yes | Pe] tae | ma Ves || 
census Tract 0207 ——SSC~S~S~SSSCee nse] Too] Yes | | tae | a8] Zw Ves |_| 
census Tract s0202 SS | sees] Yes | poe ars | zeal Wo | 
census Tracts ———SSCS~S~S~SSSCat Pare | oro] Yes | | tet | ar] 260% | No | 
census Tract 08 SSCS ne] too] Yes | ptf an | 282%) Ves |_| 
census Tract 08 ——S~S~S~SSSC« ngs | oT] Ves | | CoO] ae] toe] No | 
census Tract ——SOSCS~S~S~T wt Pre | ora] Yes | Por | 280 | tors Wo | 
TorALHolis——SSSCSC~S~SSS ta Poze | are] ot «YC ar] tae] a8 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
unters Point-Sunnyside-West Maspeth 


F Census Tact te501 SS SSSCSC~SCSC*~«C SCY] Ves |=] ATT] AO Yes 
[census Tractte7 SSCS Croc Ves | | 8005 | =o | af Yes |_| 
[census Tactt@o——SSCSCS~SCS SCS 206 | TH Ves | | tS] roan Yes |_| 
[census Tactt90———SSSCSC~S~SCSCSSSSC Cw Ves | Ca] Tel Yes |_| 
[census Tract205 SSC too oe Ves | frre | soo fa | Yes |_| 
[census att SSCS ea No | er] toro | ton] Wo | 
[census Tat? SSCS 86 [000 | ars No Porro | 
[census Tact 9 SSCS 5 || Ves || ce] asta | 
[censstatt SOS ta | 
[census Tata SSC THO Ves | tro] Oz es |_| 
[census Tact 16.7 SSCS [ws Ves | aor iowa aa | Yes |_| 
[census Tract ter02 SSCS tsa Ves | faa] at] an Wo | 
[census Tract 168 SSCS SCs | sz Ves | Pte | taro | no | 
[census raat 10502 SSCS SSC ors Ves | | se] tes | al ves | | 
census Tactzg SSCS PT | dP 
[census Tract205 ———SSSCSC~S~SCS~SSSC* BY Tw Ves | | CTS] S|. es] | 
[census Tract 169 ———SCS~S SC oss Ves | | sori | 1000 al Yes |_| 
[census Tract 25a07 ——SSSSCSCSC~SSSC SYD] Ves | | aaa tia a2.a| Yes |_| 
[census Tract26502 SSC |e | Ta Ves | | me io | Yes |_| 
TOTAL Hunters Point-Sunnyside-WestMaspeth | _e9.6ao| _a3055| tax] 16] 4 6900] rar] _asan|_ a] _7| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ackson Heights 


Census Tact ———SSSCS~SSSC* OYTO Ves | —«Y~S~C*OTRY~—<06SD] TON Yes 
[census Tracts ———SSCSCS~S~S~SSSC OA | on Ves | | ar 80 | a af Yes |_| 
[census asta? SSCS ra a Ves | ara af Yes |_| 
[census Tactaa——SSSCSCS~S~SCSC 080] wz Ves | | ites | ze | ail Yes |_| 
[census Tract2e1——SSSCS~S Sane | oof ves | Pra | tae aan Yes |_| 
[census Tract260——SSSCSCSC~S~SCSSC* YB TL Ves | | ve zara ail Yes |_| 
[census Tractz65———SSSCS~S SC toe Ves | | soft [am rf Yes |_| 
[census Tract267 ———SSSCSCSC~S~SSSCt aaa |r| Ves | | zm | tao az Yes |_| 
[census Tractze9———SSCS~SSC stra Ves | ce | toma am | Yes |_| 
[census Tract201———SSSSCS~S~S~SSSCt ata | wa Ves | | wore 2ztn | a ail Yes |_| 
[census Tacts0002 SSC era Ves | ar ree [af Yes |_| 
[census Tracts0003 SSCS || 0.2 Ves | | soa iso aril Yes |_| 
[census Tracts0s0a SCS io 22t0 | oe ves | | ara 108 arf Yes |_| 
[census Tactso7 SSCS] ag] Ves | | sce | asa a0 of Yes |_| 
[census Tracts20———SSSCS~S~S~S SC || a2 Ves | zr | tro af Yes |_| 
[census Tacts57 _———SSCSC~S~S~SCSCSC« Yt || Ves | | 200 oto a af Yes |_| 
[census Tracts59 SSCS terrier [az ves | fro] tani faa rf Yes |_| 
[census acta? SSCS SCS 806 | 90. Ves | | area v0 anal Yes |_| 
census Tracts Sarr [zara ves | aor soar onl Yes |_| 
TOTAL Jackson Heights _____——~S~S~S~SC~« SY wto | an to] «| Carer] asa] an] to] ‘| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
jamaica 


Census Taco ——SSCSC~S~S~SSSC*« RY ~C« YC] Ves | CYCSCSC SCS] 

census Tract206 SSC HOH] Ves | | ita =i TH 

[census Tract208 SSCS || wa Ves | TO] ees Wo | 
[census Tracta2———SSCSC~C~S~S SSC ama. Ves | | so aso es |_| 
[census Tract256——SSSC~S~S SCT ae | 0.0 Ves | | avo | ra arf Yes |_| 
[census Tract0———SSCSC~C~SCS~SSSCt TT ar Ves | | rte | age | ar | Yes |_| 
census Tate SOS | dP 
[census Tactaaé———SSCSC~SCSC~SSSC YY Ves || Cm] Ce aan es |_| 
[census Tater SSCS Sit 05 0.2 Ves | aco tn af Yes |_| 
[census Taotue0z ———SSCSC~S~SSSCSC Yor Ves | | ar 20m or ail Yes |_| 
[census Tractago_———SCS~S~S Cfo 7 Ves | Pina | 200 [a | Yes |_| 


[census Traotd62———SSCSCS~SCS Cat rTO| 98.0% Ves | | va aria az Yes |_| 

[census Tractass———SSSCS~SCS SSC 300 | og Ves | | ao] 10m | af Yes |_| 

[census Tracts SSCS Card | 0.98 Ves | | aor tori | anf Yes |_| 
Census Tact 480 [—2203[ ——2232[ arr] Yes |_| _2200| as | 20.704 

OTAL Jamaica aba] ta _a[ saan] _2haas | 452 


wom] Yes | [20] 685] 279%] Yes 
a6z%| Yes |__| 1600] __6| 212% 
Ed 
P3299 [05 [18 3 
ves | | __iata too 7.79 
4903 [351 [21a 
P5457 [1.005 | 18.5% 
Pte [asa as [122 
cr 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ew Gardens 


P CensusTrat73——SSSCSC~*~sCSC~«WGCSC~*~C«tY NH] C«C«CN CT ~~SCORB~~CGT «OOH 
P—GensusTracttas ————SC~—~SCS~sSSC~t TB | ma] SHY] Ves | | 4082] HS | 7A] Vos | 
PGensusTractt36———SSCSC~—SCSSSCt Tso] arte] «| NO | tara =] ato] «CN 
P—GensusTractt38—————SC~S~S~S SSC BY TD | OTM] Ves | | 3.606] 721 | 200%] | No, 
Census Tractao——SSCSC*~—~*~*~dCSCSC«t TOY OY SB] Ves | | __—_zror'| v5 | 250%) | No | 
fF GensusTractzi6 SCS 2 | 0m | 05S] Ves | | 4002] 1,000] _252%| | No 
Census Tract 775SSCSC~S~C~YCSC~« weft] «| ON (| Cz | =i] 12.0%) ‘| NO | 
TOTAL Kew Gardens | 2276] tass| sssm| 4] 3 22268] 5.405] asm] 4] 6 
ew Gardens Hills 
[Census Tract7902_————S~S~S~sSC~« YT S~~CTYT SCM] C«C«CN YT ~——=CBD] ~—«CDO Y= 
Census Tract77903.—SS~S~S~CSCS~«C HY 4.DVG| __—*;ND*| Ci | Cit | 8 
P—censusTract 77904 SSC at | 285 | ate] | No | 5,700] 1907] 35.0%] Yes 
Census Tract77905.———S~=~*~‘“dYCSCSC*~« CTY 05H] Ves | Car | cor] to id 
Z| | 


No 
No 
eel 
No 
[census Tract77006—————SSCS~sSSCSC« Ye | sa Ves | | aso aoa Wo | 
census Tact77807 Sofas NP | taal eo || 
[census Tract77005 ————S—SCSCS~sSCSCSC« Yen | THO Ves | | soa tar of Yes |_| 
Census Tact 309 P—7240[ 4140 sr] Yes | [| 67a0| 1 705| z6.1%| | No 
oe - airfare aranl ves |_| 

02% [36252 tae] sore] ay] 


August 2022 38/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Laurelton 


Gens Tatae —SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC«SC~C« CVs | CYC] CYTO] |S 
[census Tact66———SSCSCSC~S~SSSC TY tO] 0.3 Ves | | are] aot. | Wo | 
[census TactsteT ——SSCSCS~S~SSi todo Ves | Pes] aston Wo | 
[census Tactete ——SSCSCS~S~S SY aoa Ves | tar 00 12.0% | Wo | 
[census Tract620 SSCS tat ae | 0 af Ves | tas | ex no | 
[census Tracte26———SSSCSCSC~S~SSSC SY Ao. Ves | | aon re | an | Wo | 
[census racteg0 SSCS tare | 08 3 Ves | toa 0a 89% | no | 
[census Tract62 SSCS SCT Do Ves | | va | teat Wo | 
[census Tracts SSCS Care| 2g60 | 0 ves | fof sa faa | 
[census Tracte50———SSSCSCS~SCS~S ra] 86 | az Ves | | ren se] ta | Wo | 
census Tract662———SSSCS~S~S SSC ves | re] eof of | 
TOTAL Laureton SSC] eto | oa | ~| rou | ror] tse - | tt 
[Census Tractor —SSSSCSCSC~S~CSCS~«SDYC~*C SY CYSSC*d;CN YC SCOO] IH] CW | 
[census Tracte202_———S~S Ct ao | oe Ves | Caso | te | aon Yes |_| 
[census Taste SSCS Ca ve tg No | mi] 1200 155% We | 
[census Tracteee SSCS a eng No Paes 22a no | 
TOTAL Lindenwood-HowardBeach __———_—+| vata _asa7| _aosx a] 3] _rso77| sant] _aaan] 1] 3] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 


Conse ——SSSCSCS~S~SSC« OSC] OY Ves | CYC] Yo 
[census Tracta0a02 ————SSSCSC~S~SSCSC YOY. Ves | | zane ota anal Wo | 
census Tacta05 SSCS ot No Paz ta Wo | 
[census Tactso7———SSSCSCSC~SCS C80 || Ves | | | ra] arnt ves | 
census Tracts SSCS mt an oP 200 ee [tax | 
[census Treats SSCS ar No Pao az | 
[census Tractsts SSCS ate as [aro No Pee | rete | 
[census Tracts? SSCS =e fs | No | 2000 aro aon Wo | 
[census Tracts SSCS as |e No mao es || 
[census Tracts00 SSC | aa «No | so] ear Yes |_| 
[census Tracteot———SSSCS~S~S es st Vos | tof ora fen Wo | 
[census Tacts25 SSCS te aa No | te] oe al ves || 
[census Tractsa1———SSSCS ara anf No P00 | 000 fae. Yes |_| 
[census Tact505———SSSCSCSC~SCSCS~SSC«t wT Ves | | ef Yes |_| 
TOTAL Maspeth ——~S~S~S~S~S SSC gts | arn | | ozn | ase | asx 7p 
[Census Tracts0s———SC~S~S~SSSC~«iR]~C«iY CHOY | CYSCSCSC~*SOYC~*«OYC es |_| 
[census Tracts07 SSCS Yas Ves | | 0 ive | a0.0%| Yes |_| 
[census Tract60s SSCS SCS | at Pm taf Yes |_| 
OS SO AS NT 
census Tractetg SSCS S| No Pe fst 0x Yo | 
[census Tractea1 SSCS ta No | ee | asa | 
census Tractess7——SSCS—SS CP So PS | 
[census Tracto5r02 SSCS SSCs No P| 0 | 
[census Tractesr03 SSCS east No fas] zat no | 
[census Trasteso SSCS | No Pee 06 | to | 
[census Tracteet SSCS twa rtf No te | eee 15.0% no | 
[census Tracts6s SSCS an tee No | rr] ea] | Wo | 
[census Tracte6s7 ———SSCSC~S~S~SSSC eet No Pee] tt] tar | 
[census Tracteorot———SSSCSCSC~sCSCSC OY ara | No | 00 ata Wo | 
[census Tracte6g SSCS No Pte fan no | 
[census Tactert SSCS tes No Pao ne | tor Wo | 
Census Tact 67 366 | —toare| | wo [| tae 223 118%] | No 
[aaia[—2aa5[s5an| Yes |_| 3054] tami] a07%| Yes| 

[aac] teoas[ sso] 38 anger] 9065] zara] a] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Murray Hill 


Conse 63 SSSCSC~*~*rC*~*~‘iTSYC*«ti YC] Ves | «| ~C«OIS|~—~—«OS | 8.0%] Yes 
[Census Tract 047 ————SSCSC~C~SCS~sSCSC« rot | rove] ves | | __8ro5] 2,512 94.2%] Vos |__| 
Census Tract 069 —SSSCSC~wrC*~‘<« WOTYTCC*C*it TOG | aT] «NO | 8000 ——w6G| 2.2%» _—*| No | 
ycensusTractet——SSSCSC~C~SC~YSCSC Yan | some] ves |__| acs 25 | 18.0%] | No | 
P Censustrat a7 SSSCSCSC~«~C*C~«sOG YC |g] Vos || 725] it | 82] «CN 
Census Tract te1——SSCSCSC~S~sYSCSCSC«S | srt] ves | |_| ——_mts | _annrol | No | 
PCensusTract 155 SSSSCSC~*~CSCt BOY | wae] Vos | | TRO] —.t06| StS] Ves | 
Census Tratte7 ———SSSSCSCSC~SCS~sYCSCSC O58 | a7] Ves | | __sz0r] 1.405] 37.3%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTract 159 SSCSC~*~<~*~‘~*~*~rC*C~« | CHA GOGH] Ves | | RH ——.sOT | SAL Ves | 
Census Tract 163 ———S—SCSC~SCS~sYCSC~« BBY OT] 91.0%] Ves | | 8605] 5.040] 08.6%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTrat 67 SSCSCSC*~C*C~«s YC | 8D] Ves | | GRO —=imS | HBT] Ves | 
Census ——SSSCSCSC~SCS~sCSC wre | rz] ves | | 280 750] 32.2%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTract 175 SSSCSC*~C~C*C*~« GOT == zD|wVS| Ves | | 8D] _—.z00 | 8B] «CN 
TOTAL Murray wil ————SSCSC~S~S~sSSC tO] toms | tte] | 1] aoc] —mo.szs] tz] 0] 5 
orth Corona 
Censuses ——SSSSSCS~C~SC~iYSCSC«C TOY ~C« GY] SCOTT] Ves | «| SC TOSCO] aH] Ves |_| 
PCensusTract77—SSSCSCSC*~CSC*~« OT «6B HH] Ves | | ———nSERY—=.t0G | BANE| Ves | 
Census Tata ————SSCSCSC~—~sYSCSC~« RY 7m | 8.1%] Ves | | 804] 3.400] 80.5%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTracte? SS SSSSC~*dCSC«S TG | aT | oS] Vos | | 7.10 3.052 | A106] Ves | 
Census Tractaot_———SSCSC~SCSCSCS~wYCSCSC«S BH ge | 9.7] Ves | | 7016] 4.280] _s0.5% Yes |__| 
Census TractaosSSCSCS*~CSC~« Cz | ot] Vos | | 824] 3.506 | OOH Ves | 
Census Tracta05———SSSCSCSC~SCS~YSCSCSC | za | otto] ves | | azar 515 40.7%] Yes |__| 
PCensusTractao7SSCSCS*~*~C*«Ct OY Cw] aM] Ves | | 8g TIO | 7A Ves | 
Census Tract 409 5560] sez] gear] ves |_| 5511] 2.607] 51.5% Yes |_| 
TOTAL North Corona ——=—S=~S~CSC« GO] Sw | ogee] | ~~ Ciao] ora] tz | 
akland Gardens 
wee] No] 392] 366] 99%] | -No 
226% | No | _saer| 06 | 20.7% | No | 
7oa%| ves |__| ____seao | __162a | _26.1%| | No | 
@5g%] ves | | _aerr| 1115] 24.1%] | No 
507%] ves |_| __44s5| 20] 186% | No | 
raa%| Yes |_| 7.046] 140] 210% | No 
2p aareaxlot00 200%] - | 6 


[gle 


p 
~< 
n 


S 


E 


63.3% 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE (NO) 
Id Astoria 


FGensus Tract) ——=S~=~—~*~*~S~wYSCSC*~«DY:C*dCYC«i MYC =| Cd ~SSCSC*C«O | ~—~« NSB] ——80B| os 
[Census Tract7# ——SCSC~—~—S~S~S~S~S~SSSCSC ner | at] | SN | 8g | —700| 209%) ‘| NO 
[Census Tract73———S~S St | naa] | No | 3.905) 014 | 258%) | No | 
[—GensusTract79——~=SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~dCSCSC~«i SY CAYO] Ves | | ——~=OS| oz | 38% Ves |_| 
[—censustractetSSCS~S~S~S~SSSC«i S| as |. 7H| Ves | | tz | =i] 25 | ~*~ 
/—Gensus Tracts ——SC~*~“~‘“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~dCSCS*~« OY CTT] Ves | | 400] —80| 265%) | No | 
[censustacte7———SCS~“~*~*~‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~SCSC*~« YC YB] Ves | | —~~C« S| 07 | 75.9%) es 
Census Tractt——SCSC~‘“~*~*~*~*~*~*S~S~wSSC~« ROB YC BBY 8M] Ves | | 2.808 | ——_—BE| 28D 
TOTAL OldAstoria ——————~—S~SSS~i 0] azar] ser | 2] zat] 6.463 36.1% 
Oyster Bay 

OO 
TOTAL OysterBay SCS SC Cd SCC CY Ct YP CCT CC «dCi 
zone Park 

FGensus Track4002——=—S~S~S~wSCS~«YS~« YC] Ves | «| SCSC*C« MBO] ~—«SBBY AOA] Vos 
[census Tracts SSCSC~S~S~SSCSC*~« MY 0H T.TIG| Ves | | 2.040 701] 27.5% Ves 
—Gensus Tract88——=S~*~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSC~*~C OGY —~C wer RY] Ves | | 8.66] _—waT | ~_— 2D 
[census Tractor SSCSC~S~S~S~SSTSC~«t S| aD] Ves | | 8702 | 1.700 45.80 Ves 
Census Tracts0SCSC~“~*‘“*~*~‘“‘~*~*é~*CSC*«‘SYSC*‘ CYC] CVs | «| SSCSCS*C«]~SC«O] 81% Vo 
P census Tracts#——SSCSC~*~“~*~‘~*~*~*‘“‘~‘~*~*~*~wSCS*~*~« YC GP HOH] Ves | | S20 | BTR 91.2%) es 
Census Tract68——SCSC~‘“~*~*~*~*~*~YCSCS*~«C RCT 7H] Ves | | 85S | ATO | 28TH 
TOTAL Ozone Park ——~—=~S~S~*~S~S~SSCSC«é SG] twas | Ts TL - ~| gt] 7.20 | 30.0 


n 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is Poverty |__ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED 
ark-cemetery-etc-Queens 


Pensa ———SSCSC*~—~—sCSss SSC CYC CYC CCC CYC 
[census Tatra SSS CY me PY 

[census Taare SSCS SSE oP | 
OS A 
census acter SSS oe PP | 
census Tactz20——SSCSC~SS Ee PW | 
[census Tract798———SSSOSCS So 0 | 
[census aot 1208 SSOSCS~sSS Ee | | 
[census Taatsea7 ——SSSCS—SS oo 0 | 
OS A OT 
census Tractz09 SSCS So 0 | 
[census asta SSS no 0 | 
[census Tract6@ SSS oo 0 Po | 
[census Tao 30502 ———SSCSC~—SC—~tSSC‘“a SSC ves | PC] es | 


Census Tract 1072.02 
OTAL park-cemetery-etc-Queens ar) 
omonok-Flushing Heights-Hillcrest 
Census Trac 123 [34s] 206 723%] ves | [| 048] 10 3.8% 
Census Tract 122701 ves |_| __trai7] 2913 | 25.79 
Census Tract 122702 Yes | | _7sto[ _4en1[ 61.7% 
Ls 
| | 


Census Tract 1241 69.0%] Yes 
Yes 
Census Tract 265 SSSC~*dCCt S| ar] 672%] Ves | | 1.743 76 | 3.0% 
Census Tract 267 ———S~C~SsCSSCB | 8.158] 080%] Ves | | ___240n| 1,120] 45.3%] Yes | 
TOTAL Pomonok-FlushingHeights-Hilerest | soa] asava| riem| 7[ - | 23675] 12.145] 36.1% 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ueens Village 


[Census Tal ——SSCSC~S~S~SSSC« A] ~C«C HYCO | CYS] CYC] —* CW 
[census Taats2 SSCS] | a Ves | | ast | ara | v0 no | 
[census Taatst6 SSCS ro Ves | Pare] uaa | Wo | 
[census Tract52 SSCS go Ves | | rf sar Wo | 
census Tractsse7 ———SSSCSCS~S~SSC 0a | of Ves | | 09 | oo ft 8% no | 
[census Tractsa6 SSCS aoc Ves | tren] os | zz Wo | 
[census Tractsao SSCS C00 | 0.9 Ves | ewe al es || 
[census Tact ———SSCSC~SCSCS~SSSCTT | ot Ves | ar] ata Wo | 
[census Tractsae SSCS ee | or Ves | ae es | ta. no | 
[census Tract652_———SSCSCSC~S~SSC~C« 800 | OH Ves | | 200 t00f aa 7| Yes | | 
[census Tractssa————SSCS~SCS Cte | ate Ves | suo aaa Yes |_| 
[census Tracts56——SSSCSC~SCSCS~SSC tao Ves | fame | ty zal |W | 


census Tract 6@——SSCS~S~S~ST on tne | ro] Ves | Po | te | tal Wo | 
census Tract 60 ———SCSC~S~S~SSCS nz] eave] Ves | | CCeoo | —aw | aa] Yes || 
census Tract 62 SSCS nt |e] Yes | PY ate] zeal Wo | 
census Tractsb@———SSCS~S~—~S~SSCn tre | aso] Ves | PTO] 2] tea] | No | 
census Tract 66 ——SCSC~S~“~S~SSC Pte | goes] Yes | Pat | 28 | toa Wo | 
census Tract 68 ——SOSC~S~—~S~S~S~SSC Oar | sa] Ves | YC | 2 | 22m] | No | 
census Tract 60 ———SCSCS~S~CS~STS ao Pato | 802] Yes | Yar | te | zal Ves | 


Census Tract 582 
OTAL Queens Village 
ueensboro Hill 

Census Tract 799 

Census Tract 803.01 

Census Tract 803.02 

Census Tract 837 

Census Tract 1215 
OTAL Queensboro Hill 


4,838 


7a5[ a7] Yes | [| _arma[__1a0 [a7] —_[ No _ 
sere] 4x 20[ - | sates] tarot] zaox] 5] 15) 


zee] eH] ves [sues] 120] aan] ves |_| 
5363 ves | [| ___300[ _ 1905] s03%] ves [| _ 
zea0[ air] Yes | | aare| 1,100, 22%] Yes |__| 
4943[ 936%] Yes | [527i ara] aor] ves [| _ 
7 - 
=a 


3,101 
3,859 
3,476 
5,283 
TA EY aero tae0 | a5 0% Yes |_| 
mera[ aro s| - | 200s] ress] a9.2n] 5] - | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY [MINORITY TRACT] — staTtusis POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION] RATE | (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE 
ueensbridge-Ravenswood-Long Island City 


[census Tactst SSCS ec Ves | | re] af Yes |_| 
[census Tact8———SSSCSCS~C~SCSSC« || 68g Ves | wT a | Yes |_| 
OS OO A OT 
[census Tata SSC wa Ves | re ee |_| 
[census Tracts ——SSCSCS~S~SCSCSCS~S SSC or 92 Ves | | ace | tar [onl Yes |_| 
[census Tractst———SSSSCSCSCS ia sor ves | ft me [1051 fon af Yes |_| 
[census Tracts SSCS SSCi SBT Ves | | =| =i asf Yes |_| 


Census Tracts SSSCS~*~<C~‘~*~*wdCSC*~C~*«OSYCOC*C*‘éW*«YC=C«é AM] CVes || | SCSC«7B| Ct | ——88.2%| Yes | 
TOTAL QueensbridgeRavenswood-Longisland city | 18938[ 15641] e2%| | 1] —— tata] —*10,643 | 56.3% 

ego Park 

[ Censustacte7SCSC~<“—*é‘idCSC*C*«‘BWY:COC*C«TYSCHBHH] Ves | | 48B]~—C.TT3| (25.6%) 
Census Tracts —SSSC~=<“—*~‘~*~*~é~dRCSC*iYC~CSC« AZ| HHL Ves | | ——stgn' | ~—o55| 30.3%] Vs 
PCensustractes ——SSCSC~“~*~‘“SCSC*«étYC*~*C‘* HQ «CY Yes [| ——=s2196[ ——6TR| 27.9%] Yes 
PCensustracteror——SSCS*~<“—*~‘~*~*é*dC*«édYC*«t YC CVs | «| C22 | C00 | 25.0% 
[Censustracteoro2——SCSC*~“‘*‘“‘*dSC*éHB'Y;~CC~*« OGY «BH Yes | | =I _—=«SDZ|——=14.H 
PCensusTract703—SSCSC~C~C~C*é‘“C~SOG |S HMB Ves | | 2a] a | 2.1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ichmond Hill 


fCensus Tact SSC] «CTY Ves | «Y~S~C OY ~CAY—Ye 
[census Taaté SSCS [nom |TV | | tn00 | 7208.3) Yes 

[census Tract26 SSCS || wa Ves | aro | raf Yes |_| 
[census Tact 6 SSCS Cares 00.2 ves | | cof oma | Yes |_| 
[census Tract 2607 SSCS rs [0 Ves | | as | ree] Wo | 
[census Tract 12602 SSC as | wr Ves | | 702] owe | al ves |_| 
[census Tract 128 SSCS rer ves | ame is | 028 Yes |_| 
[census Tract t30———SSSSCS~S~S~S~SSSC me |e Ves | | Cees af Yes |_| 
[census Tracts SSCS 5 ota ves | fae | re | an Yes |_| 
[census Tract28 SSCS ara] Ves | | 60 55 | a3 Yes |_| 
[census Tract ti0 SSC | at Ves | | ard Yes |_| 
[census Tract toe SCS Cte | of Ves | | aa 05 | a | Yes |_| 
census Tract ———SCSCS~S~S Ciara | af Yes | fie] Yes |_| 
[census Tract20———SSSCS~S~S SC st | ama Ves | | aes | es | a | Yes |_| 
[census Tract 22S ea taf Ves | aor so [ar af Yes |_| 
[census Tract 126 SSCS arate | samo] eats Wo | 
[census Tract 12S Sts ae oes | Pes | saan es || 
[census Tat 207 ——SSSCSC~S~SSSC TOYO Ves | | a me || Yes |_| 
[census Tract w202——S—S—S~S~S Cis 683 | 0.92 Ves | | sss | too —a5.4%| Yes |_| 
[census Tract SSCS | ot Ves | | ee] mata Yes |_| 
[census Tract we SSCS arto are oral ves | | trou saa 20 Yes |_| 
[census Tract t60——S—SCSCS~S~S~S SCY 880 | 0TH Ves | | 00 aot ar nf Yes |_| 
[census Tract t62———SSCS~S~S Siri 0a ves | to | toe | 29.0% Yes |_| 
[census Tract t6#——SSSCSC~C~SCSCS~S STO 2.700 ag Ves | | aso ——ae | aan Yes |_| 
[census Tract 166 SSC 5 | as Ves | | 20 roa ar af Yes |_| 
TOTALRichmondHil __————~d~CSC~t aa] ata | a] 26] ~| Caer] ato | aan] za] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
idgewood 


FCensusTacl65——SSSCSC~S~SSSC« SSC] Ves | = ~~CY~~C«] CT Vo 
[census Tracts57 SSCS 3000 TOL Ves | | ave | toto ar | Yes |_| 
[census Tracts60——SSSCS~S SSC | Ves | PTO maa aL Yes |_| 
[census Taatse1——SSCSCSC~S~S~SSSC asta No | me | tet | af Yes |_| 
[census Tracts65 SSCS iso ana No Pz roan Wo | 
[census Tractse5 ——SSSCSCSC~S~S~sSSC Ye | ses | | me es |_| 
[census Tractse7 SSCS soso | 2 No Pct fai rf Yes |_| 
[census Trasts00 SSCS am No Pts] m6 | aa We | 
[census Tractors? ———SSSCSC~S SCC |e | a No | ren] tifa ve | | 
[census Tractera0z SSCS SS C(t | | Ym | 
[census Tractsa9———SSCSC~C~SCS~SSSC | wa Ves | ome to | 
[census Tracts ———SSSCSC~C~S~SCS~SSC« On| TL Ves | | sma | af es |_| 


census Tactst7 —S~=~*~‘“~*~*~*~SSCSC age | Te] Ves | soos | 0s | atl Yes |_| 
census Tact39——SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~S*~SSSC«t T= | TOT] Ves | | wav | 240s | arate Yes |_| 
census Tracts ——SSCSC~“~*~*~dSCSC a se | sa] Ves | Paz | ter | ati Ves |_| 
census Tracts) ——SCSC~“~*~‘~*~*~*~*~SCSCt GY Ta | wT] Ves | | ~C~Ct OG | zt | aa Yes |_| 
census Tract 8) ——SC~*~*~*~SCSC OG sew | aes] NP sar | tar | a0 Ves |_| 
census Tiactse——SCSC~—~S~—‘“—~*~*~sSSC RG aH] SHa| Ves || CTI] tn] tO] | No | 

Census Tract 66 P5533 2007 [22%] Yes |_| ssu[ 176 2esn] ves[ 


OTAL Ridgewood Psao%| 12 7] 75803] asso] azt%l_ 14] 5 
osedale 
Census Tract 616.02 wom] 979%] ves [| a] SSA] 
Census Tract 638 3408 969%) ves | | _9515| 684 | 19.5% | No | 
Census Tract 654 3746| 990% Yes |_| arte] ____7e5| 2.1% | No | 
Census Tract 656 47e8] 960%) ves | | 4952] 1198 24.2% | No | 


| 


Census Tract 660 3106] 963% Yes | | _sar7| 100 4%) Yes |__| 
Census Tract 664 ae0s[ 062%[ Yes | | sae | t2sr[ 27x No | 


OTAL Rosedale 26,680 25,817 96.8% 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES) 
outh Jamaica 


[Census Tactig ———SCSC~*~*~*~S~sSCSC*«BYCC~*« YC] Ves | CYCCSC*C«YCOC*C*C«éaY:C 
[census Tractt96 SSCS «OY 3000| 99.0% Ves | | snr ea | asl | Wo | 
[census Tract 96 SSCS St | a Ves | | ie | te |r Yes || 
[census Tract202 SSC ast 00 Ves | | tue] aa il Yes |_| 
[census ract25e SSCS tote [aor oral ves | | toss | 528 | s5.0n| Yes |_| 
[census Tract268 ———SSSCSCSCS~S~SSSSCt || of Ves | | ani | as | ater Yes |_| 
[census Tract260———SSCS~S~S aro —_art9 | 0. ves | | aor oso a0. Yes |_| 
[census Tract262 SSCS tao tet [00a ves | Paro aon We | 
[census Tract26e SSCS a0. ves | ao | moar ve |_| 
[census Tract266———SSSCSCS~SSS aan Ves | | tras] ea a7 Yes |_| 
[census Tracta70 SSCS t05 | 0m Yes | ret te fear to | 
[census Taotae ——SSSCSC~C~SCSCS~SSSCB 6 or Ves | | tor an ves | | 
Census Tact 44 [—a7es[ 1720[ —963%| Yes | [1705] 26| 120%] | No 
Census Tact 40 east] Yes |__| __a074[ 1145] 250%] Yes| 
OTAL South Jamaica sez%| _4[ _- [| ew] teono] —s67%| _9[ 5) 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
outh Ozone Park 


Census Tact ——SSCSCS~S~SSSC«Y~C CY Ves | «Y~S~C OY —~« SHY] 
[census Tact6——SSSCSC~SCS i800 00g Ves | | sto | ve | ron Wo | 
[census Taste SSCS SCD | 80. Ves | OST ora es |_| 
[census Tract t00———S~CS~S~S~S CSS w.g| Ves | | sme | ite | aso | 
census Tract 02S art |e ves | Pros | maaan ve |_| 
[census Tract tog———SSCSC~S~SCSSC Yeo Ves | | ran We | 
[census Tract tog SSCS ia smear Yes | er |x Yes |_| 
[census Tract 6002 ———SSSCSC~SCS~SSSC Ao Ves | | | ton anal Wo | 
[census Tract 166 SSCS e720 | 08.3 Ves | | eo wax no | 
[census Tract 166 ———SSCSCSC~S~S~SSC« ||| Ves | | novo] sear Wo | 
[census Tract 166 SSCS iar ro | orn ves | Pz | waa no | 
[census Tact t70 SCS SCS | oH Ves | | mT itor es || 
[census Tract t72 SSCS tata [ge oo ves | tgs fos [aa Yes |_| 
[census Tractt7# SSCS st | a gf Ves | | es | ran We | 
census Tactt7e SSCS [ra oa ves | Pres | roar | no | 
[census Tate SSCS ta | otf Ves | | amo] oe atl ves |_| 
[census Tract 60S ites oor Ves | tam as | af Yes |_| 
[census Tastee SSCS aaa tof Ves | | 4000 tome fa. ‘| Wo | 
[census Tractete SSC aor Ves | sof ast ar nl ve |_| 
[census Tacteae ————SSSCSC~C~S~S~S SSC 420 Ves | | zo ——ae | tan We | 
census Tractao———SCS~S~S Coa to | 0. Ves | Poe | tooo af vee || 
[census Taster ———SSCSCSC~S~SSSC star Ves | | ar] a Wo | 
[census Tracteueoz————SSSCS~S SCC wr Ves | Cm Ca es || 
[census Tracteee———SSSSCSC~S~SCSSSCrer |_| as Ves | | ror oma Taf Yes |_| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE (NO) 
pringfield Gardens South-Brookville 


Census Tacts06———SSCSCSC~dCS*~*~«S TOY CC~C«C YC Ves | CYC ~~] Yo 
census Tract20——SSSCSC~SCS~SSSC OY aor | Ves | | zr mo 
census Tract600——SSCSC~SCS~SSSCtC |B] Ves | | Cw 
census Tractee0———SSSSCSCS~S~SSCSC« DY | 8TH Ves | | CO dt 
census Tract6oe———SSCSCS~S SC TO Ves | | Caer Co 
TOTAL Springfield Gardens SouthBroowile | _22a6| anoaz[ _or7m| 5] - | ram] aoe] 234m] 1 


[CenswTacle2——S~C~*~*~*~sSC*~«s YC] SH] Ves | CYSC*C*SYSC*«éaY;SC | 
census Tracked? —OSCSC~“~*~“~*~dCSCSC ares | soa] Ves | fC] teal 
[census Tracts? ———SCSC~‘“~*~SCSC Osta | sa] Ves | | CTA | mr] 
census Tract66——SSCS~S~CS~S rat fare | so] Ves | rm | ao | 20 Ye 
census Tract368———SCS~S~—~S~SCt ST | sot] Ves | YC | Cae] toa 
[census Tract76——SSCSC~S~S~ST at sce | sos] Ves | P| ta] tO 

aml 

— 


census Tract 280 ——SCS~S~S~SSSC rots | soz] Ves | | toro 288 | tT 
census Tract0¢—~SC~“‘*~“‘*~*~*~‘“~*~*~dYC*~« WG ew | soa] Ves | gro | ra | 2a 
census Tract08 ——SC~S~‘—~S*S*~sSSC Sts | sews] Ves | YTS | or] tom] No | 
census Tract a00——SCS~S~CS~S za Pts | sz] Yes | tso0 280 | te rl Wo | 
census Tract doz ———S~S~SSCo tse] s0 sts] Yes | Yom at] ore Ves || 
OS dC 
census Tracts ——SOS~C~—~—S~—~SsS~S~S~SSC ta no | sos] Ves | Pato | mar] 29] No | 
census Tract 26 —SSCS~S~“~*~*~—~—S ae aor] a] Ves | m8 fz | tooo Ves || 
census Tracts? —SSCS~SCS~S~S~SSSCee ze] tooo] Yes | for] | tem] Wo | 
census Tractsz0—SCSC~S~“~*~*~SSC tO ng | sees] Yes | Pag | tro | 20 No | 
census Tract22——SSCS~S~S m0 fn re0 | Toor] Yes | | tuo 2a | tae] | No | 
census Tracts2@—SSC~S~*~*~S~STS ge ng | tooo] Yes | Pes at | teal No | 
census Tract25—SCS~S~SSSCg Pron |r] Ves | PRY at] 22] No | 
census Tract 28SS~S~S tae ne | too] Yes || ze | tos] Wo | 
census Tractes ———SOSC~—S~—“—sS*~sSSC sew [goes] Ves | YT Ct] OH 
census Tactt@ SSCS feo | tooo] Yes | Prefer | trl 
Ee 
Ea 


census Tract) ——SSCSC~S~—~S~SSCt ame | ge] Yes | || a | TO 
TOTAL St bans —SSOS~S~S~SSTSC st ge | ses] sz | oar | 20 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Steinway 


Census Tal ———SSCS~SSSC« SCY SCYSSC*d;SCNO = ~SS~S~« YT S~=C«OY To 
OS OO A 
[census Tat ot SSCS No Part. Wo | 
[census Tract 2507 SSCS ate No | re] see | 
census Tract 195 SSSCSCS~S ate aft No Pee fra ft 3% no | 
[census Tracts? SSCS as 2 No Pome azo 220% | Wo | 
census acto? SSCS coat No P00 foot. no | 
[census Tractor SSCS care No | tar] ara |r 9% Wo | 
census Tract t08 SSCS era No Pree fs fa no | 
census Tact 05———SCSC~S~SSSCt |e | wz Ves | | | sia es || 
census Tract SSCS to sen ae Wo Pes | ea | 
[census Tate SSCS tz art No Pas | tore zr Wo | 
[census Tracts SSCS [00a No fae | eo oo | 
[census Tat? SSCS rae |store mar | Wo | 
census Tractti@ SSS tat oso 29.0% No foo ie arnt es || 
[census Tact 25 SSCS az No | te] |r| Wo | 
census Tract t67 SSCS tra are Ptr | as | tx | no | 
TOTAL Steinway SSS] nas Yt] artes | tore | cz ata 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 


PF CensusTractas——SSSCS~*~*~sYCSCS*~«YCC~*C*C YC] Ves | dT CSB] «TID | SOA] Vos 
P—GensusTracters SSCS SSC | ar fame] «SN | 788] ——*t05'| tH] «CN 
PGensusTracta1———SSCSC~SCS~SSSC~C WG | rs] 88g] No | —_azer] ——_—az'| 14a] +N 
P—GensusTractes7————SCSC~S~sSSCt | are | tte] «| No | 2a] —— 5] 186%] | NO 
[Census Tractor SSC~—~s—C—~S~S*~SCSCS west] «No | tte | 9 | 13.8%) ‘| No | 
Census Tract 029 ————S~S~SSSC( Was fate] | No | 34a 605] 20.8%] | No 
Census Tract 1005. SSCS~S~C~SWSSSC 0a fant] «YN |r| 68] ote ‘| NO | 
census Tract 1039 +t —628a| seo] save] ves | | 6283] 1536 244%] | No_ 
TOTAL Whitestone ——=—S~SwSCTa | zat | atte] 2] | asc) ar] t0.ox 1] 7 
Woodhaven 
Census Tract6SSCSC~<“~*~*~*~‘~*~*~*~dtCS*~*~«COTYC*«sYC«tS TOY CVs =P CdCCSCS*C*« OTS] ~~«CDTO] 207%] Ves] | 
P—censusTracts————SCSC~—~—~SSS SSC | 2c | 88] Ves | | 3.186] ——_—c07 | 870] Ves | —_ 
[Census Tracts? ——SSC~=“‘*‘“‘*‘*‘*~*~*dtCSC*~«sTORYC~*dCS OY] Ves | «| Ca| 58 | 318% Yes |_| 
P—censusTractss ————SCSC~—SCS SSC | ta |v] Ves | | 2007] 062] 0791 Ves | 
[Census Tract36SCSC~<~‘~*~*~*~‘“dYCSCSC*~«C YC 8.0%| Ves | | 72 | _—_—i283| 250%) —‘| NO | 
P—GensusTract'38————SC~CS~S Csr | 2836 | 02.0%] Ves | | 70] 158 | —20%| Vos | 
Census TractaoonSSCSC~S~S~S~YCSCS~« HY TORY TeV] Ves | | zt | 73H] at 0% Ves |_| 
P—censusTract#?———SCSC~*~—‘“~S*~S~S~S~S CNG | 88s | 89.5%] Ves | | 3.908] 1.800 _a7.0%| Ves | 
[Census Tracts? ——=S~=~“‘*‘*~‘*‘“dtCSC*~«TYC~C‘t YC] Ves | | ——_.808'| 1.008) 966%) Yes |_| 
P—censusTrat2———————————~—S~~CS~t St | 2620 | nn] ves | | 3.002] 1.005 —a41%| Ves | 
[Census TractéSSCS~=~<~‘“‘~*~*~*~dCSCSC TOY ~~C20G YH] Ves | | aes gn | 4354) Yes |_| 
P—censusTract10 +t —4ete{ _40e0| a7.%| ves | | sar] 1.974] 200%| Yes | _ 
[Census Tract2——SC~=“~*~‘“‘“‘*‘~*~*‘“‘*~*~‘“dtCSC*~C BY ~C~*t Yr] Ves | | iT] a | 27 | Yes |__| 
P—censusTracté ————SCS~S SSC OT w0w | 8] Ves | | ——4.280( 500] 5.1%] Ves | 
[Census Tract6—SC~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~dtCS*~« OY CTY] Ves | =a | 88] 202% ‘| No | 
P—GensusTractt8————SC~S C0 | ave | 81%] Ves | | rT] ot | 80%] Vos | 
[Census Tract20SSCSC~C~SC~—~S~SSSCn nga fave] Ves | ttre] oa | 20.0%) ‘No 
P—GensusTractz2————SCSC~S SC | te |] Ves | | azz] ——a | atte] Ves | 
Census Tract 30 saa] _1ta4] T4avel Yes | | 1.606] 21] 260%] ves |__| 
Census Tract 641.01 2,388 38.0%| =| No | 2,388] 340] 14.2%] | No | 
OTAL Woodhaven 60,377 51,499] 85.3%] 19] 1] 60,144] 19,330] = 32.1%] 16] 4 | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status IS POVERTY | POVERTY |___TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
Woodside 


Pensa ——SSCSC~S~SSSC*« A S~C Ves | CCC CY] CW | 
[census Tract27 SSC | wa Ves | | oo wea Yes |_| 
[census Tract269———SSCS~SCS~S~S SSCS aT || Ves | PCa] aL Yes |_| 
[census Tract261——SSSCSCSC~SCSC GO| 9.4 Ves | | ave | 210 40.201 Yes |_| 
[census Tract265———SSCS~S SC | 09 Ves | | ser aaa | Yes |_| 
[census Tract200 SSC Cea af Ves | ftom saz | 
[census ract2e7 SSC [tae |r Yes | zor] 00a no | 
[census Tracto——SSSCSCSC~SCS~SSSC || Ves | | eT ce on Ves |_| 
[census Tractast———SSSCSCS~S st [arin |r| Ves | | oa 00 a2.on Yes |_| 
[census Tract265———SSSSCSCSC~S~S~SSSC zr Ves | | te aor | Yes |_| 
[census Tract267 SSS totter [rar ves | too as [a0 | Yes |_| 
[census Tract205———SSSCSCSC~SCS~SSCSC« Yaw Ves | | sce oat Wo | 
TOTAL Woodside [—aige[szase|—rran|2[ - | ae] toe] azul a[ @ 
TOTAL Queens County | 2e7.ea[ ‘rraaas| 750%| sto] 160 _22s0000| Toos7a| s10%| x36] 305] 
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Table 17C-6 
Environmental Justice Populations: Richmond County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ichmond County, New York 
nnadale-Huguenot-Prince's Bay-Eltingville 


fF CensusTact 76 SSCdYCSCOAT SSC] CMY C=C] SCOAOT CO] 18%] «CN 
PCensusTract 198 —SSSCSC~CSC~STOY ~~ || «NO | ——MOT| ~——t |] _—_—*~N | 
PGensusTracti7005 ———SSCSCSC~SC~sSCSC 0 | to «NO | TA] 87 | 0.0%] —«d|CN 
| Census Tract 170.11 T7788] 16.0% | No | 824] 993] 20.6% | No 
PGensus Tract 70.42 ———SCSC~S~sCSCSC~C TY SS=C |e] CCN | | zz | 100%) «CN 
| Census Tract 156.02 8242278] 86%] | No | 8.222] 327] 10.1% No 
TOTAL AnnadaleHuguenot Prince's BayElingvile | _29801| esa 157% - | 6] _2a7ar| _araa| ts0%[ - | 6 
rden Heights 

Census Tact i7O07——SSSSCSC*~wC<‘C~‘iTYTCOW™*C‘*tTOY «WHOM SCdY=CNO | CAT] CNB] 208%] —«|CNO_ 
| Census Tract 170.08 775] | 10.5% | No | 7795] 515] 6.6%] No 
[Census Tract17000———SCSC~S~SCS~sCSCSC~« Bw] «| NO | ABB 796] 17-7%| | NO 
| Census Tract 170.1 9.060] 2,708] 29.9% | No | 8979} 1,619] 18.0% | No | 
TOTAL Arden Heights ——=S~*~<“~*~*~*~*~*wrCS*~*«éBTYLC*i SCA! «SC | «SSC ww] 0s | 52m «YC 
harleston-Richmond Valley-Tottenville 

[Census Tractor SSSSC*dSC*«‘i SCS] CTO] C=O | NBO] Tat] 8% «CN 
| Census Tract 244024 | 10.0% | No | 4.426] 466 | 10.5% | No 
[Census Tract SSCSC~C*~“~*~wC~*~‘iCSYSC~*«iSG |=] CCN | «GB oA] 10.7%] —~| NO 
13.5% [| No | att7] 509] 6.3% No 
wae] - | 4| 23668] _26s0| t1ax[ - | 
rasmere-Arrochar-Ft. Wadsworth 

06m | No | S48] 68] 124%) ~—«Y:CN 
272m] | No | Ato] 872] 25.5%| | No | 
38.0% | No | _a993| 1014 | 254%] | No | 
446%] Yes | | 343i] 4381 | 40.3% Yes | 
P| Nef 4a7 18a 286%] Yes | _ 
TOTAL Grasmere-Arrochar-Ft Wadsworth | 16,417] 6,246 | ptt 416,228] grt | 29.1%] 2] 3 


elle 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
reat Kills 


fF Gensus Tact t3203——SSSSCSCS*~wC~C~«TOYC*C*C*dCOYCNBOMY C=C | COBY CTO] ~—«183% «CN | 
PGensus Tract 4505 —SSSC~SC*~«EBYCC~C*C*«DG |S TO] C=C | || 124%) «CN 
| Census Tract 146.06 5963] 700] 1.7%] | No | 5963] 522] 88%] | No 
P Genus Tract 16501 SSSSCSC~S~sSCSCt OT S| rm] Cd CN | gt] ora | 105%] «CN 
fF Gensus Traci 15603SSSCS~C~sCSC~«SBAYCC*C*C«T Sto «| CN (| | sw —180%| NO | 
PGensus Tract 4504 —SSSCSC~*~sSC*«i RBH C~C | TOS —_—«|_No | ——888B| rt] 112%) ~~ 
PGensusTract 607 SSSCSC~C~S~sSCSC« TYCO | OT] =O? —“152%] —| NO | 
[Census Tract 4508 —SSSCS~C~sSCSC TCC |S «dN | ar] ta] 92%) «CN 
TOTALGreatKills |r| 6648] 15.9%] | a] atts] 5099] 12.2%] - | 8! 
rymes Hill-Clifton-Fox Hills 
fF GensusTract@3SSSCSCS*~wCSC*~C~« TYCO SVs || MT C705] PHO «CN 
PGensusTact39—SSSSCSC~—~—~*~CS*S~S~sSCSC*«i TOYO] ABBY Ves | | 000 —408| 20.1% | NO 
| Census Tract47 2805] 759] 27%] | No | 221] 885] 17.3%] | No 
PGensusTractéoSSC~*~“*‘*‘~*~*rSC*~«sMBSYCC TY TL Ves || 206] a0 | 434%) Ves || 
TOTAL Grymes Hill-Clifton-FoxHils | 20,80] 15,641] 72.8%] 3] tt] 20,31] 937] 34.1%] 1] | 
ariner's Harbor-Arlington-Port lvory-Graniteville 
| Census Tract323 073] 887 | 82.7%) Yes | | 1.073] 61 | 33.6%) Yes |__| 
PGensus Tract —SSC~C~“‘~‘“*~*~*~*~wC~*~‘iE'YCOC™*C*t TA YTS Ves | | ~~~ a0 | 980%] Vos | 
| Census Tract231 5276] 7] 82.8% Yes | | 5.287] 1,882] 35.0%) Yes |__| 
[Census Tract30a01 ——SSCSC~‘“~*SCSC~t TCC TO] HY] Ves | | 4957] —ogs0| 189%] _—«|NO_ 
| Census Tract30302 0216 | 70.4% Yes | | 6.640] 1,639] 24.7% | No 
[Census Tractataot ——SSC~“~‘“~*~*sC~«‘iTYC~C |B Ves | | =| ~——=C*t SB] —<8.7%| Vos | 
| Census Tract31902_ 5.843] 4.780] 89.5%] Yes | | 5.321] 2,306] 43.3%) Yes |__| 
[Census Tract SSSCS~*~C~‘“~*~*~*~wC~i TYCO | BOL Ves | | ——=TaB|~—1.2063| 480%] Yes | __ 
TOTAL Mariner's Harbor-Arlington-PortIvory-Graniteville | ___32,780| 25,486] 77.7%] 8] - =| 32,608] 11,146] 34.2%] 6] | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ew Brighton-Silver Lake 


fF GensusTract69 SS SSSSC*«dCSC*« HT YTCOC~C*«tMOYSCPM]:C|=CNO | ———«8.086]~——=77O] 252%] _—~«:—CNG | 
[Census Tract67—SSSCSC~SCS~SCS~sSCSC«BBY | tH] «|S |r| | 88% «CN 
| CensusTract75 209524] 58.7%] Yes | | 374] 1,691] 45.5%] Yes |__| 
PGensusTract05SSC*~“~*~“‘*‘“*~*‘*~*~*~*rSC~«szYC*C*‘t YC TM Ves | | 00 | ~~ | 088%] Vos | _—| 
fF GensusTracttatSSSCSC~C~«AYCC*CHG ||| NO | «AB =| 10H «| ~N | 
TOTAL New BrightonSiiverLake ——~=~S~«w:C*«~«i SAYS | o| —2| sd | ~——stsa7o| aro eam 2] 
ew Dorp-Midland Beach 

Census Tract 1202 —SSCS~sCSCSC*i TTC] MBM] Ves | | CTT] ~~ 252%] «CN 
| Census Tract 1402 8.308 | | 27%] | No | 3,308] 500] 14.7% No 
PGensusTract22—SSSCSC~*~*~*~SCSC*~«t BY S~C~C* RO] TBH «|_| zg] —sz6 | 134% «| NO 
| Census Tract 128.04 Tor | 24.2%] | No | 4.042] 0] 22.5%] | No 
[Census Tract SSCSC~SCSC*~«OWYS~C~C«T |= «|S (| 009 rot] 10.3%] «CN 
TOTAL NewDorp-MidlandBeach | 24,208] 6,265] 29.5%] ot] 4] at zo7] sat] 19.7%] - | 5 
ew Springville-Bloomfield-Travis 

| Census Tract228 0%] No TB 00% No 
PGensusTractzono2———SSCSC~S~CS~sCSC*~«t YC || Ves | | 008 || 10 —«|CN 
| Census Tract291.03 8266] 2,829] 34.2% | No | 8.266] rt | 11.7%) | No 
PGensusTract 73 SSSSCSC~wSC~« YC] w.I| Ves | | =a | at |TV | 
| Census Tract 187.02 T8156] 39.7% | No | 7.284] 1401] 19.4%] | No 
PGensus Tract 19902 ——=—SC~S~sC~C~i OY SSC || «|S | ON] tat] 25.1% «| NO 
| Census Tract 273.01 882] rt | 45.4% Yes | | 3,782] 81 | 23.3%] | No 
PGensusTracta7302——SCSC~S~S~sSCSC~« WY —~C SB | 2H | «|_| ———4.05O|-— 5 | 278%] Ves | 
Census Tract20104 SSSSCS*~YC*«‘C~sYCSCTOB | BL «| ONO | 7.200 ~<a | t7.6M| «| No | 
TOTAL New Springvile-BloomficléTravis___—+| ated] teo17| 401%] 3] 6] —_ataa7| ao] 204% 2] 7, 


August 2022 106/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
akwood-Oakwood Beach 


f Census Tract 12805 SSSC*d?C*«OH SCY]: CNO |S] ~~ Or Yes] i 
fF Gensus Traci 2806 —SSSSSCSC~YCt«~‘“~S SYCCSC TSB || «|_| «aw | ~~ |—OHTH| Vos | —_—| 
| Census Tract 13201480] 809] 20.9% | No | 1480] 154] 10.4% | No 
fF Gensus Traci t3204 ——SSSSSCSC~C~C*«~C~C BGC ML «No | 4865] ~—«gO| 17.0% NO | 
CensusTract 198 SSSCSC*~YC*«~iWZYC*C*s GWG YM] «|__| ——00R|—.905| 21.9%] —* NO | 
TOTAL Oakwood-OakwoodBeach_—=S=S=S=«d;CSCiwS | zat] ase —- ~| | —=saaaae | —agns| atm 2] | 
Id Town-Dongan Hills-South Beach 
fF GensusTract9601 SS SSSC«?CSC*C BTC BY COND | aT] Ta] t7AM «CNG | 
| Census Tract96.02 84888] 28.2% | No | 8149] 426] 13.5%] | No 
fF GensusTract 207 SSSSCSCS*~wY:C*«~CS BW YSC~CBHB OG| ——«|—No | ——<gaz0 | ——t.z@| 20.2%) | No | 
| Census Tract 1401 grt] 1667] 56.1% Yes | | 297i] 998 | 33.6%) Yes |__| 


[censusTect70———S~S~S~wSSCna | ac00 faa.onf | No | ate 2200 | ncn! No 
TOTAL Old Town-Dongan HilsSouth Beach | _zeaa7| _oaae[ smsul 1] 4] 25040] sen2] z20x| a] 4 


= 


ark-cemetery-etc-Staten Island 
Census Tract 154 


P| No | 0.0% No | 
OTAL park-cometery-ete-Staten Island ES 
ort Richmond 


Census Tee 273 som ves | | aes] tei] 299%] Yes] 
Census Trac 247 ree] ves | | 28e7|_s00| 20.1% Yes | 
Census Tea 251 use] | No | aro] 620] ro.1#| | No 
Census Tac 207 Psaea [265 [aac ves |_| 
OTAL Port Richmond [—iaza3[ 12401 | Pt9.224[ sana aoa 1 


ossville-Woodrow 
15.1 eas 603] 78m] | No 
TEL P7360 1379 18.7%) ‘| No | 
13.89 PF seot] sat] 15.8%] —|_No_ 
zero] 2,940 P_anaosy sats] tvs] - | 3] 


GS 


ale ; 


> 


E 


S 


F 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
tapleton-Rosebank 


OC TD 
PensusTractsSSC~<“~*‘“‘*~*~‘*‘“‘*~*srSC*~C*~CWSYC*‘tSOSYCOK| Ves || CSRS] tO 27H Ves |_| 
| CensusTract17 T7544 4.0% Yes | | 175 | 682 | 46.2%| Yes | 
P Genus Tract20or——SSCSC~—~*~*~*~*SC*«tOYCCSC* B=. Ves | | =| | 205%] «| NO 
PGensusTract21SSCSC~sYSCSC« MTC TOL Ves | | S| tO | —98HH| Vos |_| 
PGensusTratz7SS~<C~—~‘“~*~*~srSCSC~C~« TYCC*C Tw Ves | | CSS] 785M Ves | —_— 
PGensusTract29SSSCSC~CS~sSCSC~«CTOYC~C« OY KL Ves | | =| =| —8BS%| Vos | ‘| 
PGensusTract36SSC~<“~*~“‘~*‘*~*‘“‘*‘~*~*srSC~CS~«iTGYCC*CCY ATM Ves | | CRS] ATSC 
TOTAL Stapleton-Rosebank |S 25,281] 16,357] 647%) 7] 1] 24d] 8.835] 36.1%] 6] | 
odt Hill-Emerson Hill-Heartland Village-Lighthouse Hill 
fF GensusTract 77S] COTY :~ YOM] «=~ | —=« BG] —~=C«HY_~C*NOSY «CNG | 
PGensusTractiet——SSSSCSC~—~SC~CSC*~i HYCO] THT «NO | ~~ | ~——880| 204% «| NO_ 
| CensusTract277.04 | 127227. | No | 4622] 984 | 21.3%] No 
PGensusTracta7aSSSSCSC~C~SCSC MC | 200 «CN | CTO | 128% «CN 
| CensusTract277.02_ | 6893] 2.620] 38.0% | No | Bot] 814 | 26.3%] No 
PGensusTractar70s——SSSCSC~S~S~sSC~«iBOYCC~C | OY «| CNO | TT 1640 ~—284%/ Vos | 
| CensusTract277.06 | 84891450 41.6%] | No |G] 643 | 18.5%] No 
TOTAL Todt Hl-Emerson HilHeartland VilageLighthousd _32077| __aret| s0s%| - | 7] 3145] asia] 208%! 1] 6 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
West New Brighton-New Brighton-St. George 


f Census Tract 125 SSC«d?CSCSCOAT CTO] Ves | | —«8.0MO]-—=iHY~«CWOHH] Yes] 
PGensusTract 13301 SSSCSC*~<~rC~SSYSCSC |G] Ves || COBY ~~=C«|~7HY| Yes |_| 
| Census Tract 144287] ] 66.5%] Yes | | 2.265] 518] 22.9% | No 
P GensusTract77 ——SSSCSCSC*~‘—~wYSC~«sGYLC*C*é T= Ves | | ——it.625| ~—=ss7 | a7 8%| Vos | ‘| 
PGensusTractet—SSSSCS*C~<‘~‘~*~*~*rCSC*C*~«iTYCC~*C | BOM] Ves | | ___—.QNA| 1.023 908%] Yes |_| 
PGensusTracto7SSCSC~<“C~‘“‘~*~*~*é*rCSC*~« SYST | A] Ves | |B MBLC CCN 
fF GensusTract 19302 —=—SCSC~C~CSC*~« WHY ~C~C* DO] | Ves | | —3.096| — GO| — 46H] Yes | | 
F GensusTracts—SSSCSC~wYSC~«iOYC*é OY KL Ves | | =i] ——isO|~—20.3%| Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract7 | 8707] 81.3% Yes | | 4557] 2.115] 46.4%] Yes |__| 
PGensusTract®SSCSC*~—S~C~sSCSC«a TOY MG] THOM] Ves | | —stSTOY ——«8OH| «BML Vos |_| 
| CensusTract1 88704] 84.3%] Yes | | 3.308] 1,682] 50.8%) Yes |__| 
TOTAL WestNew Brighton-New Brighton-St. George | __atzaa[ 23401] 7aa%| tt] - |  _sa7ss| 11653] 78% 9] 2 | 
Westerleigh 

fF GensusTract a7 SSSCSC~wrSC*~C~«‘ YC C=O | 2] at] ~—«80%] «CN | 
| CensusTract 16158741397] 26.0% | No | 5.54] 1,204] 22.5%] | No 
fF GensusTracitex7—SSSSCSC~wC*«é‘“~SBBYC*C*OTOY«C HL «No | ——808| ~—sSaT| 144% ~*~ | 
| Census Tract 187.01 8A 725 | 38.7% | No | 1858] 406 | 21.9%] | No 
fF Gensus Tract t9.01——SSSSSCSCSC~C~wYC*«~«tOTYC*C*é@HDY~«CBM| «|_| 8030] ~——<,100 20.8%] No | 
| CensusTract 197 rT 58 | 14.7%] | No | 755] 242] 13.8%] | No 
fF Gensus Tractor SSSCSC~*~wYSC*«~C A YCCSC HY BK Ves | | tT | sr | 16.3%] NO | 
TOTAL Westerleigh | 2G] 7.460] 30.4% tt] | 2.55 | 4381 | 17.9%] = | 7 
TOTALRichmond County __——=SSSSSCSCSC*CTBUG | YwHNAZ] 30.0%] at] ow] ——saeeto | to7.7ea] 200%] a5] 74) 
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Table 17C-7 
Environmental Justice Populations: Nassau County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
a WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
RATE PATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE (YES) | (NO) 


Nassau County, New York 
Glen Cove 


P Census Tacs ——SOSC~—~—~—~sSCSC«t YC] SM] CdYSCNO CTC] aT] THOR] [CN 


[census Tactsi7.oT———SSCSC~S~S~S~STSCt ree Taz] | No | scm | taza | 2c] | No 
[census Tactsi7ioz——SSCS—~—~—SCS~—~s SC sofas] | No | atc | ta | orre| | No 
census Tractsi72———SSCS~S~S rts sar [es | Ves || rt | arc | arr Yes 
Or 
census Tact517302 Sar Png far zs] | No | sizes | taza | are Ves 
TOTALGln cove —SC~—~sSCSC | nz | ase] || teen] rtm] zr] 2 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
empstead 


P CensusTataia ———~SC~*~“~*~*~dCS*~*~tOYSC*s TYCHO C~C*d;C*N«YCSCSCS*C« MY SS~C YC] CCN 
[census Taare ——SSCS~S~S~SSCt sa] ] «dt | tees | tr | al | No 
[census Tractatté——SSSCS~S~SS so fsa} | no | ant | 72s] tr ze| | No 
[census Tactario——SC~—~SCS~S~SSC ro sa | era] Ves || sans | tae | a0 a Vos] 
[census aaait ————SSCS~S ar ase [ant] Ves || nar | tse | aaa Yes | 
[census Taatana ———SSOS~SY swf tor] | | men] va | rae] | No 
census Tactaiss——SSCS~S~SS ow fart] dt No | az | nar | tee] | CN 
[census Tactsiza ——S~—~S~—~S~wCSCSC OB Yew] | | soc | raz | tases] | No 
census Tractang002 SSCS ag Pas zztes} | No | ate | a] roe] [No 
O50 7 
[census Tractaiad ———SSCSC~S~—~S~iSS tw 28 Tt] | No | stv | ato | sel | No 
[census Tractaise0s——SCSC~S~S~S~wSCSC om Yew] Ves |_| sgn | ——_zar| 7 3%e| | No 
census Tractaigece———SCSC~S~SCSCi I nso | a0 2 Ves | | aes | aaa | trl | No 
[census Traaaiea02 ———SSCS~S~S~SSSC ST | AsO Ves |_| 470 | 005] zie] | No 
census Tractaoge————SCS~“~*~*~SCSCSC TB sao | ona] Ves | | sto |_| aratel | No 
[census Tractaoss——SSCS~—~SC~—~SCS~SSC rs ww Ves | | acts | zoe | reel | No 
[census Tractsi00——SCSC~S~S~S~S~SCSC I ge [| Ves || are | ata |e | No 
O05 Ty 7 
[census Tractai0s—SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~dCSCSCt SG sO |r| Ves || ara | en | t0ze| | No 
[census Taataios ———SSCS~SCS SC sno | Too] Ves | | a0 | 206 | trae] | No 
[census Tractai06———SSSCS~S aso scar [rea] ves || rae | tat | r0.e| [No 
[census Taataio7———SCSCS~—~—S~SSCt me | ara] Ves || res |_| tae] | No 
[census Tractsi0g——SCSC~S~S~S~S~SCSC OS CsA |S] Ves | | acer | ats | el | No 
[census tacts? ———SSOSC~S~S~SSCt | atm] «| | cau | torn | tere| | No 
census Tractante ————SSCSC~S~SS stato Pte] | No | core | aes | tral | No 
[census Tacs ———SCSC~SSSC Yaz Tse] | No | 360 | cn | rrirel | No 
census Tractarta02————SCS~S~SSta rn faze [ssf | No | aro | te | al | No 
[census Tractaiog ————SCSC~S~SSC OS are Yate] Ves || ante | crs] tarre| | No 
census Tractaiog———SSC~S~—~S*~SCSCt Tawa Tee] Ves | | aren | tae] zie] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“crstacaan—SSSCSC~—SS | ie) Cd |r| oa] oe] | No 
census Tractarr302———SCS~S~S~SSSCme as Pa] do | ce | rae | toae| | No 
[census Tractaes————SSCS~—~—~*~*~iCSC*«t OY CTS | BHO Ves || gizmo | aa | tae] | No 
[census Tractaoae———SCSCSC~S~S zs sor far] | | Sze | ze | ariel | No 
OS 7 
[census Tractaoas——SSCS~S~S~S so far Pte] do | aan] cn | al | No 
[census Tractaoa?————SSCS~S~S Cts sss Taos] | No | _azs0 | 700 | renee] | No 
[census Tractaoue——SCS~S~S~wSCSC~«i SS ——agoO Tavs] Ves || swe | ao | tae] | No 
[census Taco ———SSCS~S~SSSCta gz Yaz] Ves | | size | azar | zai] | No 
[census Tractaoso——SCSC~S~“~S*~CSC O70 | ena] Ves | | sear | azar | —riel | No 
[census Tractaost——SCS~—~—SCS~S~SSSC m0 602 | ww] Ves | | tens | a0 | —torre| | No 
census Tractaosz——SC~=~“‘*‘“*~*~“‘~*~*~*~dtC*~«i OS YC GO| THA] Ves | | cane | tev | zr | Vos | 
[census Tracaosacr——SSCSC~wCSCSC~«t OG Ys aw a] «CN | mB | a | tae] | CN 
census Tactosaoz—S—S~S~SsSSC ow nse [sos] | No | veo | rz] ts ae| | No 
census Tracaose———SSCS~S~S~SSSCa ste Ysa] Ves || sons | arts | r0.%| | No 
Oc Ad 
[census Tractaoss———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC GT | 2a] | No | ane | as | —toze| [No 
census ractaos?———SSS~S a nse Pat] to | sen | ze | sel [No 
[census Traataoes———SSCS~—~—C—~—~SC~SSC =O] tw] «dC | srr | tn | ral | No 
[census Tractaoaor———SCSC~S~S~STSC sw ga Yon] Ves || re] ae | arel | No 
[census Tacos ———SSCS~S~SSC Osa te] «| CN | zm | ats | tral [No 
census Tractaosa———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~S~wSSS so gz0 P35 2s] | No | saa | aes | el | No 
[census Tacaocomr——SSCSC~S~S~wCSCSC OS YH | seme] | No | anes | ra | tw 0%e| | No 
census Tactoen0z————SS~S Sia tt [282] | No | aca | ror | zoel | No 
[census Tractaoet———SSCSC~—~SCS~S Cte ore Taz] | No | agra | ara | to ae] | No 
O20 7 
census Traaaoez0z SSCs sg70 | ara] Ves | | ara | 1066] rr] | No 
[census Tractaoee———SCSC~“~*~“‘*~*~*~‘“‘~*~dtCSC*C~Ci OY Cs] | Ct | ree | el | No 
[census Trac aoesor_———SSSCSC~S~S~wSCSCSCS oar [as tea] | No | 00s | arr | oral | No 
census Tractaoes———SSCSC~S~iSSC a sw toast | No | ato to] ae] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 7) 
census Taataoer2——SCS~S~S~SSSC sr Yaw] Ves || azn | zr | ar | Yes | 
[census Tracaossot——SSCS~S~S~wCSCSCt SY CATS] Ves | | aaa | ——_2t0 | aa. Yes | 
census Tactoeacz———S~S~SSC a | arTOY soa] Ves | | aren] tcc | ara Yes | 
[census Tractaosa————SCSC~—~wSSC OS CTE Yas] Ves | | razr | ace | a zl Yes | 
census Tractaora———SSCS~S~S~S gta Pras [ara] Ves || ree | azn | ae Yes | 
[census Tacaorit ——SSCSC~SCS~SSC ara | see Ves | | acer | stro] —2ane| | No 
[census Tracaoriz —~—S=~S~wSSCSC TG Pasta | ww] Ves | | cat | 728 | tO re] | No 
[census Tactaorzc1—SsSC~S~wSSC ase | so] Ves | | —_sa00 | anes | saa! Yes 
[census Tactao7a03——SSCS~S~SSSaet az [see] Ves || azn | cn | corre Yes | 
[census Tracao7z0a——=—S~*~S SCs —2zs0 fens] Ves | | taza ao | taal | No 
census Tracao7aot———SSCS~S~S~SS zs nse | arses} | No | sero | or | rrael | No 
census Traaao7a0z————SS~S~S~SSSCt OS S| sO] Ves || rao | tae | a0 | Vos] 
[census Tractao7sct——SCSC~*~dYCSC SS sar | www] Ves | | san | zs | aa | Yes | 
[census Tracaorsot———SSCS~S~S~SSC«C OG wo Tas OH Ves | | arn | tren | a5rre| Yes | 
O50 A CZ 
[census Tractsi0——S—SC~—~S*~—~S~wCSCt OW sw Taz] | No | coer | _——_aer| sel | No 
[census Tractaiat———SCSC~—~S~—~S~S~wSSCt Sng zg] | No | ere | az | tazel | No 
O50 YO 
census Tractaiz02——SSCS~S~S~S~SS nw re za} | No | acer | ser | are| | No 
[census Taataie ————SCSC~S~S~S SSC QO oa [sews] | No | —_sz88 | tam | zs.re| | No 
census Tractaias ———SSSCS~S~SS oo zt save] | No | aoc a0 | zl | No 
[census Tractaie ————SCSC~S~SSSC scm] «dt Co | scarf rr] tel | CN 
ON 1 
O50 7 
[census Tractsiza———SSC~S~“~S*~sSSSC saz Yas] Ves || at] r00 | azte| | No 
O50 Yc 8 7 
[census Tractaiat———SCSC~=~—~*~“‘~*~*~dYCSC gs Ysa] | No | a] ae | tel | No 
[census taatars ———SSCSCS~SCS~SSSCt a Tm] tz] | No | rer] tom] tre] | No 
census Tractaias ———SSC~S~dYSCS~S So Tee] Ves | sw | sce | rae] | No 


August 2022 113/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[coms taaae ——SSCSCSC~S~SSSC ato] zm] ves | en] aes] tore] | No 
[census tacts? ———SSCSC~S~S~S~iSS a aro Yaz] Ves || star] car | to ze] | No 
[census Taatara——SCSC~SCS~S~SSSCBO ze [sew] Ves | | rae | tra | zal | No 
O00 YT 
[census Tacs ——SSCS~S~S~SSC BO att | TO] Ves | | seo | swe | v0.3] | No 
census Tractaiasor——SCSCSC~S~S~S~iS az sz [02] Ves || srs | arto] ai ae Yes 
census Tractaiaa0s——SSCSCS~S~sSSC Gaze | at] Ves || are | ato | —za.re| | No 
census Tactaasor——SSCSC~S~S~S~S~CSS wos | ss] Ves | |S ma| ate | cae] | No 
OY) 7 
census Tractaiasoz———SSCS~S~S~SSC oe to Yan] Ves || aume | ae | tal [No 
census Traaao7a0z———SCS~S~CSCSC Ow sara | an | Ves || atc | rr | zal [No 
census Tactaovsaz————S~S Sass [on | Ves || saz | tae | care Ves 
ON 5 7) 7) 
census Tracao7eg———SSCS~S rar tes [eo] Ves || ner] te] ari Yes 
[census Taaaora———S~S~S~S Cw ——tg00 Taos] | | ssa | wwe | toe] | ‘No 
[census Tractaogo——SCSC~S~—~S~SSC a 2.066 | sz} | No | carr | tas | taal | No 
[census Tactaoet_——=—S~=~—~*~CCSCt ss [sews] | No | carr] aa | tare] | No 
census Tractaoez———SSCSCS~S sar ase [sos] | no | cars| abe | toe] | No 
OS 
census Tractaoee——SSCSC~S~S goo nor | zrces| | No | —sg00 | 20 | a 3%] | No 
[census Tractaoes———SSCSC~—~S~S~SSCSCt a nz Tara] | | ae] we | ae] | No 
[census Tractaoee———SSCS~S~SS sng [sew] | No | asi | ats | ta zl | No 
[census Tractaoe?——SCS~S~S~S~SSSC oe nen Tass] | No | ane | 886] —te.te| | No 
[census Tractaoee——SSC~‘“~*~*~iCSCSCt IS nso | zz] | No | cas | as | rel | No 
[census Tractaoea——SCS~—S~S Carnes Yao] | No | sor] ano | tse] | No 
[census Tractaoat SSCS nor nz [orl | No | arr] ars | rel [No 
OS 
census Tractaoes——SSCS~S~“~*~dCSCt SO‘ Tze] | No | arc | ac | te rel | No 
[census Tractaose———SSSCS~S SC oto far] fo | ste] are | tre] | No 
[census ractaoor———SSCS~S~SSSC me se taf fo | aces? za] ref | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[coms tacaoo—SSSSC~C~S ato) aos] ort Ves | dane] on] cre] | No 
census Tractaiaogz———SCS~S~S S00 Ps TO soa] Yes || a8 | azz | za] | No 
census Traataiaz0z————SCS~S~SSC tO are | azz] Ves || arto | ate] 20a] Yes] 
[census Tractaiasae———SCS~S~S~SsSCi na 2a [Te] Ves | | a | tz | aa Yes | 
[census Tactaiae ————SSCSC~S~S~SSSC aT 80H Ves | | sow | scar | arr Yes | 
[census Tactaiae———SCSC~‘“~*~*~dYCSCSCt CTO] tow] do |r| te | rel CN 
O50 1 ZO 
[census Tactaae——SSC~wSCSCSCt OS YC tw] | No | mes | raz | tral | No 
[census Tactaaa———SSCS~—SCS~S~SSSCzso fas Yates] | No | rnc | aon | —_aae| | No 
[census Tractaiso——SOSC~S~“‘~*~*~dCSCSC CTO ta] | No | sere | aa | tere | No 
[census Taaais.r ——SSCSC~S~iSCSC~«t I= TBO] | No | arr | 204 a.re| | No 
census Tractaignoz Sas fn Pts] | No | aren] 25s] el | No 
[census Tracts ——SSCSC~S~SSC sate] | | ara] tro | se] | No 
census Tractaisn02——SCS~S~S~SS zo face tos} | No | acre | vz | vel | No 
[census Taaaiss ———SCSC~=~—~‘~*~*~iCSC~t TG YT tw] «| | coro | aes | ae] | No 
[census Tractaisar——SSCSCS~S~S sw ara fae} | No | snc | ase] torre| | No 
census Taaaisaoz———SSCS~S~S~SSSC tg TB] «dC | are] zr | oe] | No 
[census Tractaiss ———SSCSC~=~—~‘“~*~*~iCSC sa Pa] | No | sata | ars | el | No 
[census tacts? ————SSCS~—SCS~S~SSCt Cet] «dC | sce | at] ae] | No 
[census Tractaogo SSCS wen zo Yaz] | No | sro | ae | reel [No 
[census Tractaoe———SSCS~—~—SC—~—~S~sSSC Caw | ts] «LCN | tow | aco | ie] [No 
census ractaogs———SSCS~S~S~S~SS a0 ro [ars] | No | sno | 206 | sel | No 
[census Tactaiss ———SSCSCS~S~S~SSt sa afta] | No | ats |_| ce] | No 
census Tracts ———S~S~S~S SCs sof rae] | No | cco | 2a | al | No 
[census Traataiso———SSCSC~C~SCSCS~SSSC tte ari] «dt Co | atte | tea | asl | No 
[census Tractatet———SSCSC~S~S te am Pat} to | ats] om] al | ON 
OS 0) 
census Tractaore———SSCS~SSt ze Taos] | No | sce | aan | | | No 
[census Tacaores———SCSC~S~wCSCSC~«C SY Cg Tas] | No | sez | _—_—_sre2 | v0.3] | No 
census Tractatezor———SCSC~S~SSSt ao Seto] | no | ser ern rr ze] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
eee WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY LMINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE are 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) } (NO) DETERMINED (YES) | (NO) 


OS ET 
TOTAL Hempstead ———=~=~=~*~S~S~«~CSCS TT | ~—sara] aso] sw] | Tamara] aroma] scr] a0] 100 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT | — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ong Beach 


Census Tractateaor «SSM CTT] OT =ONO | 148] OBB] «CN 
fF GensusTractarenoz——SSSSSCS~wC*«‘“~s SOYA HL «|= | ve] toe ~——86% ~*~ | 
| CensusTract4166 CECT] 9G | 16.8% S| No | 5.404 1,025] 19.0% | No 
fF GensusTractates —SSSSCSC~*~rC*é‘“~SGOY|S~~C TRB THM Ves | | = TG | =a —ot.6%| Yes | ‘| 
fF GensusTractate7or_SSSCSC~*~C*~« BOY SC || | NO | gat] ——«BOD| TBH _—«*:~N | 
fF GensusTractarero2—SSSSCSCSC~wC*«é‘C~S GCL |_| 60] ——«wHT| 10.7% NO | 
fF GensusTractareaorSSSCSC~*~C*~*«i TCS || «NO | ——0a7| =a] —«~CN 
fF GensusTractareao2—SSSCSC~wC*«~‘C~s GSC OL «|_| 25] ~——gra| 10.1% ‘No | 
TOTALLongBeach = CC“‘;é‘dLCS CSC‘, | 8.985] 26.8%] =| 7 32,62 185] 19.1%] ot] 7 
orth Hempstead 
fGensus Tract3028 SS SSSC«dSCSCSCSTB SC] CNO | —CaTB]CN85]ST%] ——«:CNO 
fF GensusTracta030———SSSCSC~sYSC~«iTOYC~C~C HHI Ves | | ——=8T00| ~—=SHT| ~~ ‘| NO | 
| CensusTract3006 CTC AGA] 35.6% | No | 492 | 67 | 14.9% | No 
fF GensusTract3009——SSSC~=<“‘*‘*‘*é*rCSC*C~«‘TSSYCOC*«TB || Ces || «CAO «SBC H|_—*~NO | 
| CensusTract3010 CECH 8B4| 15.8% S| No | 5.526 500] 9.0% |_| No 
fF Gensus Tractor —SSSCSC*~rC*«<C~«iBYLCOC*C*C‘i TSCM Ves | | _——i 628 | ~—sa6| ——95;8%| Yes | ‘| 
| CensusTract3012,— CT STB] 14.5%] | No | 504t SAT] 9.2% No 
fF Gensus Tracts ——SSCSC*~sCSC« YS | BL Ves | | =| —g8| 206%] | NO | 
| CensusTract3015 CT S985 || 16.3% S| No | 2985 14 | 3.9%] No 
FGensus Tractors —SSCSCSC~YSC*«~C~SBDY|CCSC RY G| ——|No| 42 | ~—=«HO| 72%] _—|CNO 
| CensusTract3017_— CT SMB] 20.1%] S| No | rts] 208 | 8.4%] No 
fF Gensus Tractors ——SSSSCSC~wYC*~C~S OGY Ves | | | 7B ~—17.0% _—| CN | 
| CensusTract3019 CT SOG] 22.2%] | No | 70] 01 | 3.4%] No 
fF GensusTractaoa7SSSCSC*~YC*«~CS YC THO Ves | | ——aBa | —=«wD “13.6% | NO | 
| Census Tract3028 CT STS 3.044 | 55.9% Yes | | 13475 | 7.3%] Noo 
fF GensusTractso2g—SSSCSCS~SC*~C~«C YC OL |_| 40a] —itoz| 80%] —*N | 
| Census Tract3031.01 CT STS .247 | 62.2%] Yes | | 3.615 | 232] 6.4%] No 
fF Gensus Tractor SSSCSC~C*«~‘CtC YC |S No | 4685] =i | 134% NO | 
| CensusTract3003_ CTC 409510388] 25.3%] S| No | 4.095 | 1.215] 29.7%] Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tactsooe——SSCSC~S~SSSCtO Yn] zm] dt |] | toe] | No 
census Tracta00s ———SSCS~S~S~STS tg | tow] | No | sam | so | tre] | No 
[census Tracts0o7———S~S~—~S~S~wSCSC~«t DB ngewe] | No | suo | cnn | trre| | No 
census Tracta008———SSCSCS~S~S ate azo [sere] Ves || ate] 288 | oe] | No 
[census Tactsoa ———SSCSC~—~CS~S~SSC wa Yew] «| CN | ves | ta | rel | No 
census Tract3000 SSS gor ae tos} | No | acne | ace | toil | No 
[census Tractaon.r ———SCS~S~S~S~SSSC oo 0g Tze] | No | asco | esr] —to-te| | No 
[census Tractaonnz————SSC~S~S~iCSCtC Cte Pte] tN | aro] ta] al | CN 
[census Tractsoz2 ————SCSC~“‘~*~*~“‘~*~*~YCSCS*~«C TY Cg SO Ves || ara | ror | zoe] | No 
census ract3008———SCSC~S~S~S~S~YCtSCS 0G ano [sa] Ves | dase | are] atl CN 
[census Tracts0ne ———SSC—~—~—S~—~S~wCSC Snes] «| CN | 8a] ae | ace] | No 
OY 7 
census Tract9o0502————SSCS~S~SSSCza 008 | aro] | No | arrest] irre | No 
census Tracta0an02——SCSC~S~S~YCtSCS nto fs] Ves || ace] aro | ze | No 
[census Tractsoazot——SCSC~=~—~‘~*~*~*~‘dtCS*~« YC Yas Ves | | see | at | se] | No 
census Tract30a202——SOSC~C~S~dYCSCS ws |e] Ves || aera | an | veel [No 
OS 7) DY 
census Tract900802 Sana fats faz] | No | azn | zee | zl | No 
[census Tractaoee ————SSCSC~—SCS~S~SSC sao] zm] | No | acre | 200 | ariel | No 
census Tracta095 ———SSCSC~S~“~*~*~iSSC vO asco | zeae] | No | aes | acs | 72%| | No 
[census Tracts0a6 ————SSCS~SC~C~S~SSC cor ns | an] Ves || zm | rr | ae] | No 
[census Tacts0a7 ~—SC~“~“‘*~*~‘~*~*~dYCS~C~C Twn [ssw] | No | swt | aro | rz re] | No 
[census Tacts0ae ————SSSCS~S~—~S~S~SSC ats Yaw] | No | stn | tae | zat Vos] 
[census Tracts0g9——SC~=~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~dtC*~«i OY Yas] Ves || awe] ate | ral | CN 
[census Tracts ——SSCSC~iCSCSC~«t OG te] «| | ato | 200 | asl | No 
[census Tactsoao0z——S—SC~S~S~SS a azo [so] Ves || acca | 70 | ariel | No 
[census Tractsorn0z ———S~SCS~SSC BO novo | zzz] «| No | aan | rr | twa] | No 
[census Tractaoat————SCSC~S~S~S~dSTSTS Oe 3g [ea] Ves || ate | tera | are Ves 
census Tracts ————SSCS~—S—S~S~SSSCtOS aD] BBO Ves | | a0] 77a] 209%] | No 
census ractsoaz05——SCSC~=~SCSC BGO Be] Ves | | arte | acer] arc Yes 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[consustracrsoazos——SSSCSC~*~*~*sYCSC*C*~«COTOYCC*C*C YS | «| CSCTO| ——az00| TOM] Vos] 
TOTALNorth Hempstead _—=—=S=SSCS*~*~*~«wdY«CS*«éi SCBA] GM] | OCT aT | 33.151 14.6%] «|| 
yster Bay 
| CensusTract5175 | 8.986 | | 17.2% | No | 3.936] 376] 9.6% |_No | 
fF GensusTracts7eSSSSCSC~Y:C*«~<~SOBYLCCSC«T StL | No | 8043 | ~—=862|—tH.4% CN | 
| CensusTract9811_ | 053 || 45.2% Ves | | 0.0%] No 
P GensusTractsi7e SSSCSC~wC*«~SOBYLC*C*«iY;C«* ML S| SN] | war | sre | 14% —CN | 
GensusTractst7e02—SSSSCSC*~C*é‘“~TYC*C*étYC | CNO | ASR —13.0%] _— NO | 
fF GensusTractsozSSSCSCSC~YC*é‘“~SROYLC*«YSC BK C=O | ——200| ~——=| «18% —*|—CN | 
| Census Tract5203 | BS] 1130] 19.9% | No | 5685] 459] 8.1%] No | 
fF Gensus Tractsaoaor —SSSSCSC~*~rC«é‘“~‘ BSC NBL | =o (| ats | sw] 14.0% — CN | 
| Census Tract520402 | AS41024] 23.0% | No | 4.208] 795] 18.5% [No | 
fF Gensus Tractsa0so1 SSSCSC~wrC*«~‘C~t | ~~ H|| ——«|_No | 775] ——246| 65% —| No | 
| Census Tract520502 | ABD 584] 10.6% | No | 5.489] 542] 9.9% No | 
fF GensusTracts0e —SSSSCSC~rC*é‘“~«OSYC*C*‘éGOKY:CH | S| No (| «85H | swt | 18.6% ‘| NO | 
| Census Tract5207, | Gt | 7.6%] | No | 4876] 426] 8.7% No | 
fF Gensus Traces —SSSSCSC~wYC*«‘C~SOYC*«YC LSC] | 02 | =a? | 68%] —| CN | 
| Census Tract5209 |G 847.2%] | No | et] 526] 11.0% |_No | 
fF GensusTractseoSSCSC~wC~« YS TL | | 400] —a8| «80% —*|NO | 
| Census Tract5211 | 622] 21 | 6.9%] | No | 04] 312] 6.8%] |_| 
fF GensusTractse2—SSSSCSC*~—~sCSC~itG |S SCWTLS|=No (| 2005 | =| 10.8%] NO | 
Census Tracts21301SSSC~YC*~CtYSSCt | OCC | zene tH.0%| «CN 
fF GensusTractsaiso2——SSSSCS~C*«~C~SGYLCC*«Y S| |= | «805 | —«80G| «HL __—|NO | 
| Census Tract5214 TNT 53 | 3.9%] | No | 47] 273] 4.2%] No | 
fF GensusTracteais —SSSCSC~C~SC*«~«OGYLCCSC*«OTYC ML |_| 805] grat —* CN | 
Census TractsaieorSSSCS~dYC*«‘C~SCYCSC*C*« | SSC*;CNG YC] 13.1%] «NO | 
FGensusTractsaieo2SSCSC~wC*«~C~«YCSC*«é SM S| | zon] =r] 78% —| CN | 
| Census Tract5217,— TNS | 502] t1%| | No | 455] 370] 8.2%] No | 
fF GensusTractsaieot—SSSSSSCSC~*~rC*é‘“~«SSGYLCC*C«TO YS |= (| 603) ~—=S67| 156% | NO | 
| Census Tract521802 | AT 02] 12.1%] | No | 3.984] | 5.4%] |_No | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census tacts ——SSCSC~“~dCS*S*~t YC] | Ves | Ce] sa] ze] CN 
[census Tractor ———SCS~“‘~‘~*~*~*~‘~dtCS*S~C«S TOBY ~~ | tO a] | No |B | wea] ae] | No 
[census Tactsi7705 ———SCS~S~SSSC 5] Da] | No | 3070 | 260] arre| | No 
census Tractsies ———SCSC~S~“~*~*~iSTSC ar soz |e | | No | sce | aan | ze | No 
[census Tractsiesc7_——SCSC~*~*~*~‘idSCSC~«t SY Yass] | No | case | one | tare] | No 
census Tats19502——S~S~S~SSSCta0 nt | sere] Ves || | at | tal | No 
[census Tracts ———SSSCSC~S~iSSC eng Yas] | CN | azn | an | 7 3e| | No 
Oa 7 
[census Tactsies ————SC~*~“~*~SSCt GO| Om] Ves || aso | wee | ae e| | No 
[census Tractsig0——SC~*~“~*~*~“~*~*~*~dYCSC~C TY —~—= GO Yara] Ves | | cars| ara | tril | No 
[census Tactsion——SSCSC~—~—~—~SC ez | as | Ves | | area | tac | zr Vos 
[census Tractsig@——SC~“~*“‘~*~“~*~*~dtC*~*«i OS YC TOY as] Ves || acts | roe] trl | No 
[census Tactsigs ————SSCSC~S~—~S~wSCSCSC«i SY CGH] TH Ves | | —_corr| on | teste| [No 
[census Tractsig ———SOSC~‘“~*~YCSC SO nse [ass] | No | aac | ta | el | CN 
OS 
OY) 7 
[census Tractsiea05 ——SCS~=~“‘~*~‘~*~*~‘“dtCSCSC YT —~C OG TZ] «CN | ime | za] asl | No 
census Tractsie20a——SCSC~S~S~SSS so Pre fnew] | No | arto | aan | toaie| | No 
[census Tactsiee ———SSSCSC~SCS~SSSC a aso Ya] | No | ze | eo | ze] [No 
[census Tractsie@ ———SSCSC~S~S~iSSC QO tte Pass] | No | ano | zr | el | No 
[census Tracts ———SSCSC~S~SSC ar toro] zoe] | No | azar | ano | 72e| | No 
census Tractsi9602 Sng aso zee} | No | tse] co | ae | No 
[census Tractsio702———SSC~S~S~SSC wt of tere] | No | sta | aa | are] | No 
census Tactsi9703.——SC~S~S~SSSCi ra ovo far wes| | No | sera | tz | a 3% | No 
census Tractsio7g——SCSC~S~wSSC Ce | ze] | | acer | ars | tee] | No 
census Tractsiveo1——SSCS~S~STSt te Pas [25 2s] | No | tse | as] r2e| | No 
census Tractsi9602———SSCS~S~S~SSSC WG tos | 20a] | No | sre | ato] rel | No 
[census Tractsia ————SC~=~“~*~*~“~*~*~SCSCSC QO (GOT ts ws] | No | ——-sa00 | ass | el | No 
[census Tactsz0007 SSCS [tos fares] | No | tars | ro] tore] | No 
[census Tactso0002——S—S~S~SSSC EY nzzo Tze as] | No | ace | er] teas] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cereus Tractsan————SSCSCS~S~S—zes |r] ta’ |r] cot? —om] «CN 
census Taatsi7e07 ———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSCma |e] nr] «dC | an] eof ame] ——iCN 
[census Taetst7007 SSCS | aed ore] | No | ara cov thre] [No 


census Tiactste0——SCS~SSS | aca | ng] Po | sae | ter tere] No 
[census Taatsi6i———SCSCS~S~S~wSSC Tas] | No | zor] rs? az] No 
[census Tractste207——SSCS~S~SSS a |r| sa] «io | aro] na) rtve] | No 
[census Traetszi002————S~S~S SC | taa | aze] | No | 406 ao? aro] | No 
[census Taetst7902———SCS~S~S~S~SSSCrmw |e] ore] | No | ron] aera reo] | No 
TOTAL OysterBay ——=—=S=S~*~“~*~*~*~*wCSC az | —raasn | asl a | | tan soa] —a9960] tore] —a| oF 
TOTALNassauCounty | ‘aseste| —s4zaz6] aon] s1[ tea] _tsabase] 103.525] t45y] 30] 249 
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Table 17C-8 
Environmental Justice Populations: Bergen County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ergen County, New Jersey 
llendale Borough 


fF CensusTact 0 ——SSSCSC~—~S~S~S~C~iCSC*«i TOYS] CCNG CYC] OMC:CN 
TOTAL Allendale Borough ——=—SSSC~CSCS~«i |S] ATA] ~~~ ot] _—=S=i@B| ~———aza || ~*SC 
Ipine Borough 
| CensusTract2t T7383] 47.4%] Yes | | 1847] 186] 120% | No | 
TOTALAlpine Borough ——S—SC~S~SC«sST | SSC |e] |S «YS ts | tz «| 
ergenfield Borough 
fF GensusTact33—SSSSCS*~*~“‘~‘“~*~*~*~*srCSC*«tOTYTCO™C*C*«STYC«RHOMY Ces || ~CGOTY~SSCSCT |= T0OM] «CN 
| Census Tract3401 802] 1.128] 40.1%] | No | 2802] 16] 11.3%| | No 
PGensusTractaao2—SSCS~—~sSCSC*t CY Caw | AOD «CN | BO 5 | 72%] —«|CNO 
| CensusTract31_ SAT 8.583] 64.6% Yes | | 5.545] rt | 12.1%] | No 
[Census Tracts2——SSCSC~*~“—~‘“~*~*~*~*~*~SC~« BY S~C BSG | THM| Ves | | 4978 014 | 204%) —| NO 
| CensusTract35 8888] 8194] 82.2% Yes | | 3.888] 1,183] 30.4%) Yes |__| 
TOTAL Bergenfield Borough ——=—~S~w:CS*~tTS | ct| wm] | | eras | ate] tsa st] «8 
ogota Borough 
Census Tract 4004 [aaa] 226] ooze] ves | | aaa] =H] CNo 
Census Tract 40.02 | 5148 3,196] 62.1% Yes | | 5.148] 975] 18.9% No 
OTAL Bogota Borough arm] 2] - | sast[ 1510] term - | 2 


DO\- 


arlstadt Borough 


Census Tract 0 wm | No] ate] 10a] 169%] | No | 
OTAL Carlstadt Borough | 678] 269] 36.7%] = | 4] 178] 1,047] 16.9%] - | 1| 
liffside Park Borough 

Census Tract 6 worm] ves | | 6048] 1806] 260%] | No | 
Census Tract 6201 wou] Yes |_| __4a35| 1445] 264%] | No | 


is 


2 


Census Tact 62.02 w6.re| Yes || seo] e08| 7.7%] | No | 
Census Tae 63 esa Yes |_| amo _2620| 20.9%] Yes] | 
OTAL Cifsde Park Borough [sz aes sas] a - | 25002 een] 25a] 1] | 


2 


August 2022 122/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


loster Borough 


fGensusTract7002—SSSCSC~wC*«‘iRTOCT*C*C*MO] ABM] Ves | | SCOT] ~——=8S«AH]—C;«CN 

F GensusTract7Oor—SSSSCSCS*~‘~*~*wrC*C~«tGYLC~*C«t OOTY «ML Ves | | —gw0z | ——=isA | 14.0%] — CN | 

TOTAL ClosterBorough | 88S] 4281] 49.4%] 2] | tt] 770] 9.0%] - | 2 
resskill Borough 

fF GensusTract80SSSSCSC*~*~wC~‘iOY’COW™*C‘*STBY*OCHM]:~ «CNG | «DY C 0a] ~«119%] «CN 

TOTAL CresskillBorough——SSSCSC~*~C*é‘<~iOSY:CC*C* NB] SCAM] SC «| SC] «SSC | ~Ctoan| tt ~|Ct 
emarest Borough 

fF CensusTractotSSSCSC~*rC*C~«tOZY;C*C*C*t TYCOON || 885] «CNG 

TOTAL DemarestBorough | S942] 014 | 40.8%] = | tT 82] 65 | 7.4%] = | 
umont Borough 

fF Gensus Tract SSCSC~*dC*«‘i TCT] CTCNO | CBT] CD] «8M]—«:~CN 

fF GensusTract02——SSSSCS~C~S~S~sC~C~«C YC OK Ves | | =a |_| 12.1% NO | 

| CensusTract 1037843] 2936] 40.0% | No | 7.843 | 61] 138.1%] | No 

TOTAL Dumont Borough _——=—S—SCS~S~CSC~«s MY SCno | Oat] =| ts | org] ttm - | | 


ast Rutherford Borough 


Census Tec 120.01 [eas] nei] am] ves | | 60] —«102|~—aam ves |_| 
Pasay —aerel att] ase [ zara] zara] a 7 


asom] ves | | ome] ama —119%| | ~No_ 
5,479 50.7% pT rh 734] 13.4%] No 
12,403 59.2% 


59.0% 


soa] | Wo | 4a 23 19.1%] | Wo | 
sel [wo | 6a _tocz| 154%] | Wo | 
‘Th [anne 4056 [ —zo3e| - | 4] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
merson Borough 


Census Tract #0 —=~SC~“~*~*~*~‘~*‘“~*~*~*~srCSC~*«iOSY’COW™*C*‘*tOYC MY SSC*C*C«CNG=YSSCS~*~«RBY~S~*~C« SCM CY:CNO 
TOTALEmerson Borough | __7s96| 2014] asf - | 1] 784] so] 68%] - | 1 
nglewood 
P GensusTrac tor ——SSSCSC~SCS~S~sCSC*~« GY C~*~*«GYSC BH] SCdYCN ——=sBBD] ~—=C«DODY «CMY —~;CN | 
[Census Tactt@2—SC~=~“‘“‘*~*~tSC*~«C a TERYC~*« S| ez%| Ves | | ——6.605| —tés5| 234% | No 
PGensus Tract153——SSC~<“~*~“‘*~*~“‘*~‘“*~*~sSC*~«S SOYCC~* GW] —ZH| Ves | | 5.040] 1670] 206%] Ves |_| 
[Census Tact t6@ —SOSC~“*~*‘“*‘“‘*~‘“*~*~*~*~é~sC~*«‘sTWYS~C~« BOY Ves | | CTO 1.000 255%] «NO 
[—censusTract 85 ——SSSCSC~—SC~S~S~sSSC | wt | acto] | No | 6103 710] 11.6%] | No | 
TOTALEnglewood =| 28,853] 19,133] 67.5%] 3] 2] 28,57] 6.035] atv] | 
nglewood Cliffs Borough 
Census Tact 60 SSSCSC~*~*~sYSCSC~«C TTYCOC*C*UOTYC« MY Ces | «YC ~—~=C«TO] 10%] ——*Y: NO 
TOTAL Englewood GlifsBorough | __samt| _sor7| sal 1] - | sara] sv] 100%] - | 1 
air Lawn Borough 
Census Tract 177 ——S~=~*~“~*~*~*~*~sSC~C*~«iSC~C*OWOT UHH] CCN «YSCSCSC*C« YC YC Cd;*CN 
| CensusTract172 102 | 2.262] 37.1%] | No | 102] 843 | 13.8%] | No 
P—censusTract73——SSCSC~C~—SCS*S~S~S~S~sSSCSC |g | ase] | No | 6120 03] 0.8%] | No | 
| CensusTract174 5808] 1467 | 27.2%] | No | 5249] 378] 7.2%] | No 
Census Tract 175 P_8305[ _3a74| 40.2% | No | 8305] 1.168] 13.9%] | No | 
OTAL Fair Lawn Borough | 33,017] 9,725 [29.5%] - | 5] 32,868] 3.614] 14.0%] - | 5 
airview Borough 
Census Tract 182 | 6565] 4483 | 68.3%! Yes | | 6.505] 2.503 38.1%) Yes | 
Census Tract 181 Pres3[ 5.735] rar] ves | | raz] 1700] 22.1%] | No | 
OTAL Fairview Borough ptazse[tozte] rare] 2] - | tazsr[ 403] zoam 1) 7. 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)] (NO) 
ort Lee Borough 


fF Gensus Traci 19304_——SSSSSCSC*~wrCSC~C~«iYC*Y:CO~COY:CVes ||] CT «= CT03%] «CN | 
PGensus Tract 19305 —SSCSC~sSCSC*~ti CG |G Ves | | =i 72 | 112%) —~«|CN 
| CensusTract 193.06 | 2033] at | 45.8%] Yes | | 2083] 192] 9.4% | No 
PGensusTracttono2——SCS~—~—SC~S~SSCSC« BY =H | HOH] Ves | | 18D] —s6 | 208%] | NO 
PGensus Tract 19103——SSSCSC~C~‘“~*~*~srCSC*C~«C TYTN TOO| Ves | | amt |__| 10.3%] | No | 
PGensusTracttonoe——SSSCSC~SCSC*~« BY S~C a | wT Ves | | ——4.08R|~—~=Ci || «CN 
fF GensusTracit9202———SSCS=~—~—~—~sSC~CtB |= w| Ves | | eM | _—_—_—stax7| 25.5%! | NO | 
PGensus Tract 19208 ——SC~=~C~—“—~SC~« CYC |B] Ves | | 3.180 —77|~—24.0%| —| NO 
| CensusTract 19204 | 8527 zt | 62.9%) Yes | | 3,527] 1,206] 34.2%] Yes | | 
PGensusTracit9303.——SSC*~=“*‘“‘*‘~rYCSC*~C~«C WdYC*C*CCSOY~CM AL Ves | «| CC*S SB] 028 185%] | No | 
TOTAL FortLeeBorough |S 87.430] 22,180] 59.3%] 10] - =| azo] 7.503] 20.0%] 1] | 
ranklin Lakes Borough 
| CensusTract201 T8903 21.6%] | No | 4 tao] ttt 26% No 
[Census Tract202—SSSC~—SCS~SCS~SSSC S| tO] tO «| NO | ra 85 | 48% «CN 
TOTALFranklin LakesBorough |S 10,946] 2,053] 18.8%] - | 2] 10,046] 46] 4.0%] - | 2 
arfield 
| CensusTract21t_ | 88918 | 0.4%] | No | 544 | 2.105] 32.2%] Yes | | 
PGensus Tract ——SSCSC~—~—C~*—~—*~SCS~sSC‘i TAY Caw | OH] «NO | 8 7AB|~——1606(| 280%) Yos | 
| CensusTract213 | 00748 | 38.0% | No | 4600] 1424] 31.0%] Yes | | 
[Census Tract —SSCSC~C*~“~‘~*~*~‘~wCSC*C~*«tGRYC~C*« || Ves |_| = CBTO| —1808 ~—928%| Vos | 
| CensusTract215 | 58003458 | 65.2%] Ves | | 5205] 2.239] 42.3%| Yes | | 
Census Tact 216 Paar 3.062[ oatre| ves | | aaat| 737] 388% ves | 
OTAL Garfield | 31645 | 14,795] 46.8%] 3] 3] 34.542] 10,709] 34.0%) | 
len Rock Borough 
Census Tract 224 7e5| 20.2% | No | 3877] 812 | 8.0% No 
Census Tact 222 P7e03[2,126[ 26o%| | No | 7903p 922] atm «| No 
OTAL Glen Rock Borough | treo] att] arm] «| 214780] 634] 5.4%) | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[Census Tact ———SSC~S~S~S~S~S~SwYSCS*~« TC] Ves | CdCSC~C« COT Yes 
[census Tract2a2——SC~S~S Sma | ara | rc Yes | | aso] 10a 20-0] ‘| No 
census Tract 25507 Sars | ts ves | | era] aaa tee] | No 
[census Traet25502———S~S~S Sze | 200 | sal Yes | | azar 03] tear] | No 
[census Tract2407———SCSC~S~S~SwSSC | 20TH Yes || 06] tov | 200%) Yes | 
[census Tract 2402 ———=—S~S~S~wSSC 0 | acd] ge ves | | _—_sro0| 1526 205%] ‘| ‘No 
census Tract 23507 ——SSCS~SSSat | aan] veal Yes | | ia] toon ata Yes | 
[census Traet23502——S—S~S~S SSC | aa | az Yes | | zea | __—tea | a5 10 Yes | 
census Tract 23501 ——SS~SS me [202] iz ves || 28] ear Yes | 
[census Traet23602 SSC |_| atm Yes | | azo 1000) 052%) Yes | _ 
TOTAL Hackensack ————S~SSC | at] rsx to] - | aaa] tazsee | ecto] 


arrington Park Borough 


FCensusTract242—SSCS~S~S~S~SYSCS*~« TCT YP] C*YCN SCY CTO] OOH _«dCN 
TOTAL Harington Park Borough | —_avsa]__aer[ mean] - | 1] areal sro] raat - | 1 


asbrouck Heights Borough 
Paso] sarr[ 407M ves | (| ——«meT] «OAT 260%] —*|CNo | 
| 1410 25.7% | No | 5.492] St] 87%] No 
36.0%] 1] 1] 12,083] 2235| 186% - | 2| 


mee [No | sate[ va] 77%] | No 
zen] - | 1| sate] 2a] 77m] - | 1 


[eee [ter] CSCC YC] OMY‘ 
zl | Wo | ses 508 | 105%] | Wo | 
P—aast[ aoa] | 1[ toze | 003] ton - | 2) 


ame [No | 40m] a] tee] | No | 
woe] - | 1, 40s [tam] - | 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
eonia Borough 


fF GensusTract28001—SSSCSC~*~*rCSC<C~étOYCSC*C*C TYCHO Ces | CCI] COTS] = TAM «CCN 
[Census Tract 2g002——=S~—~—S~S~S~S~SYSSC~«t |_| BDH Ves | | 3813 055] 145%] | No | 
TOTAL LeoniaBorough | S908 | 5629] 62.0%] 2] - | 9,052] 1.466] 16.2%] - | 2 
ittle Ferry Borough 

fF GensusTract292———SSSCS*C*~“~*~wrCSC*~C~«iRT'YCO*‘éNAY;CO~SOMY Ces || =SSSC OT] CAT? ~—«DOY] Vos] —_—| 
[Census Tact2an——SCS~“~*~‘“*~*~‘“‘~*~*~*~*~*~YSC‘C~« SY «wT GH Ves | | CTS | az | 300%) Yes |_| 
TOTAL Lite FerryBorough ——~—S~S~:CSCS~«srI| ~~ sO — 2] _—- | tara] s200| arm 2] - ‘| 
odi Borough 

| CensusTract302_ ae 3.988 | 53.7%) Yes | | 7.395] 2,875] 32.1%) Yes |__| 
[Census Tract303—SOSC~=~“~*~“‘*‘“*~*~‘~*~*~*~*~wrSC*« YC YS Ves | | —~C~Ci HY —Ct| 26.2%) Yes | 
| Census Tract301_ 568] 8,148] 55.4% Yes | | 5.686] 1,280] 21.8%] | No | 
[Census Tact30a———SCSC~“‘*‘“~*~*~*~*~*~*~‘~‘~*~YCSC~‘ TT YCC~*ét |S] Ves | | 654 t.z6t | 20.5%) | No | 
TOTAL LodiBorough | S20] 13,599] 55.7%] t= | ato] 6553] 27.2%] 2] | 
yndhurst Township 

| CensusTract314 4 T8,240] 50.5% Yes | | 6413] 1,331] 20.8% | No 
Census Tact32———SOSC~“~*~—‘~—‘—*~*S~S~SSCSC~C Yat | zo] dN | S| 1.266 | 28.1% ‘| NO | 
| CensusTract313 5582] 1.835] 32.9% | No | 5.582] 1,400] 19.7% | No | 
[Census Tact3ia——SSCSC~—S~‘—~*~—*~*S*S~S~S~SSCSC‘ Y= YT tO] «CN | Sat] 86 | 13.5%] ‘| NO | 
TOTAL Lyndhurst Township | 2,208] 7.443] 33.4%] ot] || 43] 19.9%] - | 4 
| Census Tract321.02_ 06] 1.316 | 21.8% | No | 5.995] 520] 88%] | No 
[Census Tact32z01——SS~C~—CS~S~SSSC~« HOY 1.880 | 2.4 ‘| _No | 500] 106] 3.4%] | No | 
| Census Tract32202_ 5098]. | 26.4% | No | 5.096] 985 | 19.3% | No 
[Census Tract 324.03——SCSC~“~*~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~*~sCSC~«S SY S~C« |B] «CN | «So ——0 | 17.6%) ‘| N | 
| Census Tract321.04 T1851] 43.6%] Yes | | 2084] 11 | 24.5%] | No 
TOTAL Mahwah Township _———~—~S~S~S~w*~CS*~«i S| aT] arr ti 4 roma ——aaza] ts0%| - | 3 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
aywood Borough 


Census Tract3tSSSC*«dtC*«“~«tTOYCC~C* TOS] Ves | «| ——=SC=BED] ~~] ~«HH]—«C:«CN 
PGensusTract3a2—SSCSC~CS~CS~sSCSC Crs | «aT |S | zt | 87 | 186% «CN 
| CensusTract333 | 88051804] 53.1%] Yes | | 3,565] Bt] 24.4%] No | 
TOTAL MaywoodBorough ——=—=SC~S~w:C*~«i TSC S| BO] | |S e|~—se | to] ~~ «| 
idland Park Borough 
fF GensusTract40SSSSCSC*~wrC«‘“‘ SYSCO*C*‘*s YC OMYSSCSC«CNG =] SSC.20BCOC*C«YSCMSCSC 
TOTAL Midland Park Borough ——=—SC~wCSC*~«S YS || tm =~ |] ~——C.zz8| =| | «dC CS 
ontvale Borough 
Census Tract357—SSSCSCSC~«idSCi‘“‘éBOYCCSC HYCO] CCN TSCM CSCSHYSOCTM] OCC 
TOTAL Montvale Borough ———=—S~S~S~S~wSCSC~t BY ——Czww |u| ~~ ~| ot] SCR ws | rm] «| 
oonachie Borough 
Census Tract362_——SSSSSCSC~iCSCi ISCO] IM Ves | «| CTIO] «TR ~—20.2%] Yes | Vos 
TOTALMoonachie Borough ———=S~C=C*éit CCG | st] S| | SSSCtO 703 | 0m] ot] Cid 
ew Milford Borough 
Census Tract 371 P5as3] 2.240] atom] ——S«dY=CNo | SAS CBT] GBM] «CN | 
Census Tract 37201 P3eraf 1204 354%] | No | 37a 4a7|_—113%) ~~ No 
Census Tract 372.02 Prats] 3360] 46.6%] ves | | 7.05] 096] 156% | ‘No | 
OTAL New Milford Borough Pte5e5[ a902[ air] st] 2] —iteaar| aaa tant - ‘| 
orth Arlington Borough 
Census Trac 381 [864] 22a, 02m «| ~No | 6864] tare] 260%] «(| ~NO_ 
Census Tract 382 52.4% Yes | [| ___aaae| 1.193 267%] | No_ 
Census Tract 383 32% | No | Sa75| 533] 1%] | No | 
wos 1| 2] _tse77| 34a] 04%] - | 3] 


5,487 40.4% 
p—a2t9[ 40.4% 


im _[ No] sez] or] rae] | ‘No 
mae] - | 1| se] ers] zon] - | 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


akland Borough 


f GensusTract3enSSSSC*d?C*«‘ OSC] HOM] CT CN] 123] ~SCGB~SCT0HH] «CON 

fF GensusTract92———SSSCSC~S~sCSC~«C OBS ~=C«OBY CBM |= | 5073 | ——<t65| 78% _—| NO | 

Census Tract3@3——SSSCS~*~<C~*~‘~*~*~é*“dYC*SC*~«iWSYCC*C*«O YC CON | «C2651 ~—=i0| QM] «CN | 

TOTAL OaklandBorough ——=—SC~:CSC~tsZYCSC*C BTCA! SC «|| za] tov] - (| 3 
Id Tappan Borough 

fF GensusTract2a1SSSC*«dSC*C«‘OCYC*C*CYSC C=C |B] CAT] 70% —*:CNG | 

TOTAL Old TappanBorough——=—S~d«C*é‘<iCYC*«érC ABYC: «SCYS] SSC OBC] 7m] - | 1 
radell Borough 

fF CensusTracta0oorSSC«dSCSC« YY] CTCN YON] SCTM]_—«;:CN | 

fF GensusTractaooc2——SSSSCSC~sC*«~C~S YC «| CNO | eve | aa] 87% _— CN 

TOTAL OradellBorough Cs] SAM] ,375] 29.2%] = «=| 2] 7,989 53] 8.2%] - | 2 


alisades Park Borough 


PCensusTract130r—=~=~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~dtCS*~*~«S TCO I] | CdCCSC*C« SY Car] Yes | 
Census Treat i sois[ aera] oat ves | [| sats] 201 s05n] Yes |_| 
Census Tract 412 [47ee [3820 roan] ves |_| __a7ee[ 107 za-vo] | Wo | 
Census Tract 413.02 [4006 [_3252[ roan ves |_| 4085 | __o80 | 24.1vof | No | 

sav] 4[ - | moseal _ezze[ 203%] 2] 7 


wolves | [7a] «wT _—*CN 
onl | No | 4405450 to] [No 
sean] Yes |_| aaar| _sa5[ tral | No | 
sea] | No | amo] soa or] | No | 
sel [| No | _azer[___r70| 40%] | no | 
P—ans0s[ —aaant - | 3 ago] _2ora[ eanf - | 3] 


70% 
202% Pp aasr[ et ear] [No | 
ares] eer [215% pase] oof san] - | 2] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT| — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
amsey Borough 


f CensusTractaazot SS SC«d?SCSCSCTOO] CTY] ——T=CNO | =O] C6] —C:«CN 
FGensusTractaat —SSSCSC~C«é‘<~«i SYCSC*CéTYT~C KCN | tS | ata | 52%] «CN 
Census Tractaazo2SSSCS*~‘“YCSC*~«i YC ||| | «BBY COT 13.5M| «CN | 
TOTAL Ramsey Borough ——=—S—S~S~CSC*~«s MOY tanta] = «| | tao] ts] 78% ~~ | 
idgefield Borough 
fF GensusTracias2—SSSSCSC*~*~wrC*C«‘iOOYS~C TYCO CVs ||P] «OSM] Vos] i 
fF GensusTractast—SSSSCSC*~‘~rCSC*~C~‘T*YCOC*C*éw TS || Ves | | _——=BABT| ~—C2DBL_ DHA] _—*—NO | 
fF Gensus Tractor —SSSCSCS~C~wrC*~C~«C BG Y|~C=C GBT WOM Ves | | 486) ~—752|——17-4% NO | 
| Census Tract462_ 8.990] 2,265] 56.8% Yes | | 3,990] 59] 16.5% | No 
fF Gensus Tracts ——SSSCSC~*~C~‘~*~*wrC*C*«CGYLCC~*C«C ONY COM Ves | | —— 6M | —gt8| 209%] | NO | 
TOTAL Ridgefield Park Vilage ——=—=SSC~S~«wd«C*«é AYA] tM]; | *YSCSCSC«t GY Cazw| ese] - | | 
idgewood Village 
| Census Tract471 8028 | 84 | 36.2% | No | tT] St] 87%] No 
F GensusTractar2SSSSCSC~sSCSC«S BBO] COL «|_| —4500| ~—203;T 5% _—*|—CN | 
| Census Tract473_ 8.092] 04] 19.5%] | No | 8.092] 100] 3.2%] No 
FGensusTractaréSSCSC~YC*«~C«C |Z «| | tse | as | 3% CN | 


Census Tract 475 


ose Yes | | 30] em | 168%] | Wo | 


soe | No | rose _20e[ 27a] | no | 
eo! a, 1] _trsool eer] rant - | 2 


12.1% 
20.9% 
17.0% 


[saa] ase] 158%] | Wo | 
Psa ase] tsa) | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
utherford Borough 


Census Tracts SSSC*dSC*‘“‘i SCT] BOM] CT CNG | OTS] BY CTST% «CN 
fF GensusTractst2@—SSSSSCSC*~S~sCSC«i TLC] «|_| 2g] —285/ 9.3%] —| NO | 
| CensusTract513, | 2409] 52.7% Yes | | 4575] 822 18.0% | No | 
F GensusTractsé—SSSCSC~*~sSC*«C~«SOTYC*C*«t YC Ves | | at] st | ~—10.2%1 ~~ N | 
TOTAL Rutherford Borough ——=—S~S~S~CSCS~w DB] ——Q] aA] —2|_—2|_—=dt ABH] —=g0BY HL - *| 
addle Brook Township 
fGensusTractat SS SSSSC*d;C*«YTCOC*C*«*sN MSY]: | CBA] TOT] ~—*156%] _——NO | 
fF GensusTracts22SSSSCSC*~S~sC~tiYLC*C«t TYG S| | sat] ~——70| 124%] _—| NO | 
TOTAL Saddle Brook Township, |S 13,845] 4.261] 30.8%! ~~ =| 2] 13,845] 961 | 14.2%] = | 2 
addle River Borough 
fF  GensusTract531SSSC*d?SCSC*« GSC] 8H] «| _NO | ——« TOBY -——~=«CN@YC 1%] «CN | 
TOTAL SaddleRiverBorough_———=—S~wCSC*~C~« YC HBL ~~ ~| tL tas] tos | sm «| 
eaneck Township 
fF GensusTractS@2—SSSSCSCS~*~*~*dC<C~«éTOOYC*C*C EYOTA Ces | |= BOY] CSB] «GDM Vos] | 
| CensusTract546 8B] 5.202 | 61.3% Yes | | 8416] 897 | 10.7%] | No | 
fF GensusTractsasSSSCSC~wYSC~«‘“~«SOZzYCOC™C‘éiTYT;~COCSTQM|~SS| No | ger | ——«t69| 7.0% —*|NO | 
| CensusTract544 84] 8.952] 53.2% Yes | | 6.69] 1194] 17.9%] | No | 
FGensus acta SSSCSC*~‘~*wrC~«iBMAYCOC*C*éR'Y~«CO| || 02] =i 3% _—| NO | 
Census Tract 541 | 8.251] 6866 | 83.2% Yes | | 8.090] 1.208 | 14.9% | No | 


[eres] 2003] sam] | No | 66a] AB] —-aam | No | 
[—r90r[ a0 aera ves || aor sonar] | No | 
[—asse[ _s9a2[ aon] i] 1] ‘asro| t0/ oanf - | 2) 


eterboro Borough 


FCensusTrect367——SSSCS~S~S~S~SYSCSCSi TC] Ves | «dC ~~CTI YC «d;:CN 
TOTAL Teterboro Borough ——S~S~SY Sgr] tz see —t) «dr | ree] et < 
UpperSaddleRiverBorough OOS 


Upper Saddle River Borough 


Census Tract SSSCSC*~*~‘~dSCS*~« YC‘ CO] CYC CS] —*CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


TOTAL Upper SaddleRiverBorough ———=«dY;~SCS*«teT | ~S~=Cm| wo] ~~~] SSC] SSC] S] - «dSCO 
fF GensusTractS61SSCS*~=<“*‘“‘*é~*rCSC*~C*«OGSYCOC*C*‘*sOOTCY’;COC*NOOMY]:SCS~*C*=«CN ‘| ~=SCS~=«OMGY]SC*CAYSSC« MY —«;:CN 
| Census Tract562_ 80095] 19.6% | No | 890] 60] 13.5% | No 
TOTAL Waldwick Borough ——=S~S~w:C*~=tiOGYCCgT | =o] ~~] =| ~——=—Cii8 | sat | sant ~~] 
Wallington Borough 
Census Tact S701—SSCSC~wC~i‘~«s OTST BHT CCNO |B =|] «YON 
PGensusTracte7a2—SSSCSC~SCS~sSCSC~«t| SCH MI —«|_No | 60] ———639/ ~—180% | No | 
[Census Tract ——SC~“~“~*~*~*stC*C~«iOR'YCC*C*TOZ| =H «|_| ——3.603 —970| 250%] Vos | 
TOTAL Wallington Borough ——~—~S~S~SsSCs AYN] Ht ~~ 8] tsa | sta | tant 1] 
Washington Township 
CensusTract8tSSCS*~wSC*~«RC~*C*HOTC ICTS SCOOT Ct] «S MY —«;~CN 
[Census Tract82——SSSCSC~S~S~S~sSCSC~«i OBS ~CO | THOM «| NO | 8x08 tO] 88%] —| CN 
TOTAL Washington Township ——~=~S~S~SCS~« TYCO] tM ~~ 2] =i | o|aal  «CSC 
Westwood Borough 

Census Tract 591 sas] tres] Saar] «| ~No | —«S0e2]—=CTO] 102%] ~~: | 
nore 32% | No | s972| _662| 11.1% ‘| No | 
3606] 332% - | 2] toes) itr} tora] - | 2] 


Census Tact 35 : 2 OZ 7 
OTAL Woodcliff Lake Borough nae] - | 1, srs] taf saul - | 1 


Wood-Ridge Borough 


Census Tract 600 8,819 2,91 33.1% 
OTAL Wood-Ridge Borough 8,819 33.1% 


Census Tract 614 664 
3.09 Paro] 285, 60%] _—| No | 
5.6% Pp aaat] tte [3.6%] ‘No 
16.1 P3426 ate] 93% ‘| No | 
OTAL Wyckoff Township | 7,017 | 1,856] 10.9% | 16517] 853] 5.2% - | | 


So 


2 


: 


S 


E 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
feed WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY LMINORITY TRACT] — status Is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE Rare 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED (YES) | (NO) 


TOTALBewencounty | 20300] a0amaa] asm] 64] on] oonuus] ta7aur| 101%] 25] 100] 
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Table 17C-9 
Environmental Justice Populations: Essex County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


ssex County, New Jersey 
elleville Township 


[Census Tract 40 —~S~*~“~*~*~*~sSCSC*C*«YC*C*é OTC SH] Ves | TSC] CS] 0] —* CN | 
[Census Tata? ——S~=~“*‘“*~*~*“‘“‘~‘“~*~*~*~srC*C~*«iOYC*« BG] Ves | «YC 8G | 206%] Vos | 
P—Gensus Tact 4@_——SSC~“~‘“*~*~‘—‘~‘~‘~*~*~*~*~sSCSC~«‘ S| «0 | 7D] Ves | | 5.755 1.605 789%] Yes |__| 
PGensusTrat tae —SCS~*~“*‘“‘*‘“‘*é*rSC*~C*« Wd C~*t GO| Ves | | ~S~Ci BB] tae | 35 | Ves | _—| 
[Census Tactat——SSC~—“~‘“*~*~‘—‘—*~*~*~*~SSC‘C Yt 8g Ves | | ——siatt| az | 20.8%) —* No | 
| CensusTract142_ 04 | 944] 71.9% Yes | | 004} 5.4%] | No 
[Census Tract 45——SSCSC~“~*~‘“*~*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~SC‘C~« I YCSC* | TOD Ves | | Cat | —Ctttw | a 0%] Vos | 
| CensusTract 464903] 8815 | 77.8% Yes | | 4903] 1.563] 31.9%] Yes | 
TOTAL Belevile Township __—————~«| ~—seret | 276] rot 8] - |  serot] 9.2m 256%] 5] 31 
loomfield Township 
[Census Tract 4@_——SSCS~*~“~—~S*~S*S~S*S~SsSCSC*~‘ MYC] SCd~CN ]~——~=C OO] =i] =H] —*| CN | 
| CensusTract149 4052] 1,600] 34.4%] | No || 306 | 6.6%] | No 
PGensus Tactt50,—SSSC~C~“‘—*~‘—*~*—~S*~*~S*S~SSTSC Yt | ar] dN | 806 | 70 | 28.6%) ‘| No | 
| CensusTract 5142] 2460 | 54.2% Ves | | 4495] 542] 12.4%] | No 
[Census Tact62———SC~“‘*‘“‘*~*~*~*~*~*~*~YSC~« TOY —~—« GO| aT Ves | | 470 1.262] 789%] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract153 269] 1,694 | 65.9%] Yes | | 2569] 332] 12.9% | No 
[Census Tract 156 SSC~S~S~S~sSCS*CS~S TOSCO] BHTHM| Ves | | 475 a0) 27 5%| Ves | 
| CensusTract 155 tT] 2,630] 59.5% Yes | | tT | at | 9.4%] | No 
[Census Tact56——SSCSC~“~‘“*~*~‘~*~‘“~*~*~sYC~« MOY | 8 Ves | | SCO] os | 10.1%] ‘YN | 
PcensusTratts7 OSC=“‘*‘*‘“‘*‘*rSC*~«COG‘YCC~*«t OSB Ves | | ins] tort | a22%f ves |_| 
[Census Tact58@——SSCS~“~*~‘“~*~*‘“*~“~*~*~YSCSC~C GACY C~*@H | TOT] Ves | | Aton ts | 25.3%) ‘NO 

Census Tract 159 5,660| 4,862] 85.7% Yes | | 5,628] 2,042] 36.3%] Yes | | 
OTAL Bloomfield Township w260| 29003| 589% | _3| _#aso6| 10.205] 22%] 4] 8 
aldwell Borough 

Census Tract 217.0 7s] 705] 187%] [| No [| a7e| 620] 165%] | No | 

Census Tract 217.02 azn 93] 233%] | No | 3600] soz] 136%] | No | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


TOTAL CaldwelBorough—=S=S~=~S~S~YSCS*~*«YSC*«ét SYS] =SCS«*dSCiYCSCSCS*«tsTYSCOCS*C‘éTRY~C*SO!CS=*d;SC*«i 
PCensusTract213——SSSCS~*~*~*~idCS*~«CTYTCOC*C*t YC] C*dYCNO SC] ~CTB]~—«SMY—Cd;CN 
| CensusTract244 8B] 1037] 15.7% | No | 6225] 498 | 8.0% No 
TOTAL Cedar Grove Township | taste] __2aor] voz] _- | 2] tro] ere] rom - | 2 
ity of Orange Township 

Census Tat et —SSSCSC~*~S~S~dCS*S~«SYCC~*C YC] Ves | Cd SSC OT] S~C« «CARON Ves] 
Census Tact82———SCS~—~S~—CSsSSSC~« TS] 4.006 | 8TH] Ves | | Ave] 1.108] 255%] | No | 
[Censuses —SSCSC~‘~CSC~«C Yaz] Ves | | COTY at | snl Ves |_| 
[Census Tracties—SSCS~S~S~SCSC*~«s SSC | 88TH Ves | | tg] 779] 40.6%] Yes | 
[Census Tract 66 ———SSCSC~wSCSC« | zat | mz] Ves | | ga | nar] sed Ves | _ 
[census Tract i679 ———SC~S~S~sSC~«i BY ~=« TD] 8HTW| Ves | | 5.221 3020] 57.8%] Yes | 
[Census Tact 6 ——SCSC~*~“~*~*~*~*~wSCSC« BY za | aro] ves | | —z00| tz] 20:3) Ves | 
| CensusTract 189087728657] 97.0%] Yes | | 3,752] 1,685] 44.9%) Yes |__| 
TOTAL City of Orange Township __—————~«dY~—iaaaaa | aasee| eral 8] - | _sooe2] 13.06) aaa] 7] 1 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ast Orange 


PF CensusTeck@)——SC~“~*~*~*~*~*~*~*~dSCS~C~«‘ TC] wT | CdCOC*C* YC] Ye | 
[censusTract 100 ——SOSCSC~S~S~SSSCes er [of Ves | | zanna] rg] «CN 
PcensusTract 107 ——SCSC~“~*~“‘*‘“~*~*~*~*~*~dYCS*~«S Y= | sw] Ves | | sop ine | ge Yes | 
[censusTect 102 ———SC=~S~S~S~S~SCSC« | ast | g.znf Ves | | are | tz | ar 2d Ves | 
census Tact 103 ——SSCS~—CS~—~—SsS~San | grr [arn Ves || 200 ata | a al ves | 
PcensusTect10¢———SOSCSC~S~C~S~wSSC aT asc [sf Ves | | soma 27 | and Yes | 
PcensusTact 105 ——SOSC~=~“~*~“‘*~*~*~dYC*~«C YC DG | 8B] Ves | | aS Yt] as gH Ves | 
PcensusTract 106 SSS aan | anno | arr ves | | ee | 2003 | 0072) Yes | 
PcensusTact 107 ——SSCSC~—~—S~—~S~wSSSt sen | gst focal Ves | | arr | tg | scl ves | 
PcensusTrect 108 ——SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC gra] 2.78 | to0con Ves | | 2900) tea | srl Ves | 
census Tract 109 ——SOSCSC~C~S~S*~CSCSCes [zs fs. Ves | | zeta] zed ves | 
PcensusTecti7 ——SCS~=~—~S~—~S~wSCSCSC gen | ne [ssn Ves | | ge igor] scr Yes | 
PcensusTact 12 ——SC~C~“~*~*~*~*~wSCSCSC eco [88.0 Ves | | 2980 | ss srl ves | 
PF censusTet 13 —SSCSCS~SSC es T4090 [go zn ves | | rer | 18 | at) Ves | 
PcensusTact11@ SSCS at Poet ves | |e ttm] ans] | No 
censuses SCSCS~SSSCteo | zt fsa ves | | te | roe] ard ves | 
PcensusTect 16 SSCS] sara [tcf ves | | ron fara | s.r ves | 
PcensusTet 17 ——SOSC~C~—S~S~wSSt a] 2n0 [snl Ves | | 26007 tr | a0) Ves | 

Census Tract 118 z360[ 2314] 98.5%] Yes | | _2a0) 7a] 22%] ves | __ 
OTAL East Orange 64374 moe] 9] - | esos] 26a03[ a2sx|_ 7] 2 


ssex Fells Borough 
Census Tract 20904 Zi] ars 130% «YSN CTO] C=C OMH]_C;CN 
30%] - | 1] atmo] ez 29nf - | 1 


OTAL Essex Fells Borough 
7,486 1,156 15.4% 


airfield Township 
7486] 1.156 


Census Tract 216.01 
OTAL Fairfield Township 

7,584 1,792 23.6% 
7,584 1,792 23.6% 


len Ridge Borough 
Census Tract 160 
OTAL Glen Ridge Borough 


| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
rvington Township 


PCensusTect 12 —SSC~—~*~*~*~wYSCS*~«T CC‘ TOY CW] Ves | CdCCSC~C*OYSC*C*OYSC Yes | 
PcensusTect 120 —SOSCS~S~C~S~wCSCSCi | nv | wf Ves | | soma 200] ate Ves | 
PcensusTract 127 —SOSCS~*~*~*~*~dYSCSC~C | nga | sof Ves | | scot ft | az ves | 
[censusTact 122 ——SOSCS~S~S~wSSCS aes | 060 | azn Ves | | ——_zz0f 205 | a500 Ves | 
censusTrect 123 SSSCSC~S~S~S~SSS ag [arf Ves | |r| tc] 820) Ves | 
censusTract12@ SSCSC~S~SSSCe |e fof Ves || azn ce | orl Yes | 
PcensusTract 125 ——SOSC~“~*~“‘~‘*~*~*~dYC*~« YC OK Yo. Ves | | CB | tt | OL Ves | 
PcensusTract 126 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~wSSCSC | gz |g nf Ves | | svat tara | ail Yes | 
PF censusTract 127 —SSCSCS~S~S~SSS Wn. [8s ef Ves | | sono tara | aod ves | 
censusTect 128 —SSSCS~S~S~S~SSSti | get | Ves | | aoa tz | and Ves | 
census Tract 129 ——OSCSC~*~*~*~*~SCSCSC ae] ngs | too. Ves | | zn ——2.070 | art) Ves | 
[censusTract 130 ——SCSC~S*~S*S~SCSt ns [sal Ves || tame ara] cel 
PcensusTract 197 ——OSSCSC~S~‘~S*~*~YCSC tng] smc Ves | | es faz | ssn ves | 
PcensusTect 132 ——SSSC~C~S~‘~S*~wCSC Tze [swf Ves | | arse tz | s.r Yes | 
sa72[ 3.650 soe] ves | | 37a 1905 ssn] ves | __ 
P—szer2[ aren te] - [| _saaas| 2200] asm] ta] 1 
soe] 1508] 20%] | ‘No | 5208] te 35%] | No | 
re | 270) 365%] [| No | 763 10 2a | No | 
508] 1720] 338%] | No | 4ave[ 455] om] | No 
ara 1790] a0.2ef | No | _aara _s82[ 29%] | No 
7ate[ 2245] s0e%| [| No | roes] _as[ oan | No | 
70846 xan - | 8] aso raze] o2nf- | 5) 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
aplewood Township 


Census Tract 195 SSSSC*d?C*« TOC] HOM] —CT=CNO | CBT] SCT] _—«:~CN 
[Census Tract 96 SSCSC~S~S~SCSC~Ci GTC |S Ves | | TO ae | 283%] —| CN 
| CensusTract197, 8G] ASH] 82.5% Yes | | 6.542] 793] 12.4%] | No | 
[Census Tact 98 SSSCSC~C~SCSCTABY Cot |g | CN | Te] | 88% «CN 
fF GensusTract199——SSSCSC~SCS*~«ST YC || «CN | st] a8 2% ~*~ 
[Census Tract ——SSSSCSC~CS~S~C~SCSC*t ASSO] 20.7H| «NO | 985 | =n | 85% «CN 
TOTAL Maplewood Township _—=SCS~CS*«t RK] TV] SHAM] 2] —«'|-—=sn720| ~—g0ar*| 23% - | 6 
illburn Township 
| CensusTract202 tT] 1746 | 36.0% | No | 8t] 253] 5.2%] | No 
Genus Tract203SSCSC~—~sSCSC*« WY CG | ABB] —«|CND*| BA 798] 175% —| NO 
| CensusTract200 tO] 1826] 3.7%] | No | 5760] 356] 6.2%] | No | 
[Census TractaotSSCSC~—~S~CS~sSCSC TCT | BBY «NO (| | are | 56%  —~| NO 
TOTAL Millburn Township |S 20,148 | 7.509] 37.3%] ~~ | 4} 20,22] 683] 8.4%] = | 
ontclair Township 
| CensusTract63 884] SAA 15.1%] | No | 8.584] 255] 7.1%] | No 
PGensusTractt6@——SSSC~*~“~‘“~*~*~*~*wC*«‘iWSY:COC*C*éiIGYCtOS| CCN (| ~ 8880] =z | 8.0%) —«|N_ 
| CensusTract165_ 84214 32.5%] | No | 8.703] 464 | 12.5%] | No 
PGensus Tract 65 SSCSC~S~sSCSC TC | «ND | ten] | 204%) «CN 
| CensusTract167_ 04] 707 | 63.1% Yes | | 2704] 684 | 25.2%] | No 
[Census Tract 68 SSCSC~sSCSC*~«i OTS ~=C | ~—BODML Ves | | 3.882 _—t3| 17.1% | NO 
| CensusTract169 920] 809 | ar.7%] | No | 2920] 104] 3.5%] | No 
[Census Tract70——SC~S~S~S~sCSC*~ WBC —8B| Ves | | =| ~—05 | 10.0% —(| NO 
| CensusTractt71 209] 2,074] 90.2% Yes | | 2.285] 1,059] 46.3%) Yes | 
P Genus Tract ——SSSCSC~SCS~CSSSC HOt | THO Ves | (| ——8.c02| =i | 07%] | NO 
| CensusTracti61 8ST] 87H] H.6% | No | 3.449] 353] 10.2%] | No 
[Census Tract t6@2——SSSSCSC~*~sSCSC*«i YC | ta] «|S (| 285 8] 80% —*| CN 
TOTAL Montclair Township |S 88,427] 15,232] 39.6%! 5] 7] 38,126] 5.532] 14.5%] 1] tt 
i er alee a leita anal ieee a eee eae et heen el aera | 


 censusTractzoor——SSCS~*~“~*‘“~*~*~*~é‘~diSCS*~«TYC*C*iOTYC Yes] «CSCO CS] COM Vos | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censusTiect2200——SOSCS*C~C~SYSSti a] nas | won| ves | CSCC] Ve | 
PcensusTect23SSCSC*~=~“‘~*~*~‘*~*~YCS*~« TYCO | gw.za| Ves | | attr] 29%) Ves | 
[censusTrect28——SSSCSCS~SS0 | t.e06 | T00.onf Ves | | asf t062 | oz Yes | 
PcensusTract31——SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~*~dCSC«S eT 80 | se. Ves | | ne tcc | enor ves | 
PcensusTect35 ———SSCS~SCS~S~—S~SSSCaro 2088 [ssn Ves | | zero sor | gl Yes | 
census Tracts? ———OSSCSC~—~S~‘~sS~iCSCS | toe [8 ef Ves || tare oe | sae ves | 
[censusTect'38——SSCSC~—~S~S~S~wSSC tw] 2z0e fs Ves | | zt | tz | sel Yes | 
PcensusTrect39 SSCS | 1206 [toc Ves | | zz 80 |e. Yes | 
[censusTectét——SSSCSC~S~Sae | a.g00 | toc ves | | 200 210] rit Yes | 
census Tract@2——SSOSC~SC~—~S~SCt acto fo sf Ves | | taf tt | srl ves | 
[censusTecté3———SCS~—~—~C~S~S~*SSSC ra] 270 | t00.0% Ves | | __2670/ 1578] sgn] Yes | 
PcensusTractés—SSCSCS~SYtas | zn fn ef ves | fata 205 | srl ves | 
[censusTectés——SSCS~—~CS*~—~S*S~wSSC wat] g60 [80.3 Ves | | zantac | a2) Ves | 
census Tracts —SSCS~S~SSC grr 2.088 [80 zl Ves || rr tse | sz ves | 
[censusTecté? ——SCS~—SCSSS ganar fc sn ves | | aro tts | ase Yes | 
census Tact 4807 —SSCSCS~S~S~Szrg | 280 | 80s Ves || oro | —_t05 | azn) ves | 
census Tact 802 ——SCS~S~SSSSCi | [8.x Ves | | —_ zor _20rr | ror] Yes | 
PcensusTracté9——SCSCS~S~S~—~S~S~SSSCi ar]. | 80 sf Ves | | are | tn] tcl ves | 
PcensusTrects0 SSCS rr rar [carr ves | | era tear | otal ves | 
PcensusTiectst —SSSCSCS~S rn | ts [soc ves | | zr actor] srl ves | 
[censusTects2 SSCS | z06 [soz ves || itso a0] ose Yes | 
PcensusTracts) SSCS | ze fart Ves | | re fate] sz ves | 
[censusTectss —SSSCSCS~SCS~SSSC Tats | sol Ves | | tao ato | Teed Ves | 
PcensusTracts7 ——SCSC~S~S~“~S*~CSCi as | tse [af Ves | | es fie | ail Yes | 
[censusTrects2———SSCS~SSSCt Tse [arn Ves | | tne for | ote Yes | 
PF censusTractés—SSCSCS~S~Stge | tr fs sf ves | | ee zr] earl 
PcensusTrect8 SSCS | se fo zl ves | ast rm] cored ves | 
PcensusTracte7 ——S—SC~=~“~“‘*~*~*~*~*~wCSCSCi sata | 8s | Ves | | zoe t00 | or er Yes | 
PcensusTects8——SSCS~—SCS—CS~sSSsat | aa free] ves | | sat | 2204 | age ves | 
census Tract@0 SSCS 700 [Tore Ves | | 2s tn] seal ves | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censsTetsr—SSCSC*~C~S~YSCSCt an] ese ves | Ce] te] some Ves | 
census Tiact2————SSCSCS~S~S nt | 20] tm Yes | toe | to rege Yes | 
census Tiact27——SSCS~S~S~SSCe | 2g] ose ves | |i] te sea Yes | 
census Tract28———SCS~S~SS hg |r| osc ves ||| tgp zd Yes | 
census Tiact20———SSCS~S aro | ate] oa] ves | | scr | 200 free Yes | 
census Tract31—SSSCSCS~S~S a8 [2368 | 7K Yes || 288] 150 0024) Yes | 
census Tiact22———SOS~S~S~SSSSats [aa | oz ves | |e] ata esa Yes | 
Pcensus Tact SSS | 22 | sof No | ace | 107 s0 ad Yes | 
Pcensus Tact ————SOS~SSi a | 22 | set ves |] taro) ced Yes | 
census Tract73——SSCSC~S~S~S~SsT sa | 2s angel dN | Saas | aso faced Yes | 
census Tact7™@SSCS~SS me [ara | ce Yes za] zonal Yes | 
census Tract 7607 —SSCSCSC~S~SwSTS bs | aco | rate Yes || aa | sts freed Yes | 
[census Tact 7502 ————S~S~S Sr | 2] nz ves | |e ta [sea Yes | 
census Tiact75 SSCS | 208 | ro Yes || aaa] ae rd Yes | 
census Tact ——SSCS~S~SSSC 0 | a0] orge Yes | |r Panel Yes | 
census Tiact70——SCS~S~S are | 2087 [sg ves || ares | tnt aad Yes | 
census Tact? SSCS arn | tra | etm ves | zn] 106 far or Yes | 
census Tiact78 SSCS | 220 | wt Yes || 00 | 1900 S00) Yes | 
census Tact79——SSCS~S~CSSTSi sw || ez Yes | dt tar aad Yes | 
census Tactge SSCS |e | ec ves | dT Pet 
census Tiactga02——SOS~S Ss | tae arg ves PP dP PetCo 
census Tact? ———SCS~SCS nar | ator] a ce Yes ||| se sez Yes | 
PcensusTact’3——SC~=~‘“~*~*~‘~*~*~*~SCSCSC || ge ves | |i | se [cea Yes | 
census Tracté SS tt | 008 | orf Yes || 2008 | 1000 0026) Yes | 
PcensusTiacts——SSCSCS~St gro nga ves || to] ter ssf Yes | 
census Tracté SSCS | aa [es ves || aren | 05 [a0 Yes | 
PcensusTiact? ———SSCS~—S~SS a Tso] oor Yes | | ies] arse sz Yes | 
PcensusTract——SSCSC~S~S~SsTS rn | as | ang Yes | aor | 08 [sd Yes | 
[censusTact9——SS~S~S~SSCti a || og ves |e | za cece Yes | 
census Tract 10ST os azar ves | 200] 1600 co) Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censstett SSCSCSC~SSCm 2s] ves | tm] ee Ves | 
census Tact SSCS | a0 | as aves Ptr | me fed Yes | 
[census Tact@ ——SSCS~SCS~SSt wt | 205 oz Yes | | ze] tz0 Sard Yes | 
census Tract Sgt | ta [or of Yes Pt | tsa 2) Yes | 
census Tact1@—SSCS~SSa |r| ne ves | ta | tos force ves | 
census Tact? SSCS [258 toon Yes || 258] 1.960 0810 Yes | 
census Tact1@——SSCS~SSta [2 188'| tor] ves | | 28] ta06 fev Yes | 
census Tact@ SSCS | tae or.g ves Pts | tne [cr Yes | 
census Tiact20———SSOSCS~S a | a2 too ves || azar | ton a0 ves | 
census Tact# SSS ata |r| oa Yes || es | 1206 [scr Yes | 
census Tiacte@———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC( gro | 2a | nr ves | dora | tar fared Yes | 
census Tiact’5——SSCS~S so | a0 | os Yes || ao | 2.00 50 Yes | 
census Tract ——SSCS~SSns |e tooo ves | tae] ee sez Yes | 
census Tact? SSS | c0r|ot Yes || ee arid Yes | 
census Tact —SSCS~S~S~S~STSSC |e ose ves | tae] 1000 fsa Yes | 
census Tracteg Sa |g | or. Yes || 205 | tte fsa Yes | 
census Tiactg0——SSCS~Sre [treat ves || tre] se sore Yes | 
census Tracts —SSSCSC~S~S~S at | 2g ng Yes | ate] ne [seo] Yes | 
census Tacte ———SS~S~S srs [sce] ast ves | | sora | ze | aed Yes | 
census Tract29 SSCS || cael Yes ||| tar zed Yes | 
PcensusTactt ———SOS~—~S~S~S~SwSCti 8 | swt] oz Yes || Cis rr aed Yes | 
P census Tract SSCS | 2 rer aa Yes || 2a | tar sz) Yes | 
census Tiacts5——SOSC~S~—~S*~S~SSSC or | aac] age ves || sor] zs | sore Yes | 
census Tract95 SSCS | aaa | eaves |e | 708 fad Yes | 
census Tract ——SCS~S~SSS aa |e] ne ves | dC me | ats | _ea Te Yes | 
PcensusTractg7—SSSCS~S sz | sz | acl Yes || scar | ares fatal Yes | 
TOTAL Newark ——~—SC~*~S~S~S SCs | 2020 | won] ew | 2] ——aeozae| tenon | stor] a] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
orth Caldwell Borough 


F CensusTract21602SSSC*d?CS*C« TS] COMB] «CBM —C|=CNO | =i OTH] =~ «CBHY SCAM] —«C:«CN 
TOTAL North CaldwellBorough ——=SC=~wC*«~C~«i SCCM] = =| St] Cts | 25] | ~~~ t 
utley Township 
fF Census Traci 39—SSSSCSC~*~C~*rCSC*C*«COY;C*C*«éGOY:CMY:SSSCSCN CYC |S] ~ «165% «CN | 
PGensusTract 195 ——SSSCSC*~rC~SWYC*t YS] CCN | C208 HTH __—*:CN 
PGensusTract36——SSSSSCSC~C~*~‘~*~wrC~C«HTYC*‘t GRY | |=] | swat] 054 16.1% NO | 
fF GensusTractt3@——SSSC~SC*~C TYCHO] BG] —|_NO | 3,776] ———2B0|—7A%|__—| NO | 
PGensusTractt37—SSSCSC~C*~sYCSC«w YTS HTM |_| amt | ts | 93.9%] Vos | ‘| 
| CensusTract 1384803] 1,348] 30.7% No | 4303] 258] 5.9%] | No 
TOTAL Nutley Township _—=—=—S~S~S~:CSC~« BT ~——CSTOY ttm ~~~] | ~—=—imwame | ts | tam 1] OS 
oseland Borough 
fF Gensus Traci2002_———SSSCSC~*~*dC<C*étBACYCOC*C*éCzYC«*SOMY]:SSSCSY=CN] ‘| ~SCMM] CSB] ~ «OY «CN | 
TOTAL Roseland Borough | S584] 922} 15.8%] = | tT 5834] 7] 9.5%] - | 1 
outh Orange Village Township 
| Census Tract190 42021430] 93.3% | No | 4.202] 840] 7.9%] | No 
Census Tract 193 aaa] 280 37.1% | No | _3a72| __—723| atm ‘| No | 
| CensusTract 191 2,205] 53.3% Yes | | 4.042] 94] 4.8%] | No 
FGensusTracit92—SSSCSC~S~S~sC~«t ZC TIO |_| 2700] ——i86'| <0 Ves] ‘| 
OTAL South Orange Village Township Pteszt] 6632] aor] 1] 3] —t4s0sit sate] t4em| 1] = 


erona Township 
Census Tract 210 


irre] [No | aoe] 25a si] | No | 
[No | _3886[ ser [tof | No | 


P No [aro] 135] 50%] ‘| No | 
[3287 aaa No 

: aeaef ser 12.t%o] | No | 

OTAL West Caldwell Township aX a ee ee 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
West Orange Township 


PGensus Tact 7307 ——SCSC~S~S~SSC~« TCT OH C*YSCN «SSC S~C~C*OOYSCB]Cd;CNO 
[census Traet7302 SCS SSrmo | aan] ange] | No | 72a] ove] —tatvol | No 
[census Tact ——SSC~C~S~S~SS |e | srl ves | sce maar] CN 
census Tact SSCS art [ta | stg] Yes | | 05] aor atte] | No 
census Tract tO ——SCS~S~S~SSSC Taz] zl Yes | | imma] =e fsa] «CN 
census Tact75———SCSCS~S~S~SSC OB Tas] sng] ves | | 000] ore | tre] | No 
census Tact75——SCSC~S~SSSC TOY HOH Ves | | aaa 12007 24704] | No 
[census Tact77 ——SSCSCS~S~SSs | a] ase Ves | | tat] az80 aro Yes | 
[—censusTact 78 ——SCSC~S~SSCor | 2c] age ves || 202] tro | sag ves | 
TOTAL West Orange Township ___—_———+| 7s _27aae| _s7ox|_7| _2| _aeaos| 704] san] 2| 7. 
TOTAL Essex County ———~—~SCSC~S~wCSC«S AD | na] OSH] THO] 7] 777] v8.7]! Ta. TO6] 
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Table 17C-10 
Environmental Justice Populations: Hudson County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] staTusis | POVERTY | POVERTY |__'RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION | RATE DETERMINED RATE RATE 


udson County, New Jersey 
ayonne 


Od 7 A 
[census Tractioo——SCSC~S~S~SCSC 0B nse [ass] | No | ago | sv | zoe] | No 
[census Tractiog————SSCSC~SCS~S~SS ange fez] Ves || ane | tes | sa | Vos] 
[census Tractiog———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~iSTS te nce se | Ves | ara] sn | cael | CN 
[census Tractios———SCSC~—~S~*~S~S~wSC OG ng [sO Ves | | sate | ——_csr | toe] | No 
census Tracti06——SSSCS~S~Sge aT | se] Ves | |e | a2 | 2s | Yes 
[census Traction ———SSCSCS~—S~SSta tr | ssw] Ves | | az | tra] anc Yes | 
census Tracti0g SSCS ates [ear] Yes || srs | ot | amcae| | No 
[census Tractiog SSCS re at fae Ves | ra] ce | as | Yes 
census Tracttio—SCS~S~C~S~S~STSSC6 nts [co] Ves || acco | ans | ca | Yes 


[census actin ————SCSC~S~S a 206 |e] Ves || aa | ae | asa! Yes | 
[census Tractti2——SC~“~*~*~SCSC ato [sO] Ves | | czar | tas | trl | No 
[census Tacttis——SCSC~—~*~*~*~wSCSC«t OG nsw |e] Ves | | tse | torn | saa Vos] 
[census Tracttia——S—SC~“~*~“~*~*~*~dtCS*S~« Yee [sz] Ves || act | ro | zz el | CN 
[census Tractiis ——SSSCS~SSC ome] «dC | an | ar | tee] | No 


ves [| e218] 0360] a7 9%] Yes 
5077 [307 se | 204% Yes |_| 
1.975 ves || 95 asf trae) —[ No 

Piao sar] ate] 2a] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


Census Tract SSCSC~*~dC*‘“‘iTACYCO*C*‘*SOG «TAM Ves | |S TAT~——CtGO]~—MOAM] Yes |_| 
PGensusTract199——SSSCS*~*~<“~*‘“‘*~*~*rCSC~«OYCOC*C*« || Ves || CTT] 1.168 909%] Vos |_| 
| CensusTract36 CT S200 1725 | 77.7%] Yes | | 2.220 1,070 | 48.2%] Yes | 
PGensusTractt37—SSSCSCSC~wYSCtTT |= Ves | | za | 1,206 46.3%] Yos |_| 
fF GensusTract 198 —SSSCSC*~CSC~«OYCC~C* | THM| Ves | | 3.201 ~——2H|_—<1006%]_—*- NO | 
TOTAL Harmison —SSSSSSCSCS~S~S~sSCSCS | tss| zg | - (| ——tvzts | —gz0| ea 4] 
oboken 

fF GensusTact 7 SSSCSC*~*rCSC~C~«iRDY:COC*C*«UTzYSCO«éBMY:SS*CSCN] ‘|= 0] ~~~] «CN | 
| CensusTract9200 CT St | 25.5%] | No | 3.972 127 | 3.2%] Noo 
fF Gensus Tract t93—SSSCSC~wYSC~«i BL CC~CMY SM |= | zr] at | 12.0% | No | 
PCensusTract a4 —SSSCS~‘“YSCSCtT ||| ON | TB| wt|~—22.0%| —*| No | 
fF Gensus Tract tex07SSSSCSC~YC*«~C~i ST |CCSCTY SH IL —«|No | ——20a7| ~—=—iB| 22%] ~*~ | 
| Census Tract183.02 CT STB 1,208] 29.4%] | No | ata | 122] 2.8% No 
PGensusTract 84 SSCSCSC~YSC*«‘<C~SSTYLCOC*C‘éTOZY;~COI| «No | ——S657|_—art'| “154% | No | 
| CensusTract85 CTC 9B .087| 30.1%] | No | 889 | 1.143] 16.6% No 
fF Gensus Tract 186SSSCSCSC~SC*~C~«i LCC SKS =No | 2a] —_—209T 9.2%] —*—CN | 
| Census Tract187.01 CT S787 | 28.2% | No | tsar 267 | 0.1% No 
fF Gensus Traci t8702—SSSSSCSC~:C*~C~S OH] «| | 5G | =H «150%L —| NO | 
| CensusTract88 CT SAT 87S | 78%] | No | 47 {443 | 14.1%] No 
FGensusTractt89—SSSSSCSC~*~sYSC*~C HO] ~=CY | «|_| 660] ~—«A60| 130% | No | 
| CensusTract90 CTC BBY 770] 59.1%] Yes | | 414 | 2.355] 52.2%] Yes | 
TOTAL Hoboken SSSSSCSC~*~*~C*«~t | «NZNO — ot] ts] Cg] ~—wors| ts 1] | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
ersey City 


FP CensusTact@0——SSCS*~—S~“—~S*~*~wYSCS*~«< YC] Ces | CCST CR] C«d;:CN 
[censusTrecté8———SC~=~—~—~*~S~wSCSCSC«C Yas Yar Ves | | sce tee] nel Yes | 
PcensusTects¢———SSSCSC~S~—~S~S~iSSCate | sts | a.znf ves | | zea tren | cng] No 
[censusTects6——SSCS~SCS~S~SSS rn | ae [scr ves | | azote | a gel Yes | 
PcensusTects@——SOSCS~S~—~S~SSSC swe | age Ves | | zee tsar] core CN 
PcensusTrecta0——~CS~—~S~—~*S*~wSCSC Tava fo anf Ves | | aca t20 | satel Yes | 
PF censusTectot——SSSOSCS~S~SSze | sez freer Ves | | zm foe | 520 Yes | 
[censusTecté2———SC~=~—~—~“‘~*~*~*~wSCSCSC«C Tin | of Ves | | aor acer] ated Yes | 
census Tracts ————SSCSC~S~S~SS | azar [sacral Ves | | soo t40 | ar cl ves | 
census Tect802———SSCS~S~S~S~S~wSSCt ests Ves | | iva tae] net 
PcensusTract 201 SSCS tar | tga [smc ves | | ter | ra | acon ves | 
census Tact 1202S | cor [arr ves | | —taoay se | ann Yes | _ 
PF censusTact 13 ——~—SCSC~=~“‘~*~*~*~*~dtCSCS*~«S Cts | raf Ves | | rma ras | ca ed ves | 
PcensusTct'@ ———SSCS~CS~SSSC« eT a.z08 [ron Ves | | zznn face | ard Ves | 
PcensusTct 70) —SSSCS~S~C~SSSa ga feet Ves | ee Pte] ar rl Yes | 
[censusTect18 ———SC~=~“‘~‘“~*~*~‘“‘*~*~*wdCSCS*~«s TAY Cz | eng Ves | | naa | 2.208] or cr Ves | 
PF censusTract1@ SSCS | rs [arf Ves | recor | az ves | 
censusTect20———SOSCS~S~SSSi ga | e0.tnf Ves | | ager ten] aed Yes | 
PcensusTract22 SSCS | ear | rer 28 | sgn] No 
PcensusTect23—SSSCSCS~S~SSS non | oe fart Yes || orf zee tse] CN 
PcensusTract'2¢——SSCSCS~SSse tr fae PN | ete | nae] dN 
PcensusTect27—SSCS~—S~—~S~wSCSCi nr | wt Ves || Care| 2] cel Yes | 
PcensusTract'28———SSCS~S~S~S~SSCS | |e Ves | | ee zn | atl ves | 
[censusTrect'29——SCS~SCS~S~SSCa ras | 70 | acon ves | | neat | and ves | 
census Tract30—SOSCSC~S~S~S~SSSn | 985 [raf Ves || ett | nord ves | 
PcensusTect3@ ——SSCSCSC~S~S~wSCSC OT zoe |r| Ves | | sve | tgs | a cr Yes | 
PcensusTiact’5 SSCS tor] zo fart Yes | | orf aco] coat 
censusTrect stot ——SSCSC~SCS~SSSCt zee] 000] e0.tnf Ves | | aaa? gm] ston ves | 
census Tract an02——SSOSCS~SYSazn | cra arin ves | rtf ter] anf ves | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censusTete?——SSCSC~*~S~S~S~sYSCtS Yc Yaa] ves | dC] cee] are Ve | 
PcensusTract@3——SOSC~*~“‘~*~*~*~sSCSC Tg | ar | Ves | | zea re | al Ves | 
PcensusTectés——SSCSC~—S*~‘~*~*~dCSCSC« |r [arn Ves | | ve? tas | osc Ves | 
PcensusTract@s——SSCS~S~S~—~S~S~wSSCt na Tazo Peco ves | | ase ze | stad Yes | 
PcensusTiectéé———SSCS~SCSYSarr | sto [snr ves | | —_zrr0) tse | ora Yes | 
PcensusTracté? ———SCS~SCS~S tar | roe fcr Ves | | ase cer | cord ves | 
[censusTecté2——S~—S~S~SS( won| ge70 fsa ves | | igor azo] age Yes | 
[~CensusTiacts2——SCSC~C~“‘“‘*“‘“‘“~*~*~rSCS*~C«S TOY ww |e] Yes || aaw0 |r| az Yes | 
PcensusTects3——SSCSC~—~S*~—~S~wSCSCt | nara fon Ves | | sata) tc] ar Yes | 
PcensusTactss ——SCS~—~—~“‘~*~*~*~SSCi | arz0 fal Ves | | ve fren | oct ves | 
census Tects807——SSCSCS~SC~SSSaar | ssi fof Ves | | seat gr | sgl Yes | 
OS 7 DT 
PcensusTectas———SSCSC~SC~S~S~SSCto | nga faz Ves | | reo ae] ve | 
census Tract8———SSCS~SY tr | zt fern ves | | tar | ate | ara ves | 
PcensusTects7———SSCSC~S~S~SSSCti Ts [sn vn Ves | | ates | ter | scr Yes | 
census Tracté@——S—C~“~*~*~“‘*~*~*~*~*~wSCSCSC«t |r Yas Ves | | ame tcn | ated ves | 
PcensusTect70———SSCSCS~—~S~S~SSSC Arr .n66 [roan Ves | | area gar] _c0.ze] ‘| N 
PcensusTact71 ——SSSCSCS~S~Ses | tg0 fra gf Ves | | ere ra] aril ves | 
[censusTect72———SSCSCS~S~S~wSSC aT tzc0 [anf Ves | | rr | 202 nel «CN 
PcensusTract73—SSCSC~S~S~SSSi ese [sf Ves | | zone | zt CN 
PcensusTect7é —SSSCSCS~S~S~S~SSS tw] azo fara No | rte | 200 sg] ‘No 
PcensusTract75 ——SC~=~“‘~*~*~‘*~‘*~“~*~*~dtC*~i YC || Ves || Came we] tate] 
PcensusTect7@ ———SCSC~—~‘~*~*~CSCSCt AT sao Yale | | aaa or rae] —~dCN 
PcensusTact77 ———SSSCS~S~St tte] 200 [raf ves | | area tra | tors] No 
PcensusTect 73 —SSCSCS~SSSCas ns [conf Ves | ws | arr] al Yes | 
OS RG 
[censusTet ———SSCSC~=~“~*~‘“~*~*~*~*~dtCS*~i OYTO] To Ves || sO a0] sae Ye | 
PcensusTract? ———SSSCS~—~S~S~S~SSSC zor] ne [acl Ves | | or 2st | arf ves | 
PcensusTet3 ——SSSCSC~—SCS~S~SSSC aa tg0 froze Ves | | —_atzn | tc | a gr Yes | 
census Tracté ——SSCSC~SC—~—~S~wSCSCt Tone [econ Ves | | evn ——tzt0 | sg ves | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censuses ————SSCSC~S TY ton] ome ves | Ye) st | or Yes | 
census Tate ——SSOSCS~SSCtarn |e] nse Yes || sare | 1000 Yes | 
[census Tat? SC [2a] ves | | 02 | 05 | 20s Yes | 
[census Tact SSCS [zr ete ves | | ace] t00 200%] ves | 
[census Tactsa2——S—SCS~S SC | as] rc Yes | | oor] ign faz cr Yes | 
[census Tact Seo | nce nce] ves | | 2000 ote | zor] ves | 
[census Tactt1—SCS~S~SC 0 Yat] nce ves | | aaa tna 200] | No 
[census Tato ———SC~—~S*~“‘—~sS*~*~SSCSCSYCSCSC*C«YC SCC | SSCS Yes | 
TOTAL Jersey City ————~«diC~C ga | 20s] real [| __25ntea] ones] snarl ao] 10 
earny 

[Census Tat ———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSC« TCT] Ves | «dS CO] CSO Ves | 
census Tract ——SOSCS~S~S~S~S~SSSCw | tow] nce] dN |r| oma] dC 
[census Tiact25———SSCSCSC~SCS~SSSCt |_| zor] ves || avo] ria tere] | No 
census Tiact25——SCS~S~S~wSSC | 20m | ssc ves | | act] toma are Ves | 
[census Tactt27 SSCs |e] ose] ves | | are | vee | zoo] ‘| CN 
census Tract 28 SSCS Smo [aa roze ves | | amos maser Ves | 
[census Traet20 SSS [aig | rite ves | | aos 100) 260%) Yes | _ 
census Tract 30———SOS—~S~SS a |e] ese ves | | a0] ta50 fsa ves | 
[census Tracts SSCS [tar | oor Yes | | 28] 000) 300% Yes | _ 
census Tract 2S [2080 | cel ves | | azar | tna asa Yes | 
[census Tiact33——SCSC~SCS~S~S~wSC se | tar] nse Yes | | aes] ——_—ose zz] ‘| CN 
TOTAL Kearny SSSCS~S~SSSC at |e] sox of a] sos] tora | vant 7] 


August 2022 148/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status IS PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
orth Bergen Township 


PF Gensus Tact 47 —SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC«A TCT] Ves | CdCCSC« «CSCS Yes | 
census Tact #8 ——SSCSCS~SCS~S SCO || se Yes | | en] 1906) at] Yes | 
[census Tact 29 ———SCSC~S~S~SSStan | 288] esce ves | er] ont) ves | 
[census Tract 40 SCS SC | a0 | age Yes | | oan] irr] ata Yes | 
census Tract 42 ——S~S~“CS~S~S~wSCSCSC T= ae] wwe Ves | | oe temo | a0 Yes | 
census Tact 43S T0220 Ves | | aaa 1200 2am] ‘| No 
census Tract ——SOSC~S~C~S~SSCSra || wg Ves || ras 120 tore] | No 


[census Tractor _——SCSC~*~wCSCSC~«t BOY =O |B] Ves | | aren | asco | ar ze Yes] 
census Tractiasoz———SC~S~S~wSSC 0 nse [avs] Ves || saz | 280 | rol Yes | 
[census Tractias————SCS~*~*~dCSCSC DO gz | Tw] Ves | | ——_sez0 | cao | zr Yes | 
[census Tractiair ———SSCSC~S~S~S zo asco e0 2] Ves || sen | at] tel | No 
[census Tractiato2——S~SCS~S~S SSC DG aro [Tam] Ves | | scm |_| raze| | No 
TOTALNorth Bergen Township _————+| srt) aaasr[ sual 2] - | oes] tezmi| zg] 8] 4 


P Census Tati ——SC~*~*~*~*~wYSCS*~«C TAY ~C«C TO] AH] C*dSCN «SCT tom] __—*|:CNO 
[census Tract200——SSCSC~CSCS~SSSC SO 2g Tar] | No | ater |_| toe] | No 
[census Tract2on_——SC~‘“~*~*~*~‘~*~*~dYCS*~«i G06 | TO] Ves || tse | ace] to al | No 
[census tacti9@———SSCSC~SCSCS~S Sto fas fs] Ves | | 08 | ras] ariel | No 
TOTAL Secaucus ——SCS~S~SSTS ts | ngz | snaesl 2] 2] nes | ater] tere] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
nion City 


PCensusTeck fo] ——SSCS~*~*~*~wYSCS*C*~«RYCC~C* OY CIA] Ves | CdCC*~*~«C YC] Ve | 
PcensusTect 162 ———SC~S~‘~*~*~*~SCSC« | nse | w.g2f Ves | | zee | 2.200 | srr Yes | 
PcensusTract 163 ——OSCSC~=~“~*‘“‘*‘“*‘“~*~dYCS*~« ~~ 0 Twn] Ves | | coe tro | scr ves | 
PcensusTact 164 ——S~=~‘~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSCS*« GY «GO | azn Ves | | cca pts | ar Ves | 
censusTect 165 ——SSC~*~“~*~“‘*~*~*~‘~*~*~*~dYC*~«S YC Ye Ves | | tcos| angel Yes | 
censusTect 165 ———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~SSSCSa Tazorac ves | | ea | 2023] stor Yes | 
PF censusTet 167 ———SSCSCS~SYtse nz | amcn Ves | | itso r0 | al ves | 
[censusTrect 168 ———SCSC~S~S~wSSC«C | gs [af Ves | | cnn? 705] acl Ves | 
census Tract 169 ——SCS~S~S~S~S~wSSC ee] 270 | rf Ves | | 2a | rc | ose ves | 
PcensusTect 170 ——SSCS~SSSS 0 | tga feocrnf Ves | | ave | 2.770 | scl Yes | 
PcensusTact 77 SSCSC~S~S~S~S S| ane [arin Ves | | os pte | nz ves | 
PcensusTect 172 —SSOSCS~SCSSSCzar | arto fan ves | | zee? 500] as cl Yes | 
PF censusTact 73 —OSCSC=~C~*~“‘*~*~“‘*~*~*dYC*~«i Yano Yel Ves | | sent | aed Ves | 
[censusTect 174 —SSSCS~S~S~SSSSCna [ts [anf Ves | | aso —tze | sgl Yes | 
PcensusTract 175 ——SSCSC~C~S~S~S~S~CSC eT 0@e [sof Ves | | oe far | sgl Ves | 
PcensusTect 176 ——SOSC~S~S~S~wSCSC aan | gto faze Ves | | azar | sg Ves | 
PF censusTact 77 SSCS tne [reef ves || tse | t007 | oral ves | 
Census Tract 178 [sata _5205[ ear] ves | [| eae] _1920[ 209%] Yes |_| 
ae] we) - | _ereve| var] asx] te] 


mee] wo | _3s[ 23] 60%] | No | 
cose] Yes |_| 3aoif tuo] 230%] Yes] | 


, 
, 
1 
HT 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
West New York 


PCensusTech 207 —SCSC~*~*~dtCS*~*~« TC] CA] Ves | CdC~S*~« OY S~C«TY~COYSCdCN 
census Tract 15200 ——SCS~S~S~S~SSSCt aes | sz fern Ves | | ina |i | cel Yes | 
PcensusTract 153 ———SSCSC~=~“~*~*~‘~*~*~YCSCSC OY | wet Ves | | sora tn | aor ves | 
PcensusTect 155 ——SSSCS~S~S~SSC re] ats fool ves | | son a0 | ott Yes | 


census Tract te? ——SSCS~SCS~S~SSSC at | | zu Yes ||| tz | 50 Yes | 
[census Tract 6807 ———SCSCS~SCS~wSSC a |] arm Yes | | 202] suf tear] ‘| No 
census Tiactt65—SSCSC~S~SSSC HY] oT Ves | | oee | —staa Yes | 
[census Tract 6802 ———SCS~S~S~wCSCSCt HO | =a] ose Yes | | ca] a.z0 | 502%) Yes | 
census Tract 9 ——SSCS~S~SSSCti se |e] az ves | | ims] ans | sac Yes | 
[census Tract to ———S~S S(T | 002 | ase Yes | | sate] _taz5t [3050] Yes | 
[census Tiacts28———S~S~S~SSSC seo | soe] age ves | | nar] zor star ves | 
TOTALWestNew York ——=S~S~*~S~SwSCSCS | aaa] acl | “| aaa] _—cazrou| nen] 9] 2 
TOTAL Hudson County | —erooas| —arrses] riz] ao] 25] sensei] 216900] s20n] 110] 56 
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Table 17C-11 
Environmental Justice Populations: Union County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
— WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X 
MINORITY | MINORITY LMINORITY TRACT] — status Is POVERTY | PoverTY |___[RACT 
RATE Pate 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE (YES) | (NO) 


nion County, New Jersey 
erkeley Heights Township 


FGensus Tractsez02——=—S~C~SwSSCS TC] BOY C«*YCN “Cm ~~] SCA] _CdtCN 
[census Tractsez07——S~S~SSSCt Twa] nse] | No | samo] var Pre] dC 
TOTAL Berkeley Heights Township | _‘aatol aso] asx - | 2| taooo] 7a] sonf - | 2 


lark Township 


PF Census Tiactses02——=—S~=~*~CSC*~«TSCSC*YCOSCSC*dSCN*SCSC*C*~«CYSSC*C«TYSC]SCdL:CN 


| CensusTract362_— AT] t2t3 | 18.8%] | No | 6448 | 755] 11.7% | No 
[Census Tract36a01 —SSSCSC*~‘~*sYC~‘iOTCC~C*s MG |= «ND (| iB aS | 80%] —|NO_ 
TOTAL Clark Township |S 15,748| 697 | 17.1%] = =| | 15,602] 584] 0.1%] - | 3 
ranford Township 
| CensusTract370_ 5985] 1042] 17.4%] | No | 5824] 75] 1.3%] | No 
PGensus Tracts SSCSC~SC~SCSC~« BY S~~CH | «ND | ~~ | Cts | 8.9%  —*| NO 
| CensusTract372_ AG] 127 | 25.1%] | No | 406 | 777 | 17.6%] | No 
[Census Tracta73SSSCSC~SCSC~« WSCA | TOM «| CN | 8B AG | 10.2%) —| NO 
| CensusTract374_ 4] 1108] 23.8%] | No | G4] 314] 6.7%] | No 
TOTAL Granford Township _——=~=S~wC*«é‘ OTYCC~C TOT tw «|| SCs | roe] rx] ~~ 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


PCensusTectso2—SSCS~—S~—~S~sYSC~«C TOT COSY] COTM Ces | CdCCSC*~«COY CR] Yes | 
[censusTract30¢ ——SSC~—~—~‘“~*~*~*~wSCSCSC ATs a06 | wn] Ves | | soma ace | ort) Yes | 
census Tract305—SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSS es cr Porc ves | | om 208 | al ves | 
censusTract306——SSCS~S~S~SSSti gst fal Ves | | ava tse] nz Ves | 
PcensusTect 30707 SSCSCS~S~SStra ato frm Ves || tof aa] ate] CN 
censusTract 30700 ———SS~S~SSamn | te for nf ves | | raza are] ail Yes | 
census Tact 30802 ——SOSCS~S~S~SSSi ts |e fan Ves | | ovo toon | atl ves | 
PcensusTract09——SCS~—~—~‘~*~*~*~wCSCSC~C OTs | esl Ves | | ores? 323] sol Yes | 
census Tract310——S~SC~*~S~“~S*~S~sSS a8] a.so0 far sf ves | | nef t800 | a7 Ves | 
PcensusTact3i7 ——SCSC~—~—~—~‘~*~*~wCSCSC Ysa |g Ves | | avatar | sce Yes | 
PcensusTract312——SC~“~*~“‘“‘*~*~*~*~dYCS*~«S TY sz | soa Ves | | —it0s | ~—act | cor Ves | 
PcensusTect313——SOSCS~—~‘~*~‘~*~*~*~dtCSCSCS sae [eal Ves | | ron f ——_sc02 | ar ord Ves | 
PcensusTract31@——SSCSC~CS~S~Ss ar sen fos ves | | asa fa. 700 | sl ves | 
PcensusTect315——SSCSC~S~‘~*~*~*~wCSCSC« Ying | ref Ves | | aos | tro] tz Ves | 
PcensusTract 31607 ——SSCS~S~SS ara] sat fori ves | | aor tg00 | snl ves | 
census Tract 31602 ——S—S~SSS ze] azo fen ves | | izes | 2.200 | 0.20) Yes | 
PcensusTact317 ———SCSC~“~*~wSCSCSC | z0s [sera Ves | | zs fn | anor Ves | 
censusTrect 3107 —SSCS~S~S~SSSSi a arm [oor Ves | | izes | 202 | ste Yes | 
census Tract31802——SOSCS~S~S~SSSi st | goon fsa ves | | zoo fre | asl ves | 
censusTract 31908 ——=S~—S*~S~wSCSCSCt | sgt | soz Ves | | aos? atc] age Yes | 
PcensusTract 31906 ——SCS~‘~S*~iSCSC | Ps Ves | | zn pts | st sel ves | 
censusTract32001—SSSCSCS~S~SSrran | ovo | soca ves | | 600) 2.705 | 62%] Yes | _ 
census Tract2002——SOSCS~S~S~SSSi we] sts farce ves | | zene | t080 | 20.7 ves | 
PcensusTiect321SSCS~SCS~SSS rr] anno fasta Ves | | arr | tte] iron | No 
PcensusTract309——SCSC~S~S~SS rar sso ftv ves | | tas | tes] rose ves | 
censusTract308———SC~—~S*~—~S~CSCSC«S Toa | af Ves | | oon 080 | 02.20 Ves | 
TOTALEtizabeth ——S~S~SSSCnwan | tegen | rae] ef ~| trae | secon] aan] 2a] 
oe ee eee 


Fanwood Borough 


| CensusTract387 TG] | tb) | No | 7513] 709] 94%] No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status IS Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


TOTAL Fanwood Borough ——=S~C~S~wCSCSC*~«TYCSCSCT |S] = ~«dSCSC]SCSCSC~CSTS] =r] ~] «SCO, 
[Census Tract369SSSSCSC*~wC«é‘“~C YCOC*«i GSYCI|SSCSCN CYS SC] 
TOTALGarwood Borough | 4888] Ot Tt] |] tt] 764%] = | 
| CensusTract322 5844 | 7ST] 98.2% Yes | | 5.793] 1.334] 23.0% | No | 
PGensusTract323SSSCSC~“~*~*~sYC~*«iHYCC~=C | BOY Ves | | =| =a | 16.3%] «| NO 
| CensusTract324 240] 5.500] 76.0% Yes | | 7196] 1.824] 25.3%] [No 
[Census Tract325SSSCSC~C~SCSC~«tOBYS~C« S| HI] Ves | | ——6208| —t.20| 200%) —| NO 
TOTALHillside Township | 2928 | 17,724] 80.8%! ~~ 4] | tet] 4etg | etm] = | 
enilworth Borough 

| CensusTract336_ tT] 8307 | 40.5%] | No | tet] 1.590] 19.5%] | No | 
TOTAL Kenilworth Borough ——=—S~S~S~w:CSC*C~t OTT ~S~=C OT | O| ~—- ~| St] Stn itso] tome] ~~] 
inden 

P GensusTrata9SCS~*~<“~*~‘*~‘~*~*~*~é~*rCS*~C*«iOCYCO*«tOTYCO~«SY:Ces~|«~SSCSC*C« OO YSCC*C«AOOY «CTY —«C|:CN 
| CensusTract350 8.087] 1,966] 63.7% Yes | | 3.087] 507 | 16.4%] | No 
[Census Tracts? SSSC~‘~*~SC*«ODYCC~C*« ONG | 7H Ves | | OA 70] 104%) —«|CNO_ 
PCensusTract8SSCS~YC«‘~«SMTYC*«C YN CTT. I| «CN | 
PGensus Tract SSCSC~*~—~SCSC~« C=C S| PHO] Ves | | ———NOD| —t6O| 40.1%] Vos | 
| CensusTract353 529 3.896 | 68.0%! Yes | | 5.530] 1.332] 24.1%] | No 
PGensusTract36eSSCSC~S~wSC*C~«i YC | HLTM| Ves | | =O | 28.2%) —| NO 
| CensusTract345 440] 3.429] 77.4% Yes | | 4.430] 1,328] 30.0%) Yes | 
[Census Tract45SSCSC~*~wYCSC*« YC TB || Ves | «| ~~~ | —9200%1 Vos | 
| CensusTract352_ Tt] 1,969] 76.3%] Yes | | 258t] S19] 20.4%] [No 
FOTALLinden —SSSSC~CS~S~S~S~CSC«t Cw | ww] | | ~~] oan | no | 
fF GensusTract383—SSCSC*~“‘*‘“‘*é*dSC*~«wBGYCO*C*‘éGRY;CO~*@MS~CS=CN] ‘| ~—=~S~C«BTG] CHT] ~—=C«OMY—«d;~CN 
TOTAL Mountainside Borough | S826] 4,332] 19.5%] =| 1] até] 67 | 0%] = | 


ew Providence Borough 


[Census Tractvenon——SSCS~S~S~idS*~S YC] CCN Ct] —«d;CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


[Census tractsend2——SSCSC~*~S~S~sSCSC*~«i OY ~C | wT «ONO | =i won| 8% —~*;CN 
TOTALNew Providence Borough ——=—=—=S=S«dY~=CSC=«é Tag] artm =~ ~| =| ——=—it2.g6 | ——798| 62%] - | 2 
lainfield 

| CensusTract393_ T8878] 8270] 98.3%] Ves | | 6.301] 4.058] 64.4%] Yes | | 
fF GensusTract3ea——SSSCSC~*~C*~C~C HM YC*C*C« | HOM| Ves | | _—4.689|—.t02| 46.7%] Yes |_| 
| CensusTract395 TAB 5592] 97.3% Ves | | 5.727] 2,500] 43.7%) Yes | | 
Census Tract306 ——SSSC~=“~*‘“‘*é*wdCSC*«S*YCOC*«C GHC ONL Ves | «| ~SCSO| ~——«2400| 5.8] Yes |_| 
P Census Tract389——SSSCSC*~<“~*‘*~*~é~SC‘«‘“WG*Y;COC*C‘tsTYLC«ML Ves * | «| rt | 673 [ ~A50%| Vos | 
Census Tract300——SSCSC~=“*‘“*~*~*~‘“dYCSC*C*«tOSYLCOC*C*‘* STG |~COMM| Ves || ~S~CT7A| —t.602| —<40.6%4| Yes |__| 
| CensusTract391_ T3923] 60.8% Ves | | 3.163] 3883] 12.1%] | No | 
Census Tractse2——SSCSC~=~“‘~*~*‘*~*~*~é*wdYCSC*~tTGYC*«w CYC TM! Ves | | ~~ ~=C«T26| «MGT A.M] Yes'| | 
| CensusTract397_ | A701] 86.5% Ves | | 5,186] 1,763] 34.0%] Yes | | 
Census Tract388——SSSSCS~*~“‘~*‘*~*~*~*‘“dYCSCS*«TTYCOC*‘éSOSY|C~COA.GM| CVs *| | ~——~=~C«OGD|_—«.962|~—4.0%| Yes'| —_—| 
TOTALPlainfield =| S882] 45,873] 94.1%] ~~ 10] - | 49,566] 24,702] 43.8%] 9 || 
ahway 

| Census Tract355 T7085 | 4.605] 65.0%] Ves | | 7.085] 1491] 21.0% |_No | 
fF GensusTract356SSSCSC~C~YC*«~SWYC*C‘ésS|~—HGM| —=|_No | —.602|~—gTH| 10.2%] —| No | 
| Census Tract357_— | 5688] 8.875| 59.2% Ves | | 5.098] 850] 14.9% No | 
Census Tract368——SSSCS~*~<“*‘*~*~*~é*wdYCSC*~«tWTYCOC*é NGL COL Ves | | ~~~ BD] —«tATO| 38ST Yes'| | 
| CensusTract359 | 8950] 887] 71.8% Ves | | 3.950] 820] 20.8% | No | 
fF GensusTract30_——SSSSSCSC~<~*~*dC*~‘ST*YCOC*C*é GOT |~—CBGM| Ves | | —— 43 —tat'| 16.5%] —*| No | 
TOTALRahway | S| 19,655] 66.5%] S| | 29,397] 5,863] 19.9%] 1 S| 
| CensusTract340 | 80] 158| 84.9%] Ves | | 6.076] 2.420] 39.8%] Yes | | 
fF GensusTract3a2—SSSSSCS*~*~<“~*~*sYCSC*~tYC~C*« | ~CH| Ves | | ——.882|—st.zt'| 913%] Yes |_| 
| Census Tract343_ | 8,828 | 8.160] 82.5% Ves | | 3.828] 406] 10.6% | No | 
Census Tracts —SSSC~*~“‘*‘*é*dCSC*«tGSzYC*«i BB] OHG| Ves | | ~——~=C« ZB ~—«tg0| «44.2 Ves |_| 
| CensusTract341_ T8809 | 787] 84.2% Ves | | 3.303] 1,183] 35.8%] Yes | | 
TOTAL Roselle Borough ——=SC~S~YCSCS*« GT |_~~Cé BDO] BOM] | ~| _——2.gta2| —r.zzs| zal |i 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
oselle Park Borough 


fF GensusTract337_——SSSSCSC~*«dC*«‘“~iREY'COW™*C‘*UATACY'CO*SBAM]’CVes || ~SCSC«6HH]~SSCTG']~—«<T05%] _—:CNO | 
[Genus Tract338SSSCSC~*~SCSC~«C TIO ~~ || Ves | | 6.702] ——090| 156% | _NO_ 
| CensusTract339 898] 1,985] 62.1% Ves | | 3.198] 948 | 29.6%) Yes | 
TOTAL Roselle ParkBorough ———=~S~wC*é‘ BT ~~ | | | —~| ~—~C=Ci8SBG| ~—os | tom =| 
cotch Plains Township 

[Census Tract38501 ——=SSSSCSC*~wrC~Ci«‘iSYCOC*C*‘*sCGGYCBY:SSCSC«CN =~] ~——«000 | ~—128%] —«|:CNO_ 
fF GensusTract3a602—SSSCSC~C*~<C GCC |r| | ONO (| «TORCH —*:~CN 
PGensusTract3esSSSC~*~*~stC~«tTYC*C*« | AO] «CN | =| ~——5 | 108%] —| NO 
| CensusTract385_ || 1.202] 22.4% | No | 5759] 229 4.0% | No 
TOTAL Scotch Plains Township ___———+(|~_—-2405| ——aees| 2aa% - | 4] 2407s] 2osa| arxl - | 4 
pringfield Township 

Census Tract37501——SSSSCSCSCS*~wrC*C‘C~« TYTCOW™*C‘*sSOYCDC]SSCSYC«CN SCT ~~] «CN 
| CensusTract375_ 8005 | 673] 44.5% | No | 6005] 1042 | 17.4%] | No 
[Census Tract37502———SCSC~‘~*~sC~*«iOKYCC~C*Cz | tg] «|= (| ~~ | et | 185%] —| NO 
TOTAL Springfield Township |S 17,406] 5.969] 34.3%! =| 3} 17,405] 2.375] 13.6%] - | 3 
ummit 

| CensusTract377_— 80] 880 18.4%] | No | 80] 312] 6.5%] | No 
[Census Tract37BSSCSC~*~wC~«iRSYCCSC B|S|T | 75% «| CNO 
| CensusTract379_ AG] 1064] 19.4% | No | 5.453] 352] 8.5%] | No 
[Census Tract3e0——SCSC~S*~S~sSCSC*~iRORYCC~C*C«O || Ves | | =i BT] 02 | ~—18.1% —*| NO 
TOTAL Summit Tt | w8t8 | 3tt%] ot] 8] ats} 433] 9.8%] = | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)} (NO) 
nion Township 


[Census Tact25———SCSC~S~S~S~wSCS*« TYCO CVs | CdCCSC« TO] ~«CéOYSCTBO] CCN 
[census Tiactsa7——SSCSC~S Sta || nz Yes | | zo ost are] | No 
census Tiacts8——SSCS~S~S~S~SwSTSC || tse ves | | ate] tare |v] | No 
[census Taets2007 ———SSCSCS~S~wCSSC se || st ves | | sae] za ft] CN 
census Traets2002———S~S~S~SSSC | owe|—wz| SCN | mY arm] «CN 
census Tactsa0 ——SC~S~SSSa | 2a] se ves | | aaa | ne | tao] CN 
census Tact ——SSCSC~SSSCtC mat] oe ves || ora tons frm] —idCN 
[census Tiact2———SSCSC~S~S~SSSCarm | za | sce’ ves | | ara] as | tral | CN 
census Tact ——SSCS~S~S~C~S~SCSCt TB | 2a] sng ves | aor] ore feel CN 


census Tact ——SSOS~S~S~S~S~SSSSt Tafa] No |] apo totve] CN 
census Tiact35—SSCSC~S~STS ns || ez ves |r| tare tee] | 
TOTAL Union Township __——————«dY~SSCieaer | aero] e.oxf of 2] seem] ara] a9nf - | 17 


Census Tat368SSSCSC*~wC~‘“~«sBYCSCSC*MT«CTOTI] C=C] =C.282] SCG «:CNO 
| CensusTract364 T8986] HT 13.9% | No | 888] 805 44%] | No 
PGensusTract365SSCSC~—~sSC~«i TIC |S CCN | TI] ta | 2%) «CN 
| CensusTract366_ | 1.685 | 40.8% | No | 126] 567 13.7% | No | 
Census Tract 367 Psa 1426[ 25am| | No | savap a76] 67% ~~ No 
OTAL Westfield | 20877] 6395] 244%] | 5] ate} 900 6.4%] = | 
Winfield Township 
Census Tract 361 362] 22.3% | No | 4623] 343] 2t-t%| No | 
OTAL Winfield Township P4e23[ sez] aaa) ~<|t] ees | aas | tta  SY 
OTAL Union County Ps54033| 336,177] e0.s%| 72] 36] —sa7.aa0| 195504) 40%] 2] 68, 
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Appendix 17C, Environmental Justice: Environmental Justice Profile of Study Areas: Tables 


REGIONAL STUDY AREA NEIGHBORHOODS 
OUTSIDE LOCAL STUDY AREA 


August 2022 
August 2022 


August 2022 


Table 17C-12 
Environmental Justice Populations: Fairfield County, CT 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |___!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
airfield County, Connecticut 


PF Gensus Tracts SSCSC~S~YCS*S~« OTB CYC CCB] CCN 
[census Tract SSCS ruw | ata] aoef | No | 500 05 v2] | No 
census Tract05——SSCSC~S~S~S~wSSC | TaT|aTa Ves ||Cwa]—tvOYrt Yes | 
[census Tract06 SSCS Cee |e] | No | 2080] soo? 200%] ‘| No 
census Tact? ——SSCSC~S~SSSC | aan] io | moe] Tato Yes | 
[census Tract05 SCS | ws] ze] | No | sca] a0? tare] ‘| CN 
census aati? SSCS | aa] nef i No | trio] ore tee] No 
[census Tact 13———SSCSC~—SCSCSSC | aa] tg] ves | | sao | tm | 209) Ves | 
P—censusTract toro ——SSCS~S~S~S tg |e] z 0] No | eee] ar tte] LCN 
[census Tracttonoz SSS | Tos] roe] | No | anv caf sro] | No 
census Tract t0z01———S—S~S SS | wt tees] | No | ae 00ers] No 
[census Tract 10202 SS [terme] | No | sara] 50) toro] | No 
census Tiact202—————SSCS~S~SSat [ror zm] | No | see] tease] CN 
census Tractt09 SS | aw] ae zes| | No | sas] 200) sro] | No 
census Tact 10S [tat cco] fo | sea] atop sre] | No 
census Tatt11 SCS |e] ansef | No | ano] sve frre] | No 
census Tract ——SSCS~Szs [ror] Tse ves || ze] toe aa ves | 
[census Tiaet215 SCS S70 |r| vce] Yes | | aa 3.200) 502%) Yes | 
census Tiactzi9————SSCS~S~SSa |e] stm ves | | as] ssf tsar] CN 
census Taet21——SSSCSCSC~S a || 2.20 Yes | | 7008] aera aso] Yes | 
census Tiact2———SSCS~SSS ew [arto ves || ceo] 2207 [sett Yes | 
[census Tract223———SCSC~S~S SSC | 0d] sw Ves | | ze] 2000) 382%) Yes | _ 
census Tiact28@ SSCS a area’ te] rps] CN 
[census Tract201———SSCSCS~SCSSSC | at] te Ves || Cae] sa] aa Yes | 
[census Tiact203———SSCS~SSC 80 Taf tore] | we] a sve] —i|CN 
[census Tract204———SCS~S~S~S~S [toes awe] | No | sce] rts? cr] No 
census Tiact205 SSS Taras] | No | aren] roa asl | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 
OS 1) 
OS ) 
census Tract209——SSCS~S~CS~STSS ng [ae | Ves | |r| tat | 2a Yes | 
[census tactzi0——SSCSC~—~SC~—~S~iCSC Css] «| CN | acer | ae | trl | CN 
[census Tract2it——SCSC~=~“~“‘~*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~dYCS*S~C TG Y= | sD Ves || acto | tan | za] | No 
[census Tact2i2——SSOSCS—~SS etre] «| az | ar | tr sel | No 
census Tact2i3——SSCSC~S~—~S~iSSC PaO Ya Ves || at | aoe] acre] | No 
[census Tactzi6 ———SCSC~—~—S~S~wCSCSC« OS YS |B] Ves | | ran | tn | 28.08] Vos] 
[census acti? Sao ago Ysa] Yes | | rao | tar | zante] | No 
[census Tractzier_———SCSCS~SCSCS~S SCO nse [sz] Ves | | ara —_azae| —zroel Yoo] 
census Tractzie02———SSCS~S~S sr Parte [Tom] Ves || ste | nce | a0. Yes | 
OS 
ON 79 7 
[census Tracta02——SSCS—~SSSC Osa] —~d|No | —aste | ars | —aae| | No 
OY) 
[census Tractaoa——SSCS~S~SS a Pasa] | No | zee | a0 | ze] [No 
[census Tracta0s——SSCSC~—~‘~*~*~dCSC Hg teow] | No | sera | ars | tr vel | No 
OS ZY 
census Tractass——SSSCS~S~—~S~SSS te ew te] | | ator] ze | Tel | No 
[census Tractage SSCS tos ft] | | tn] tz | ae] [No 
[census Tractag0——SSCSC~S~S~S~SCSSC os 0s P36 as] | No | eos | ee | 2rare| | No 
ON 1) 7) 
census Tractaaa——SSCS~S~“~S~iSTSSC 0 ror [se] Ves || azn | tte | as | Yes 
[census Tactaas———SSSCSC~SCS~SSSSCa nz fer] Ves | on | ame] taal CN 
[census Tractaae——=—SC~=~“~‘“‘~*~*~‘“~*~*~dtCSCSC«SO ws [aE] Ves | | ime | tsar | za Ves 
ON 7 7 
census Tractao—SSCS~S~C~S~iTS gar aa [Ta] Ves || sear | ae | ae Yes 
[census Tatas ————SSCSC~S~*~S~SSC SST | sO Ves | | caw | 200 | sore Yes | 
census tractus ——SSCS~—S~—S~SS am at Co | rer] ano] cel CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


[census tacts ———SSCSC~C~S~SSSCWOY ato] ot <i | —cce] sro] se] | CN 
[census Tactaa———SCS~—S~—~S~Ssaa er] to | sac] am | se] | No 
[census Tracer —SCSCS~S~SSC Oe Tat] | No | sce tra | ze] [No 
[census Tracastoz——SC~—~—~—“~*~iCSCt Siete] | No | ccc | ra] rzcre| | No 
[census Tactas2———SSCSC~S~S~S~wSSCt ne tas] | | amt | te | raie| | No 
census Tractass——SSCS~S~‘“~S~iSSC se ta} | | za] ae] til ON 
[census Tractzase——SSSCS~S~S~S~S~SSSC tos fa] ito | srr] tae | sal | No 
[census Tactaas—SCSC~“~“‘~*~*~‘“~*~*~dCS*~«C YC Yaw] | No | act | ac | ace] | No 
census Tractaae———SSSCS~S~S~S~SSC OTT sow] | No | acon ara | ta el | No 
[census Tractaar———SSCSCS~SCS~S ato ns [as rf | No | ate] sen] trl | No 
[census Tactaze——SCSC~—SCS~SSS ae nz0 [zoms] | No | ate |_| tarel | No 
[census Tractaaa——SSCSC~S~‘“~*~*~dYCSC Ose [sez Ves || a0 | tors | za] | No 
[census Taataas——SSCS~—~—SCSC~S~S~SSSC rum zew] «| | tar | ae | tae] [No 
[census Tractaa6———SSCSC~S~S~S~CTSSi enor [ass] | No | acon] are | ts el | No 
[census Tactaa?———SCSC~—~SC~—~S~S~wCSCSCt OG nse Teo] Ves || tsar | rr | ane Vos 
ON 7 
[census Tactaz———SCSC~SCS~S~S~SSSC WO ——2z6 | SSH] Ves | | ave | azo] —r0.re| Yes | 
[census Tractas———SSCSC~S~S~S~wSTS go nro | arcs] | No | ane | aston] —2erre| | No 
[census Tactaaa———SSC~—~—~sSSC TB are | com Ves | | sara | tra | aan Vos] 
On Yd 7 
census Tracts0s ———SSSCS~S~SSCi OS see tata] | No | scm | cn | tare] | No 
[census Tract606———SSSCS~SSi wo ato teas] | No | zn | 28 | trail | No 
[census Tractete———SSCSCS~S~SSS ste far} | No | san | ran] taiel | No 
ON dT 
O05 A) 7) 
[census Tract6oa——SSCSCS~SCS zo nerf ssf to | azo] as | ail | No 
ON 5 7) rd 
[census Tract6o7———SSCSCS~S ge gos faze] | no | se | za | acre| | No 
[census Tact iost———SCS~—~SCS~S~SSSt ter fat «dC | agen] ta | ail | No 
census Tractasa——SSCS~C~S~SS zor sete! Yo | azo tee srl | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cers tactsor—SSCSC~C*~C~dCSC~CtOY Cea] wt «dC || me] CN 
ON 
[census Tractsst———SSCSC~S~CS~SSSC tz Tze] | No | sca | aa | ie] | No 
census Tracts52——SSCS~S~“~S*~CSSC oS a8 | toa} | No | aro ate | 7 3e| | No 
O05 EY 
[census TractTon——SCSCSC~*~*~*~dYCSCSC SG YOY DEH] | No | ase | arto | 2a el | No 
[census TractToa SSCS nso m0 Yara] Ves || Ce] ra] aae| Vos] 
O05 9 
[census Tract6o2———SSCS~—S Seto] | | aan | cer] tae] | No 
census Tract60@ SSCS tv zor [toms | no | ato] tar] ze | No 
[census Tracto0a——SSCSC~S~—~SCS~S~S~S~SC sos] <Not | tes | Te] | No 
[census Tractsio——SCSC~S~“~*~*~SSSC 786 | DOH] | No | sat | 706 | z05re| | No 
[census Taco ———SSSCS~—~SCS Sasa] «do | amen | za] rel | No 
[census Tractsig———SSCSC~C~S~“~S~S~CSSC a nc [38 | Ves || ste | ae | zal | CN 
OY TC 
O05 7) 
[census Tract702——SCSC~S~S~SSSC 0 ng [Tr] Ves || sat | acer | as ze Vos 
On 
[census actos ———SSCS~S~SSC nz Taz Ves || tas | 1 t80 | 02.0) Yes | 
[census TractT06——SSCSC~S~CS~S~CTSS 2.066 [avs] Ves || azn | za | s.r Yes | 
[census Tract700———SSSCS~S~SSSCt0G ara [sn] Ves || are | sare] or Yes | 
census ractTio——SCSC~S~S~iSTS an P8285 [as | Ves || amt | are | arr Yes | 
[census Tact ———SCSC~—~—S~—~S~iCSCSC SOY or] Ves | | ago | zero | satel Yes | 
[census TactTi2———SCSC~C~S~‘“~S~S~SCSSC ow sata fone] Ves || sae | sas | 0.2 Yes | 
[census TactTi8———SCSC~C~SCS~S~SSSC DO 220 | 80H Ves | | _—_acer | tern | one] Yes | 
[census TactTia@———SCSCS~S~‘“~*~*~iCSCi gro [ez Yes | | sets | 2170 | 000 Yes | 
[census TactTi6 ————SC~SCS~S SC nat | wba] Ves | | acu | _—_tgm | rane Yes | 
[census TractTig@——SSCS~S~S an 8s [rw] Ves || ar | zc | ail Yes | 
[census Tact720—SCSC~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~dCSCSC«S TB gw Yas] Ves | | scr | tae | a | Yes | 
census TractTan——SSSCS~S~S~STSTS te Png [se] Ves | Sze tte] zr Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cenesTrectrz——S—SCS*~S~SS | no] ase ves | me] to) or Yes | 
census Tiact723———SCS~S~S~S~SSTSC Yas] wT Ves || saan | tar [a0 Yes | 
[census Tract 728 ———S—SCS~S~S~SSSC zs | 2st | ag ves | | 303 10a faa Yes | _ 
census Tiact725——S~S~S~SS Sars | ae] cng ves | | sort] tee) ate Yes | 
[census Tiaet725———SSSCSCS~S Sma || a6 Yes | | ma] ton toro] | No 
[census Tact727——SSCS~S~S~SSS a [26a] enor ves || saa] tater Yes | 
[census Tract725——S—S~S SC ow |r| asa Yes | | sane] 280) 20%] Yes | _ 
census Tract 720——SSCS~S~S~SSSCt |r| ara Ves | Cz | 28] «| CN 
[census Tract 70S St [arr] vse ves | | toa] 0a) tereol | No 
[census Tiact7@——SSCS~SSSS as [aero] tz Yes | dC ooe | ne ze Ves | 
[census Tiaet735———SSCSCS~SCS~SSSSae |r| ol Yes | | ae | 2000750] Yes | _ 
census Tiact735 SSCS [2 az ves | at | tne | cael Yes | 
census Tact SSCS [2] ot] Yes | | __2tar| 1608/7510 Yes | __ 
census Tiact739——SCS~S~S~CS~S~SSC ar || ong ves | | aa | te fae cd Yes | 
census Traet40 SSCS | 2083] ote Yes | | __2tar| 10005 0%) Yes | _ 
census Tiact903——SSCS~SS | reser] | ame] et] totve] | CN 
[census Tractg0d———SSCS~SCS~SSC tw | toe] are] | No | ase] ato? aro] | No 
census Tiact906———SSCS~S Seo Ys —te] | No | 5200 apo ttre] | No 
[census Traet2572———SSCS~S~S~SSSC 8 | zea | er ves || om eer | a Yes | 
census Tiact751 ——SCS=~S~SSSCt ra [acre ves | | sen] zero) ara Yes | 
[census Taet72 SSCS [2a] etl Yes | | 2s | tte | a5 24) Yes | 
[census Tiact733———SSCS~S~S~CSSS se [arr aed ves | | wea] te | a0 Yes | 
[census Tract737————SSCSCS~S Sa | 303] sce ves | | azn | asee era Yes | 
census Tract7™45——SSCSC~SCS~S~SSSC ra [aang ves | | tae] arto fsa ves | 
census Tract7a SSS || TM Yes | | aso | _ 207 [57 24) Yes | _ 
P—censusTractet——SSCS~SS to |e] once ves ||| tof 20 7d Yes | 
[census Tracteoz SSCS SC [rat | ose Yes | | aren | save | a2) Yes | _ 
census tracted ——SOS~S Sits |] ese] ves | | sas | 2000 faz Yes | 
Oa 7) 7) 
census Tracte06——SSCS~S~SSSC a ans] age] ves | 2c] ayers] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cesar —SSCSCSC~S~SSCSCts SYS] «dC Cwm] |r| CN 
[census Tractaoe———SSCS~S~S~SSS a as Tze] | No | acto 70 | tre] | No 
[census Tactaos———SSCS—~—SC~—~S~S~wSSC nto | —s0 tea] | No | sca | aor | acl | No 
[census Tractaio———SSCS~S~S~iTS tv tr [26s] | No | ave | re | vaaie| [No 
[census Tactet————SSSCS~SCS~S a ar ftom] to | are | sto | rote] | No 
[census Tracteig———SSSCSC~S~S~S~SwS no ane | za} | No | ao | arr | tal | No 
[census Tacteis———SSSCS~SCSSS 8 tor fz] [No | acer | aa | tore! | No 
census Tract905—SSCSCS~S moa ar] «do | ara | ar | toe] | No 
[census Tractz00r_————SSCSC~—~SC~S~wCSCSC OS Coe Tas] | No | sen | svn | 100] | No 
[census Tractzi0s ——SCSC~—~“‘~*~*~*~*~*~dCSC MB ge | ses] | No | ace | tase | ariel | No 
[census Tractuot———SSSCS~—S~S~sSSC aT] «| | arf aa | tre| | No 
ON 0 2) 
ON 0 2) 7 
census Tractzass——SSCS~S~S~S~S on cor fates} | no | soc | rz | taal | No 
census Tractzass———SSCSC~*~wSSC MOT DOH] | No | 3040 | 100] 3.3%] | No 
[census Tractzuss——CSC~“‘*‘“‘*~‘~dtC*~Ct OY COT toes] | No | acta | evo | —vosre| | No 
[census Tactzion——SSC~—~—~‘“~*~*~*~*~dtCSCSC BY COE THO Ves || sara | acts | asa Vos | 
O05 Yd 
Oc A 7 
census Tract2iog ——SSCS~—~S~—~S~iSSCt a ss fs] Ves || srs | nce | ariel | No 
[census Tractzi0g ———S~S~S~SSC eo az Sw OH Ves | | sae | tra | ao. Vos] 
census Tract2i077 ——SCSC~S~S~sSS sano 3.96 | era] Ves || sas | zor | as. Yes 
census Tractzio702——S—S~S~iCSCSC wo Yaz] Ves | | vate | tae | a0 Yes | 
[census Tractzi0g ———S—SC~=~“~*~dCSCSC TB ng Tse] | No |e | are | ta el CN 
[census Tractzi0g ————SSCS~SCS~S SC te [2s] | No | ——5z80 | ——_car | reae| | No 
census Tract2ni0 SSCS eat [aro] Ves || asco | tora | zal [No 
Oy 7 7 
[census Tractania——SC~S~‘“~*~*~dYCSC« OG wT | aH Ves | | cmt | tas | zi el [No 
[census Tracts ———SCSC~SC~S~SC a too fas] | No | sce am |e] | No 
census Tractaita ———SSCS~S~S sre nari ze ef | no | sora? rar] tae] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OT) TT 
census Tract i062———SSOS~S sao ti] do | smn | 200 | Te] | No 
[census Tractza0¢ ————SSCS~—~S~C~—~S~sSSCt Tw] | No | sate | ae | rel | No 
census ract2002——SOSCS~S~S~SSS zm ane | 2B] | No | acer | ror | aa ze Yes | 
census ract200807 ——SSCSC~S~S~CSCSC GY CST tom] [No | sera | zur] size| | ‘No 
census Tract200802——S~S~S~SSS oo ae [cms] | No | sat | aco | sel | No 
census Tract2058 ———SSCS~SC~S~SYS si tt farm] | No | sro | am | tae] | No 
census Tractza01———SSSCS~S~S~iSS nero fms] to | ten | 200 | el | No 
OF) 
census Tract2008———SSCSC~S~CS~S~S rs aco fr} | No | ars | ace] acze| | No 
census Tractza0a————SSCS~SS sue | atte] | No | ara ae | arse] [No 
[census Tractz0st———SSCSC~SC~S~S~CSSC ow sg Tas] | No | arr | ae | tr zl | No 
[census Tractzz0r SSCS seus ft] <tc | ran] tae] | No 
[census ractz002———SSCSCS~S~SS sre | tat | No | acto | a0 | ace] | No 
O05 DT ES 
[census Tractasrt———SSSC~—~S~‘“~*~*~‘iSSC ao fz] do | amt | ats | tel | No 
census Tract2052———SSC~—~‘~*~*~CSC Coens] | No | wn | ara | rel | No 
[census Tract90n———SSCS~S~SCS nse air Pcs] | no | sro | tt | el | No 
ON 5 7) 7 
[census Tract907———SSS~S~S sar nso [20s] | no | sear | ate | v6 | [No 
[census Tracti002————SSCS—~—~—~SSSCm me | ts] | No | zi |__| are] | No 
census Tractio0s————SC~S~S*~iCSSCt ee Yt] | No | cca | ars | val | No 
[census Traction ————SSCS~—S~S gat fro fort | No | aro | ance] ara Vos] 
census Tract t10002 SSCS are | ta} | No | ant | at | roel | No 
census Tractiioac1——SSCS~S~S~wCSCt a |r] | No | ane | acer | tore] | No 
census Tract 110802——SC~S~S~S Sa sor frre] | no | ace | tor] rel | No 
O05 Ec) 
[census Tractti0s———SOSC~S~—~*~SSC eos] | No | saz | 00 | sal | No 
[census Traatti06 ————SS—~—~SSCt at Pe |e] | No | amin | 700 | ae] | No 
census Tractzooso7 SSCS Paste! do | att] zt] 3) | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY | MINORITY TRACT} — status Is poverty |__ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tractza0502 ————S~SSS | oer] ter’ Yaaro] omar] «CN 
[census Tract 10207 SST] | iN | aaa tz0 | 20s] No 
OS TO Yd 
TOTAL Fairfield County | %43926| seiro7| 363%] eo 100] _s264z4| _roa720| zaar[ 66] 144 
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Table 17C-13 
Environmental Justice Populations: New Haven County, CT 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ew Haven County, Connecticut 


[Census Trac 1508 —SSSCSC*~S~dYCS*~« TYCO] CYC «SSC TCT] TO] «LCN 
Oc 9 7 
[census Tractiso1 SSCS fe fz} do | arn] ar] trie] [No 
[census Tracti502——S—S~S~S ats ato] zeae] | No | ate] sa] roare| [No 
census Tract i60¢ ———SSCS~S~S~S~CSSC BG Tze] | No | ave | cea | za] | No 
[census Tract 1506 SSCS tat fase fares] | No | ttn] ar] asre| | No 
[census Tracti607 ———SSC~S~S~STS ee Pts] «dC || ate | tee] | No 
census Tracti508 ————SSCS~SSSCt sf] | | sea | aes | trie] | No 
census Tracti509 SSCS seo ftos] | no | arr | st | ra el | No 
[census Tracie ———SSCS~SCS~S~SSSC tg se fom] «| No | aces | cea] rae] | No 
[census Tractistt—SC~=~“~*~*~“~*~*~dCSCt OS oT | tas] | No | anes | ces | reel | No 
[census Tactis2————SSCS~SS nasa Pat do | azar | av | terol | No 
[census Tractisa7 ———SCS~S~S~S~wSSCSCt Yt | tos] | No | cee | tz] t0 | | No 
[census Tactisas————SSC~S~S~SSC oo aT tom] | No | amt | asf azul | No 
census Tractisst——SCSC~=~“~*~‘“~*~*~dYCSCSC*~C oo tg ses] | No | sono | 006 | aaa Yes | 
[census Tracti@or——SSCSCS~SS tz ns P28] | No | rr | tro | 250%] | No 
census Tractieas SSCS ss sz ft} | No | aziz | ariel | No 
census Tractieae ————SSCS~—SCS~SCSSSCt Sore] «dN | sac | ae | toa] | No 
census Tactaenst SSCS gar torr} to | zen | ato | t0 | [No 
[census Tract i202 ———SOSC~S~S~S~wSSC STE | aww Ves || ite | cso | a a Vos | 
census Tracti258——SSCSC~C~S~*~S~YCSSC S| ——2.z00 | a6 2] Ves || ari | tcc | aziie| Yes | 
[census Tracti902 ——S~—~S~S~S~SSCt azo Toa] | No | zm | tse] toe] | CN 
[census Tractenor——SC~“‘*‘“‘*~‘dtC*~i dT C~*CTS Pw] «dC | saz | ne | tate| | No 
census Tractaaerz——S—S~—S~wSCSCt Se Taw] | No | wen | ara | roel | No 
census Tractaenza——SCSC~S~iSSC sro sez tas} | no | sero | azo | r2%| | No 
[census Tractizot———SSCSC~—CS~S~—~S~SSSC ara |e] | No | tvs | ——ttza | taae| | No 
census Tractiast ———S—SC~—~—~S~—S~S~iSTSC Tuo | tsa | no | ance? ace] re] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censwsTracta2——SSCS*~*~*~*~dtCS*~«S Y=] ar Ves | YC] 80S Ves | 
census Tract 25S [nar az Yes || ae] 100 a0 Yes | 
census Tract a7 ——SCSC~S~SSS a |e] eet | soma] coe toe] CN 
census Tact 130102 ——SCS~S~S Snes |e esl No | 2s] 0 P20] LN 
census Tract a1 —SSSCS~S~S st | arr | se ves | ara] es fz] CN 
census Tract 403 SCS | 2 | ag Yes || te | 88 ces | 
census Tract 408 SSS [arora ge ves | dato] ttt seo] ves | 
census Tract 405 ——SCS~S~SSa sn | 08 | age Yes | |r| 20s fcc gd Yes | 
census Tract 405 ——SCS~S~S~SSS( ee Yaar] ange ves | | area 07 fez) Yes | 
census Tact 47S | zr | ret Yes ||| 602) Yes | 
census Tract 408 ———SCS~SSSCt ru [a0] age ves | |i] as fag Yes | 
census Tact 409 SSS ara [att Yes | aris | 2a Par) Yes | 
census Tract 410 —S~S*~S~SCSC YY ange Yes | dC] as Pam] LCN 
census Tract att SCS nro | taro sgl Yes || zero | aaa af CN 
census Tact a2 SSCS~S~S~SS a0 arg | rs ves | aI as | ae Yes | 
census Tract 43 ——SCSC~SsT i | aces | oz Yes || | 2rd Yes | 
census Tact até —SSCS~S~S~SS es |store ves ||| azo and Yes | 
O50 A A 
census Tact 416 —SSSCS~SSC a |e | awe Yes ||| ss fsa Yes | 
census Tract 48 ——SSCS~S~S Sam | aro sgl Yes || sor | tet fat) Yes | 
census Tact #1 ——SCSC~*~*~*~S~SCSCSC Bo Yaa | e.g] ves | | cnn | ca faze Yes | 
census Tract 62 ——SSCSC~S~STSat | acer orl Yes || ea | na Psd Yes | 
census Tract 665 —SSCS~S~SS |] age Yes || es a0 Yes | 
census Tract 1666S er [2a Yes | aon] tate a) Yes | 
census Tract 519 ——SOSCSC~S~SSSe | tga om] (| arr] 10s | ora Yes | 
census Tract 1660 ——SSS~S~S Sa | ra | sg ves || taza 2s] | CN 
census Tract tert SSCSCS~S~S~SSS Tsar] Cato] sa Paro] CN 
census Tract 1672 ——SSCS~S~ST agen agg No seen] aro al CN 
census Tract 1673 SSCS ae arf io | cet] orf —atve] CN 
census Tract 1674 SSCS | ser zl No | aro] apo ccf | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censor —SSCSCSC~S~SSCSCt ite] ts] «dC | sme] =O] me] | No 
[census Tract1602——SS~S~S~S~iSSC a [sw] | No | sara | aaa | zl | No 
Oo 7 7 
Oo fd 
O05 dD 7 
Oc 
[census Tractios7 ———SC~SCS~S SCT Pa | asm Ves | | aa | sto | zi zl | No 
census Tract 1oso7 ——=S~*~“~*~*~‘~*~*~*~dtC*~*« OGY —~C* SO |S] Ves || saws | ato | 203%] | No 
census Tract 165602 ———=—S~S~SSCSC Oso Yan | Ves || ze | 716 | tarre| | No 
census Tractiesn———SC~=~“‘~*‘“‘*~*~*~‘~*~dtCSC*~CS Yow P25 2s] | No | cus | ars | acre] | No 
OS A) 7 
census Tactaensor SSCS Paras [ara] Ves || zero | a t00 | sar Yes 
[census Tractvenoz——SSCS~—S~S~S~S SC Ptr | ao | Ves | | 286 | ——tos | ame Yes | 
census Tractaets———SCSC~C~“~*~*~“~*~dtC*~S GY CS OMe |] Ves || Sw | tet | ae | Yes | 
[census Tracts ———SCSC~—~—S~—~sSC TT] «LCN | are] se | toe] | No 
[census Tractaaaz——SCSCS~S~S~sSC wo ago faze] | No | tare] tz | al | No 
OS A) YT 
OS) 
[census Tractaaen5———SSCS~S~S~wSCSC OCT] «dC | ann | too] zeal | No 
census acta ———SSCSC~—~S—~—~S~S as Pre] |e | as] ee] el | No 
[census Tratuae————SSCS~=~—~—SC~—~Ss Cs | tems] | No | asi] sea] acre] | No 
[census Tractust ————SSCSC~C~S~Sss nga 262] | No | rns | naz | zal | No 
[census Tactaszer———SSCSCS~S~S~SSSCS ara | za] | No | zee | tate | toe] [No 
census Tractasa02——SC~S~SsSTS tg tte | 28s] | No | aren | aor | are| | No 
[census Tracts ————SCSC~*~“~*~‘~‘~*~*~*~dtC*~«t OG YC Yaw] | No | sce | tae | z2re| | No 
census Tractaasa——SCSC~‘~*~*~‘dYCSCSC~ti Ye | zr] | No | azar | azar | —20are| | No 
[census Tatar ————SCSC~—~—~—SCS~S~SSC ware | tte] | No | sect |_| tare] | No 
OY 7 
[census Tractasor———SCS~‘~*~*~*wCSCSC OO wa [Ta] Ves || as | ce | 0s | Yes | 
census ractasoz——SC~=~“~*‘“‘*~*~*~*~dtC*~*«i YG Tw] Ves | | nate | 2007] cn Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[consents ———SSSCSC~S~SSSCSr Yc] ora ves | mrs te) mare ves | 
census Tiact3508 Smt | 00 | angel Yes || | tr rel Yes | 
census Tiact3505——S~S~S~S ro | | atm ves | aro] tome rete Yes | 
census Tracta608——S~SSS sgt | ape | roc Yes || ser] ast Ps) Yes | 
census Tiact3512 Soon at] ar ves || 3000] 2057 [sz 70 Yes | 
census Tacta53 SSCS saz | aaa | eng Yes || san] czar ata Yes | 
census Tact351@ SSS | ze | erm ves || ator] zr ora ves | 
census Tact3505—SSCSC~SSTS sn | 2a | ors Yes ||| 208 fae Yes | 
census Tiact351607 ——SSCS~S~S~SSC Yaz aoze] YN | cm] tea P50 7 Yes | 
census Tact351602——~—S~SSS 8 |e | cf Yes || rss | cre [20 2) Yes | 
census Tiact3517 ——SSCS~SSS 2s] cna] ves | | cen tne ftv Yes | 
census Tacta508 SSCS aoe | a eal | aren | tar atl Yes | 
census Tiact3519 ——SSCS~S~SSS na [cate «dP | tae] azo art CN 
census Tract3620———SCS~S~SSS ro | ter anal No | ase | ize zr] | ON 
census Tiact3525———=S~S~S~SCSC er |r| once ves || tora rer me ves | 
census Tacta6z707 SSCS aco | tro sr ves || 20 | 1008 202) Yes | 
census Tiact35z702——SCS~S~S~SSSC at || sore Yes || ses] ———sasa ftom] «| CN 
census Tract3628——SCSC~STSie | ss | sgl Yes | |e | sr [aad Yes | 
census Tiact3500—SOS~S~SSSCrt | tga | ene ves | to] reas Yes | 
census Tract3510 SS |r| rr Yes ||| se Pad Yes | 
census acts ——SCS~*~S~wCSCSC aw | zor] Tse Yes || ara | 088 fsa Yes | 
census Tactasz1—SSCSCS~SS ns | 20 [sa Yes ||| 05 [a8 0) Yes | 
census Tiact35z2————SSOSCS~S~SS arn | 20a |r ves ||| ren esd Yes | 
census Tract’3623——SSCSC~SSS nen | air eg Yes || zen | ter a0) Yes | 
census Tract3528——SSCS~S~Sarr | ares raze ves | | 80a] tn fata ves | 
census Tracta625——SCS~SS aan |g | sc ves | te] zc ard Yes | 
census Tacta6nt———SC~C~=~“‘*‘*~*~‘~*~dtCS*~C aT YC*éie YC] CC | Cre tee] | CN 
census Tract3612———SCSCS~S ses || nf No | sae] na acesf LCN 
census Tiact363——SSCSC~S~CSSS |stats arve] CN 
census Tract 8665S arm a] tf No | 20] ane Peet | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 7 7 
P census Tactiaig———SSCSC~S~S~iSCSC TC Tas] | CN | CS | aro | aaa Yes | 
[census Tractiaz0———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSCt ts Tse] | No | sez | ttt | a0 | Yes | 
census Tractiaat——SSCS~S~—~S~S~iSSC Pc Ye | Ves || tt | at | a Yes | 
[census Tractiaze SSCS sora | tot «| | tar | ara | 2s0%e| | No 
census Tractiazs——SCSC~S~*~*~dCSSC GO gw sos] Ves || sat | sce | al Yes | 
[census Tractiaae———SCS~S~S~SSSC~t 0B soe Tso] Ves | | _—_sars | —_scc0 | on re Yes | 
census Tract iaas——SSCS~S~S~wSSC aT ag | Tew] Ves || ara | 2825 | 00.3 Yes | 
census Tract azear_———=—SCSC~S~S~S~SSSC GO THB BO Ves | | saz] tigen] 29.3%] Yes 
census Tractiaz603——SCSC~S~SSS tte P8086 | TEA] Ves || acts | 2770 | 08.0%) Ves 
census Tract iazeaa——=—S~S~SSSC On | ena] Ves | | ats | rae] a0 Yes | 
census Tractiaar———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~iSTSCzte sos [ez] Ves || —tzn | 220 | antl Yes | 
ON 5 cd 
[census Tractiest———SCSC~S*~‘“~*~*~dYCSC QO 20s | sz] Ves || aT] ara | zm] | No 
[census Tracti652———SSCS~S—~S~S~SSSC aero] «| | tre | tm | ie] | No 
census Tractier207 ——SSCS~S~STS as se | tas} | No | anc | ara | tril | No 
[census Tractie02 ————SCSC=~—~—~—‘—~*S~S*~iSSC MO ze see] | No | ara | tase | zal | No 
census Tractia0s———SSCSC~S~S~S~St or aso zz] | No | are] saan | ara Yes | 
[census Tractieoa————SSCS~—S~CS~S~S~SSSC TOY ze] | No | act | avs | —tore| | No 
census ractia0s———SSS~S So arr Paz] | No | seo | rio | tse] [No 
Oc) 7 
census Tract 190602———S~S~SSS sar zoe fe} to | acto | ats | ta zl | No 
OF) TD 
[census Tractieaz SSCS nto tro sos] | no | ato | taza | aad ves 
Oc) 
[census Tractiea?————SCSC~S~S~wSC ow tes TAB] | No | sro | rr | taal | No 
[census Tractieet SSCS ts sof rive] | No | rat en] tere | No 
[census Tracti760———SSCS~S~SS aoe favs] | No | sce | ase | asrel | No 
[census Tractie62——SCSC~S~S~S~S~CSCSCS Cao] «dt CN | cae | aa | oie] | No 
census Tractt6s8——SSCS~C~S~SSSt tgs aa tort fo | ates] ve] oe] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 
census Tract 166002 ———S~S~S~SSSCaer nz | ze] | No | acto | ane | arae| | No 
[census Tactiort ————SCS~S~S~SSSCt Sn | BO] | No | 8056 | ra] arse] | No 
[census Tractte7a02———SSC~S~S~SsS 6 | teas] | | acre] cor | toe] | No 
O05 
[census Tacti7st———SSCSCSCS~S~S ze ar [aro] | no | acre rir | zal | No 
[census Tacti752———SCSC~S~S~SSSC os sO te] | No | ates | ca | amie| | No 
census Tacti768——SSCSC~S~S~S~CSSC GT Da] No | ana | aa | tre] | CN 
[census Tacti75a———SSCS~S~S~SSSC ns Ts] [No | aaa |_| tree] | No 
[census Tracti765———SSSCS~S~Ss rt Se rz] dt | cor | 728 | t0se| | No 
[census Tracti769————SSCS~S~S~SS zs ftom] | No | ami | sta | roe] | No 
[census Tracti901——SSCSC~—SC~—~S~iSSSt aS ae | ta] |e | azar | ae | zoel | No 
[census Tracti902————SCS—~S~SSSC os Tw] | No | sens | za | asl | No 
census Tract i90807 ———SSCS~S~S ar fe fas] | no | are] are | —toste| | No 
census Tract 19002———S—S~S~S~SwSSC Sw To] «LCN | RO] aro | asl | No 
census Tract 190805. ——SOSC~S~STS ave fe] do | sae | ata | ta el | No 
O05 Fc) TT 
census Tractiouzor SSCS ger me [tt] to | res] es | aol [No 
[census Tract 1oun02———S—S~S SSC sow Tt] | No | sean ara | oe] | No 
[census Tracti7i2———SCS~S~CS~wStz8 Joe | Zaz} | No | sone | tas | v0.ze| | No 
[census Tactiig ———SCS~—SCS~SSCi oo tz [asm] | No | act | a0 | rae] | No 
[census tracti7i? ————SCS~S~SS oe P80 | 222] | No | are] a0 | rae] | No 
[census Tracti7or SSC zs | a0] Ves || te | at | ore Vos 
[census Tracti702——SSCS~S~STS0S Fg [8 | Ves || tons | ae | ao | Yes | 
[census Tracti70s————SSCSCS~S~SSSC nr | Ta Ves | | dora | acs | sr ane] Yes | 
census Tracti70e SSCS car [ser ves || tro | ser | ame Yes | 
[census Tracti7os ————SSC~—~S~S~SSCt ze] toe] «| No | smo | | reel | CN 
[census Tracti706————SCS~S~S~SSC so toe [ana] Ves || to | ara] am el | No 
[census tacti7o7————SSCS~SCS nar sift] «| | tare | ats] zoe] | No 
census Tracti70e———SSC~S~*~SCSCt Ca TSH] Ves | | sac] —_z0eo | azcre| Yes 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[—cerewsTect9———SSSCSC~S~S~S—mt Tc] or ves Ym] tor) Yes | 
census Tact 710 SSCS || te Yes | dtm] a0 Yes | 
census Tact ——SCSC~C~CSCSCS~ rt | acer ge] | No | sca] tzz6 | oreo] ‘| No 
[census Tact 1@—SOSCS~St | 00 | mr ves | tee] me att Ves | 
[census Tact 95S |r| a Yes | | sor | tea | ars ves | _ 


[census Tracti7ig———SSCS~S srr zon aarsl | No | ac | ot] toe] | No 
[census Tracti756———SSCSC~S~SSSC To | to] No | aro] ara | rz.0e| | No 
[census Tacti767 ————SSCS~S~S~SSSC a sta] | No | me | 20 | arre| | No 
OY 
[census Tractuanor———SC~=~“‘~*‘“‘*~*~*~dtC*~*C GW YC [sews] | No | ser | a7 | al | No 
OS A) 7 7 
[census Tractuas———SC~=~“‘*‘“‘*~‘~dtC*~t Os Ya] | No | avr | 200 | sel | No 
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Table 17C-14 
Environmental Justice Populations: Hunterdon County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} — statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
unterdon County, New Jersey 


PF Gensus Tact io SSSCSC*~dCS*~« SSC DCC «YT ~~C BB] ~«C*OGYCCDOSH] [CN 
[census Tact 18 SSCS ara | 2s ozedl | No | _2rer 00 11.2%] | No 
census Tact ——SSCS~S~S~SSSC |i] s] No | a] ast cme] «CN 
[census Tract06 SCS Ca [zee are] | No | 00] age? sve] | No 
census Tact toro] ——SCSCSC~S~SS se | ows] ose] ves | are weet] —«dCN 
[census Tract toro2———S—SCS~S~ Sa | twa] «dT So | aia] 00? erro] | No 
census Tact is —SSCSC~S~—~S~wSSC TTC] sw] «dC | tr] rte | tame] CN 
census Tact 16 ——SCSC~S SC | at] oz! | No | scar] ove | rae] | No 
census Tiact03 Savor | ae ass] Po | zr] asters] No 
census Tract ————SCS~SCS~S SCT ad] 72] | No | aca aso oro] | No 
[census Tactt1——SOSCSC~—~S seers] Po | scar] sar torte] | No 
census Tact 207 ——SSSCSCSCS~SCS~SStor ft] zr] | No | _rt0r| a6] rire] | No 
census Tract 202 Scone tore] | No | 3203 cet? arvel | No 
[census Tact 304 Ss | ara] zg] | No | san] a7 ao] | No 
census Tract T0501 ——SCS~SSSC |] ge ves || cee] car zee] CN 
[census Tract i002 ——S~S rar |_| ogy] | No | sere] aoa azo] | No 
census Tact g01———SCS~SSt sw |stats] | No | ar] eet] No 
[census Tact 302 SSS |] az Ves || zen] asf com] No 
census Tract 1303 ——SSCS~SSS en |e] ese ves || aera ftv] | No 
[census Tact ——SSCSCS~S~S~ SC || ze Yes | | ama | teva? s0 cr Yes | 
PcensusTatt7 ———S~SSm Te] cget «To | sae] stop] «CN 
[census Tractor ———SCSCSC~—SCS wi | are sce] | No | saz] rou arto] | No 
[census Tract ———S—S—~S nes [ence] io | rte] safc] CN 
[census Tract 0602 ———SCS~S~S~SC |r| ze] | No | tae] 200? ter0o] | No 
census Tiactto9 ———S—S~S sto car tere ves || 0] oof tary No 
[census Traction) SSCS cuo |r| asc ves | | arn] ata? 8] | No 
TOTAL Hunterdon County | faaza| taoso] vase 7[ to] tatoo] 12004] form 4] 25 


August 2022 173/235 


Table 17C-15 
Environmental Justice Populations: Mercer County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT| = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
ercer County, New Jersey 


fF CensusTectt —SSCSC*~YtCSCS*~« TCA Ves | CdCI] OOH Ves | 
[censusTet@——SSCSC~C~—S~S~wSCSCSCzae |v faze ves | | 2200 tt | or Yes | 
PcensusTact 10 ——SCS~S~C~S~S~SSSC | ane [or ef Ves | | are | tse] onal Yes | 
PcensusTrect2sSSCSCS~—SCS~SsSSC se |r| Ves || CP «Lim 
[censusTract? ——SCS~—~—~“‘~*~*~*~S~SSC Tag | ra] Ves | | ave ara] ne Yes | 
[censuses ——SSCSC~—~—~‘~*~*~*~dSCSC« Tar [eal Ves | | ize | 2a | scl Yes | 
PcensusTect@ —SSSCSC~—S~C~S~SSSC rw] azr | arral Ves | | Came atta | onl es | 
[censuses —SSCSC~—~—~‘“~*~*~*~SCSC« GY tv [ww nf Ves | | som 3003 | ond Ves | 
[censuses ——SSC~=~“‘~*~*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~dCS*C Yano [a gf Ves | | aso ——_2506 1 ss Yes | 
census? ———SSSOSCS~SYSiaras | gz [arn Ves || aaa | isto] an] ves | _ 
PcensusTect'25 ——SOSC~=~“~*~‘~*~*~‘“‘~‘~*~*~dYC*~<i TY CC~C | sf Ves | | rz ——2.z08 | zl Ves | 
census Tract 2601 ——SSCS~‘~*~wSCSSC rau | encn Ves | | sore | 2a | a sel Yes | 
census Tract 2502 ——SOSC~S~S~S«sSSCa |e [ssf Ves | | ats | tcc | nz’ 
PcensusTrect2701——SSCS~S~S~SSSC eT [sel Ves | | cata | srl Yes | 
census Tract'27.02—SSSCS~S~SSS ator faze PN | ase tcc | cnt] 
censusTract3001——SCS~—SsSC~S~iSSCaa | see trio Po | sto arn] ret —* CN 
census Tract30.02——SCS~S~—C~S~iSS tw] se tect’ Po | zs tc] az) CN 
census Trect3008—SSCS~S~SSSC | ns tera’ No | rz fae] nz] CN 
census Tract300¢ Sse | tz feral Po | ne ras t4 ze) CN 
census Tract 3009 SSCS rt | tas [cra No | seve | ger | 6.6%] | No 
census? ———SOSC~=~“~*~*~“~*‘“~*~*~*~dYCS*~=<i Yt Pett] Ves |r| 000 | ooze Ves | 
PcensusTrect 10H SSCS | 20a [orn ves | | zen tar | and ves | 
PcensusTract 11.02 ——S~S~S~wSTSC es] ge [oe Ves | | zee 2008 | oat ves | 
PcensusTct 12 ———SSCSC~—~‘~*~*~dSCSCSC eT mt fal Ves | | sco | aod Ves | 
PcensusTract 18S naz tof ves | | cer tet | azn ves | 
censusTect 1407 ——SSCSCS~S~SSSC | ase [or anf Ves | | cnn cn | ro7a| ves | 
census Tract 1402 ——SSCS~SSSC as .0ns [smc ves | | 2050 ——t006 | st ves | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[coms tactts ——SSCSCSC~S~S~SSSCt are] me] Ves | |e] zz] roe Vos | 
census Tacti6 SSCS tz fara] Ves || ter] ae | as | Yes | 
[census tacti7 SSCS tats far rt Yes || ate] tae | sorrel Yes | 
[census Tract0—SSOSCS~SCS~S~ST a nz08 [86 | Ves || ta | ane |e | Yes | 
[census Tacte——SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSCt | aH Ves | | aan arn | trise| | CN 
census Tracts ——SSCSC~C~S~“~*~*~YCSCSC OS sw [2H] Ves || cca | zon | 20s Ves | 
[census Tacta6oT——SC~S~S~SSC GOS Tew] Ves | | sas | —tza0 | ase Yes | 
census Tract9602———SSCS~S~CS~SSSaa gor [sw] Ves || art | tami | asc Yes | 
[census Tacta70g ———SSC~S~S~SSSCWe ara | see] | NO | aT | aan] zeal | “No 
census Tacta7.0g——SSCS~SY nar ra [ass] | No | tte | ear | tse] | No 
[census Tacts902———SSCS~—S—~S~SSSC ma freee] «| | to | zt] tr el | CN 
census Tact9008——SSCS~S safe Pitas] to | cn | ter | ace] | No 
census Tractsa0e ———SS~—~—S~S~S SCs nea | sows] | No | sare | 200 | se] | No 
census Tract30.05 SSCS feat] | no | aac | tes | acl | No 
[census Tatars —S~=~—~S*~sSSC OY —nguTazwe] | No | sare | cma] tzre| | No 
[census racta7.06———SSCS~SSaa 60 Tze} | No | ace | ama | asrel | No 
[census Tacte———SSCSC~SC~—~S~S~S~SSCzow ase Tze] | No | sees | ano | el | No 
[census Tracti@——SSSCSCS~S~S ne ana [Toe] Ves || are | zc | ara Yes 
[census Tacti9————SCS~—~S Cog tro | ar] Ves || reco | ato] ral Yes | 
[census Tracte——SSCSCS~S~“~S~S~SCT ae [eee] Ves || acm | zara | a ze Yes | 
[census Tact2——SSCSC~“~*~‘~*~*~‘~*~*~dYC*~«C IBY —~=C DG |e] Ves | | sere | _—_ztse | a Yes | 
[census Tract ———SSSCSCS~S~ rar nse [et] Ves || rr | a0 | aa Yes | 
[census Tract2002——SSC~S~S~SSSC Ye Tae] «| CN | ars | ttt] zal | CN 
census Tract2003——SSCS~S~—~S~iSS at cor | ze] | No | sat | sen | trie | No 
[census Tract200¢ ——SSCS—~S so ef tes] ito | stom] ro | toe] | No 
census racts006———SSCS~S~S~SSC sw 8TH] | No | sizes | za | asl | No 
[census Tactsoo7————SSCS~S Soom fre] | No | —_sz00 | za | rel | No 
census Tract30.08————S~S Son fz Yaz} | No | aces | ace | rz] | No 
[census tacts ———SSCSC~SCS~S er —ngr0Yasm] | No | aan ert | tee] | No 
census ractaa0r——SSCS~C~S~S~SSms azn [sort | no | errs ze] zor) | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census tacts ———SCSC~S~YCSCSC«C SY tes | tO] | No | sero] aro] are] | No 
[census Tactaaat——SC~=~‘“~*~*~“‘~*~dtCS*~«C Gt ts wa] | No | sas | are | —ace| | No 
[census Tacts02——SSCSC~S~S~—~S~iSCSCS az | sw Ves || rH] ra | ace] | No 
[census Tractaaat—~S~*~—~—~*~S~sSCt GO 5 ww | BO Ves | | sez | eve | —a.re| | No 
census Tractaa0e———SSCS~S~S gz sgr0 [502m Ves | | 7800 | tz | te] | No 
[census Tractaa.06——S—SC~S~‘“~*~*~dSCSCSC TB naz | se Ves | | sae | tes | el | No 
[census Tactaao7———SCSC~—~—S~—~S~sSC QB sow Tas] «| NO | mB] ta | | | No 
[census Tactaat———SCSC~—~S~‘“~S*~*~iSSCt Gaia | arms] | No | seas | ar | sel | No 
[census Tacto——S—S~=~—~S*~SCS~SC eT ams | sows] | No | sto | ttm | 20a] | No 
[census Tractaa0r——SSCSC~S~S ser 2z02 28 0s} | No | river | co] ral | No 
[census Tactaa0s———SCSC=~—~—~SSCt Ange Tse] | No | sre | sta] taal | No 
census Tracta20e———SSCS~S~SS zoo nru6 fsesesf | No | sta rr | ta el | No 
Oo dd 
census Tracta502——SS~S cor frit do | tcor | ae | ane Yes 
[census Traataa0s———SSCS~SSSC QO Ys] | No | ammo | ser] rel | CN 
[census Traces ——SSCS~S~Ssats ast [aro] | no | sri | azz | zal | No 
[census Tractaaoe ———S—S~—CS*~S~S CTO gcc | s0 zm Ves | | caro | 200 | 20%] | No 
census Tracts ——SSCS~S~S~iSTSCti aT | SEH] Ves | | anv | ton] —raz.oe| | No 
[census Tractaane——SSCS~S~S~S~S~SwCSC GSTs] Ves | | ano | tas | za Vos | 
[census Tractaao7 ———SCS~S~S Cer [zr faz} | No | acto | ttt | ail | No 
TOTAL MercerCounty | _serzz| tasoan| som ai] 26| _sersze| ea ria] 250n] a] 44 
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Table 17C-16 
Environmental Justice Populations: Middlesex County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
iddlesex County, New Jersey 


Census Tacta50e—SSSCSC*~dtCS*~«i YSCSC*C DOYS Ves | CdCI] «BY CTO] —~|CNo 
OS 7 7 0 
census Tractea02——SSC~S~S~S~SSaro sss Tse] «| | a | aro] eel | No 
[census Tractea0e————SSCS~S Cow at | za] | No | sen | rar | toe] | No 
census Tactea05——SSCS~S~S~SSS ao ss Yrs] | No | san | ran | ariel | No 
[census Tractaene———SSCS~SCS~S~S SCs sce [Ta] Ves || srs] var] el | No 
[census taste? ——SSCSC~S~‘“~*S*~iSCSC Oss] dC | srs | tz | al | No 
[census Tactsaot——SSCS~SCS~S SCs refs] | No | zm | tea] orl | No 
census Tacts60e——SS~SY SG gr | anes] | No | carn | tz | —t0.2e| | No 
census Tacto50s———SSSCSC~S SC tz Pats] | No | sgn sre] tacze| | No 
census Tat6606———SSCS~S~S Sire nz anal | no | zero | 188 | rel | No 
[census Tactei0s ———SCSC~—~—SC~—~S~SSCt TST BHO] | No | 27s | ano | tarre| | No 
census Tractea0g——SS—S~SS ats ae ftom] | No | sacs | ear | 2a el | No 
[census Tacteao7———SSOSCS~S Saez] «dC | tan | ata | terel | No 
census Tractea0e SS gaara] | No | tegen | tat | —trtel [No 
[census Tastes ———SSCSC~S~S~SS ans [serfs |_| te] | No 
census Tactaage——SSCSC~S~S~S~iCSCSw sara |e Ves || rae | rr |_| | No 
[census Tracteaoe————SSC~=~—~—~—~wSSC tT sw] «| | we | cen | tae] | No 
ON 7 
OS 7 7 
census Tractas0d———SCS~S~CS~SSt sz Yen] Ves || sce | are | el | No 
census Tactas0s——SCS~*~*~*~wSCSC~«t SAY —~—« SHE |—THOH| Ves | | tgs | rr] _are| | No 
census Tracta602 Sata a706 [Toa] Ves || star] ars | ae | No 
census Tractve0s———SCSC~S~S~S~SSSC ow azo fea] Ves | | an | ar | tel | No 
census Tacta60e———SSCS~SS nes 8006 [rea] Ves || ates | ara] rarrel [No 
[census Tact7702——SC~—~iSSC CG Taras] | | sas | tac | 2a.re| | No 
census TractTa0t———SSSCS~S~SY azar tos [asst Yo | azar] az] tare] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTy | TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 
[census Tact7e05 ———SCS~S~SSSt SO tog [za] | No | ass | za | acl | No 
[census Tact7a06 SSS so] to] | No | ate | _——_ra | v0] | No 
[census TractT9.06 ——S—S~S Sng co fae ra} do | tne | aco | zie| | No 
[census Tract7909———SSCS~S~S SSC toe | ze] | No | az ton] ariel | No 
[census TractTat SSCS aso ng zz] | No | ats | ve] ariel | No 
[census TactTa2 ———SOS~S~SSSCt aro | a0] | No | mes | csr | reel | No 
Oc Td 
census Tracts50e———SSCS~S~S~S SSC nse fats] | No | secur | a0 | taal [No 
census Tracte7.ot SSCS str sos] | No | aren | ars | al | No 
[census Taat7708 ———SCS~S SO se farm] | No | ato | tas | ariel [No 
census Tract77.06 ———SSCSCS~S~S~S arma se fsa} | No | are | zr | t0ze| | No 
[census Tactetot ———SSCSC~C~—~SCS~S~SSC a oT | 2a] | No | a8 | 700] tw 6x] | No 
census acted SSCS aries] | no | ara] are | rare | No 
O50 
[census Tract608———SSSCS~S~SSSt 8 rz [rem] Ves || tcc | ats | roel [No 
[censusTatit ———SSCSC~—~—SCS~SS tor Tas] | CN || iw | ara] | No 
[census Tractig———SSCSC~—~—S~—~S~iS so nz [ss] | No | azn | rae | tr el No 
[census Tracti506——SSCS~S~S SCS swat] ww Ves || atta] arr] t0.3%| | No 
census tractst———SSCSCSC~C~S~“‘~*~dYCSC~Ci re | asa] | | | tr | ara Yes | 
Oa A dd 
[census Tracts) ——SSCSC~‘~*~*~*~«~dYCSC a saz [as | Ves || azz | zor | ea Yes | 
[census Tracts ———SSCSC~“~*~*~‘~*~*~*~wCSCSC MYT |e] Ves | | sero | _—_2z7a | s0.2e| Yes | 
[census Tracts607 SSCS ars [era] Ves || ate | ter | aa Yes | 
census Tracts602——SSCS~SCS~S SSC sos | tara Ves | | sto | acto | cael Yes | 
Oa 
[census Tactss———SSCSC~SCS~SSS torsos | 88 2H Ves | | star | arr | Ta 0% Yes | 
census Tact6002———SSCS~Srcrr ssa [co] Ves || aoe | a0 | a. Yes | 
[census Tactoiot —S~=~—~—~SC OS sts | so Ves | | ares | —tzse | 20. Yes | 
census Tractt.0s——SSCS~S~SSS a sa Pes] Ves | stor | sca] 20s] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS YY TT 7 
census ract6a08———SSCS~S~SSSCt One [rem] Ves || ates | te | tee] | No 
census Tractea0e ———SSCS~S SC ts Ta Ves || tre] tm] tae] [No 
census Tract6a.05———SSCS~SSS 20 gon fe] Ves | | saz | ae | el | No 
[census Tractea06 ———SSC~—~—S~S Cow aT am] «| Co | too] | | | No 
[census Tract6a07 ———S—S~*~CSCSC TTT] Ves || cara | ceo | 2a.0%| | No 
[census Tracts ————SCSC~—~S~—~S~S~SSCt 0B nr [2a] | | ccs | tars | —_zzae| | No 
[census Tacteade—SSCS~S~S~SSSCt nt | ao] | No | tre | tm || CN 
[census tacts ——SSCSC~S~C—~S~iSSC nz |e Ves || at] awe] are] | No 
ON 7 
ON od 7 
ON lS 
OS 7) Cd 
census Tractor ——SSSCSC~S~S~iSSC OS nz [ss] Ves || san | at | rate| | No 
[census Tactaos——SCSC~—~—S~*~*~wSCSCSC Baa | wOH] Ves | | sare | ——_aro | oe] | No 
census Tractod———SCSC~S~S*S~S~wTSC O80 [evs] Ves || st | azar | —2aare| | No 
[census Tract5or———SSCSCS~SS azz |r| Ves || aan | scr] zzanel | No 
census Tract602——SCSC~S~S~S~S~CSSC SB 8 [8S TH] Ves |_| ves | toe | tarrel | No 
ON 5 ) 7 TZ 
census Tract606———SSCS~S~STS son a6 [8 | Ves || ame | ater | tarel | No 
[census Tact7ot SSCS na ta ferme] Ves || ame | 240 | aml [No 
census Tract7.02——SCSC~S~“~*~YCSC Dato fens] Ves || sz | ars | trl | No 
[census Tractor ———SSCS~—~SC~—~S~iCSCSC SGC | SHH Ves | | sare | —_—sta | rz] | No 
census Tract ——SCS~S~S~S~STS ow to | s0ass] | No | deve | sez | 10.31 | No 
[census TactTi02——SC~—~—SCS~S~SSC sa Yass] | No | —szz0 | at | tril | No 
census Tract 71.08 ——SSSCS~S~S tar Pass [ero] Ves || star | tre | sare Yes 
[census Tacti2———SSCSCS~S corsa aert | | sz] ter] ame] | No 
census Tractt602—SC~S~S~S~S~SCSCSC we Yan] | No | sce | aro | teal | No 
[census Tracti505 ————SSCSC~S~S SC tar az] Ves || are | ere | atl | No 
census Tracts ————SSSCS~C~S~S~STSt Sag |e] Ves | acme | ew | are] No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 7) TT 
[census Tracti702——SC~S~CSSSCti ge Ysa] Ves || same | ae | trie] | No 
[census Tractie0s———SSC~S~S~SSSC se tr | ae] «| CN | sos | cen | ze] | No 
census Tracti80¢ Saas Pa |r] Ves || ae | tae] ara Yes 
Oa TO 7 
census Tractsoat SSCS ne [se] Ves || zr | ace | raerel | No 
O50 
P census Tracts ——SSCSC~C~*~CSCSC«t SY Craw Tao] | No | sees | cn | toze| | No 
[census actors ———SC~SCS~S~S~SSC tO nse | arm] | No | arta | ton | trove] | No 
census Tracté@——SSCSC~S~“~*~dCSC SO eT Pass] | No | ase |e | roe] | No 
[census Tact69———SSSCS~—SCS SSCs nar faz] | | srs | rea] zz ze| | No 
[census TractT0—SCS~SCS~S~S reo 2600 faces} | no | tren | tae | tral | No 
Or 7 
census Tracte@——SSSC~S~SS ate [Tae] Ves || atm] ac | zr Yes 
[census acta ———SSCS~SCS QO ar | so] Ves | | sao | tate | zal | No 
census Tracta08—SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSC*~S~«C Tg [Set] Ves || sere | sen | ts el | No 
ON 9 7 7 
[census tractat———SSCSCS~S~“‘~S*~*~iSTSC T2000 [ToT Ves || zero | ro | 2a rel | No 
[census acta ———SSCS~S~S~SSCt0S az |r Ves | | nes | aes | ca Vos | 
[census Tractas———SSCSC~S~‘~S*~S~SCSC son [ez] Ves || sen | tae | aoa Yes | 
[census acta ———SSC~—~—~S~S~wCSC BY |S] Ves | | vat | tsa | ae Yes | 
[census Tractas—SSCSC~S~‘“~S*~iCSC aT rte [sa] Ves || nce | are | at Yes | 
[census Tactae—SSOCS~SS ast no re Ves | | az | cn | ara Yes | 
[census tracta? SSCS fazer [a] Ves | ao | ter | ar Yes | 
Oe 7 
census Tracta@——SSCSC~CSTS a gz [esa] Ves || ome | 2100] a2 Yes 
[census Tacts0——S—SC~—~—~—S~*S~S~CCSC BG new |v] Ves | | ane | ——_tc80| ar. Yes | 
census Tract7202——SCSC~S~S~CSCt GO 688 [30] | No | aca | cue | tee] CN 
[census Tract72.08——SSCS~S~SSSC se [srw] Ves || acm | tors | zie] | No 
census TractT3.01—SSCSC~S~CS~SS zm nme szest | | acme | m0] rel! CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoverTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OY 
[census TractT3.06 ————SSCS~S~SSSt aT Yee] Ves || Cra] ase | tae] | No 
[census TractT402 ——SSSCS~S~SSSC Sts Tat] | No | mz | rir] tae] [No 
[census tracts ———SSSCS~SS nso tes [sat | No | aren | sto | tral | No 
[census Tracts ——SSCSC~—SC~S~SSSC nso Yaz] | No | sez | torn] _toste| | No 
[census Tract79.06 ———SSCS~S~S~S~SS at fst] | No | zen | ze | tral | No 
Oa 7 
[census TactT906———SCS~SS a ano [Tea] Ves || San | tore | tae Vos 
[census tactTat ————SSCS~—~SCS~S Saar ftom] «dC | see] ae | tse] | CN 
[census Tract ——SS—~S ss Pts [sz sf | No | ans | toc | 23.11 [No 
[census Tactiate———SCSC~SCS~S~SSC a 80g | soe Ves || tgs | ——tc00| toe] | No 
[census Tracti901——SCS~S~“‘“~*~*~dYCSC Tar Yew] Ves | amt | aes | ts el | No 
census Tractt90g——SC~S~S~S Sato Pars | 50H Ves | | sas | ac] rose] | No 
[census Tractor SSCS nano P08 sets} | | eo | at | tae] [No 
[census Tact902———SSCS~SSS sors Yao as] | No | acer | se | trre| | No 
census Tractioor SSCS ari fea] | no | zs] sar | tatel | No 
[census Tractio02——SSCS~SSSCn THT at] Ves || ran | se] ace] [No 
census Tractia0g SSCS aa 270 [ret] Yes || sar | ten | ariel | No 
[census Tractiat ————SOSCSCS~S~S~SSC 8g Tw Ves || ates] ora | tee] [No 
[census acti? ————SSCSCSC~S sss [re] Ves || gars] te | oe] | No 
[census Tractiat2————SOSCS~S~SSSSt ze] Ves | | ace | 2s | zl | No 
census Tractiata——SCSC~S~“~*~*~dYCSCSC OB wre | ws Ves || san | cen] torre| | No 
[census Tactiaté ——SSCS~S~—SCS~SSto Paz Yea Ves || srt | ae | 7 3%e| | No 
[census Tractiats—SSCSCS~S~S tos Paton feo] Ves || sos | az | al | No 
[census Tract? —————SSCSCS~S~SSC ze |e Ves | | tame | 05 | rel [No 
census Tracti60e———SC~S*~CS~wSSC ase [aa] Ves | | sce | ae | 7 2%| CN 
[census Tact —SSC~—SCS~SSC a nr Yan] | CN | ze | aes] rel [No 
[census Tractor ——SSCSC~S~S~S ar sar [ze] | no | azar | rafal CN 
[census Tractaio2 ———SCS~—~—SCS—~—~SC~SSStn ts] 20] | No | sare | a0 | tae] | No 
census Tract22———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~SCSCt tg Tanz | no | acne | aes] ace] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[corms ———SSCSC~S~SSSCt Ym] arm] «dC |=] me] rae] | CN 
[census Tract2a0t——SCSC~=~‘“~*~*~‘~dtCS*SC*~«C SOD Yams] | No | aren | zen | Tel | No 
census Tact2302———SSCS~S~S~SCSCt OS tgs Tazawa] | No | seas | zen |e] | No 
[census Tractor ——SCS—~—~S~“‘~*~*~SSC ne | sz] | No | seat | ara | rel | No 
[census acto? ——SSCS~—~SCSC~S~SSSC nies Taw] | No | ter] an] 2] | No 
[census Tracts ——SSCSC~—“~“‘~‘“*~*~*~dYCSC GTO] Ves || mt] ton | ta Yes 
census Tract2608——SSCS~S~SSCar are | ra] Ves | | scar | ars | acze| | ‘No 
census ract2608——SSC~S~C~S~iSSC ga aso | se] Ves || scar | ra | te al | No 
census Tract2605 SSCS Starner fat] «| | zee | ae | tre] [No 
census Tractarot———SSC~C~S~S ser sg [TO 2H] Ves || scar | aco | ar el | No 
[census Tractors ———SCS~S~S~SSC at || Ves | | sro | tte | tore] | No 
census Tract2005———SSCS~S~S~S~SSt a torr [aos] | | | an | reel | No 
[census Tact2001——SSCSC~C~S~S~S~SSSCi am Tes] Ves || sen | aro | 10 38] | No 
[census Tract2002——SC~C~S~S~S~wSSC sr ng00 [srs] Ves || nce | 0 | asl | No 
[census Tractsoot———SC~=~—~*~‘“~*~dCSC~C SY Cw Tawa] «| CN | me] an | tae] | No 
census Tracts002———SOSCS~S~S~S~STS tg woe [ez] Ves || sar | ear | reel | No 
[census Tactaiot ———SSCS~C~S~S~SSC a nar [sa] Ves || amt | 288 | tol | No 
census Tractai.02———SSCSC~S~S arto nee [eva] Yes || arto | ar | v2 ze | No 
Oo 
[census Tractor ——SC~S~iSS or ns50 sv] Ves || see | at | rece] | No 
[census Tactao——SC~—SCS~S~SC Gnas [m0] Ves | | sce | tte | zac Vos 
[census Tract90——SSCSCS~S~S tg far [ct] Yes || at | tat | a8 | Yes | 
[census Tracteoot——SSCS~—~SCS~S~SSSCt na Taras] | No | sre | ttt | tel | CN 
[census Tracts ———SSCSC~=~*~“‘~*“*~*~*~*~dYCSCt TB ng seme] Ves | art | at | z0rre| | No 
[census Tracte——SSCSC~S*~S~wCSC SG HHO] Ves | | razr rz] aru Vos] 
[census tacts? ——S—C~=“‘“‘*‘“‘*~‘“~*~dtC*~«C IBC wT |B] Ves || aro | rr | te el | No 
[census Tacte——SSCS~—SC~S~wSSC a soos [TH Ves | | cmt | —_zron | sea Vos | 
[census tracth———SCSC~C~S~‘~*~*~sSTSC to 2z8e [ew] Ves || sto | aa | ttl CN 
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Table 17C-17 
Environmental Justice Populations: Monmouth County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT| = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
onmouth County, New Jersey 


Census Tactsio—SSSCSC*~YSCS*~«s YC] CSC «SCY CO] ] [CN 
[census Tacterig ———SCSC~S~S Cano azo] tras] | No | m0 | 700 | torze| | No 
census Tactei2602———SC~SsSCSCS«C SC‘ Yew] | | sce | ate |_| | No 
[census Tacteig ————SCSC~—S~SSC to Pts | zeae] | No | arto | aco | ts cre| | No 
census Tacterrac——SCSC~S~S~SSSC 60 ng [ae] Ves || ze | taco | 2.3] | No 
[census Tractors ——SSCSCS~S~SCS~wSSC OO ze |] | No | ato | ——_—a7 | tore] [No 
census Tata0org——SCS~S~SSSCt Yn Ta] | No | ces | aaa | el | No 
[census Tracteio003 ———SS~S~SSSC 0 i] ttm] | No | sro] sto | roars] | No 
census Tracteioace SSS cor [ta s| | No | aces | za | sel | No 
[census Tracteionor——SSCSC~S~iCSCSC wT te] «LCN | ze | aes | te] | No 
census Tactatonz————SS—S~S~S~S ates Pt Paras] | No | ates | zr | ore | No 
[census Tracteionot———SSC~C~—~—~iCSCSC BYTE | tow] | No | arte] sto] tare| | No 
census Tractaiosot SSCS Pazar [282 Ves || nats] ane | tee] [No 
census Tractei0502———S~S~SSC a se | Do] Ves | | sora | soe | tr sel | No 
census Tracti0505——SSCSC~S~SSS we as Pe} | | ano | at | 03] [No 
[census Tacteio7————SSCSC~S~S~SSC So Yas Ves || tm | are | aare| | No 
census Tractaiog——SSCS~S~S a aa [re] Ves || szra| aer | sae Yes 
[census Tacteiog ———SCSC~—~—SC~S~S SSC tm |S Ves | | ner | tte | arr Yes | 
[census Tractarto———SCSC~S~“~S~CSC ates | ev] Ves | | sara | cto | aa Yes | 
[census Tracteioor ——SC~*~S~wSCSCSC GO tg Yar] [No | sew | ists | ae] | ‘No 
[census Tractaiog———SCSC~S~S~S~SSTC 66 asa 20a} | No | tacts | aaa] al | No 
Oc) 7 dd 
census Tractaizsc——SSCS~S~—~iSCSCt Some | teas] | No | arts | re | taal | No 
census Tractooasaz———SCS~—SC~S~S Stara fae] Ves || nar | sen | ae] | No 
census Tractaoge ———SSCSCS~S~S raft te] | | rz | ton | val [No 
[census Tracteio0g ————SS~S~S~S StS CT] | sens | toro | 200%) Yes] 
census acters —SSCSC~S~SSS a tog Pars | no | cs sc] roel | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tractooes ———SSSCSC*~S~SCSCtO]~—«O Yam] «dt |i mmm] sara] tore| | No 
census Tater ———SSCS~S~SS aes Pass] «dC | att] tee] ariel | No 
[census Tracterrt02——SSCS~S~S~SSC BO nar | tz] | No | cars | 000 | tooxe| | No 
census Tractaira ———~—SCSC~S~S~S~iSS sts | 282] Ves || seo | ors | terre| | No 
[census acters ——SSCSC~S~S~S~iSSC a es |e] «| CN | at | ae] ree] | No 
[census Tractarra0e——SCS~S~SStn soz ftw] to | sn | seo | v2.0] | No 
[census Tracteitaot——SSCSC~S~S~wSSC Oa | Daas] | No | sez a | ones] | No 
O05 Sr 
OE rd 
census Tractaite ———SSCSCS~S~S zc 200 fas} | No | treo | ae | ca | Yes 
[census Tactsore———SCSCS~—SCS~S~SSCt aT] «dC | we | ra | ae] | CN 
census Tracta0e2——SSSCSC~S~—~S~sSS ag ne zo] | No | ato | zee] zac Yes 
[census Tractoor2———SCSC~SCS~S~S~SSSC a a || Ves || tate | tn | ca. Yes | 
census Tractoors——SCSC~=~“~*‘“‘~*~*~‘“~*~*~dtC*~*«t OY Ba |e] Ves || at | ze | cea Yes | 
[census Tactoors———SSC~*~wCSCSC~«t OGY ~~ TTa | Ves || sons | ——_an | arr Yes | 
[census Tractors ———SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSt ar 2c Pa 2] Ves || scar | ter | ar Yes | 
[census Tactsor? ————SSCS~SCS~S~S~SSSC tg azo fro] Ves || ——aarn| ear] zmare| | No 
[census Tractaors——SSCS~S~S~S~iSCSCt twin |] Ves | azn | ara | tal | No 
OS 7 
census Tacteoeo0z———SCS~S~SY tt faa Peas] | no | art | zr | —_ace| | No 
OS 1 7 
[census Tractaoes———SSCS~C~S~S~S~S~Sno tee tos] | no | treo | za | tail | No 
OS re 
census Tata0esc2———SCS~S~S~SSt go Yes} | No | sara | ttt | a0. Yes 
Oc cd 
OS 1 
[census Tractooes ————SCSC~*~wCSCSC Sn Trews] | No | anew | ato] rz] | No 
census Tractaogg——SSCSC~S~—~*~CSCSC Su Yrs] | No | ace | ave | tae] | No 
[census Tractooso SSCS asm] | No | tre | 360] zorre| | No 
census Tractaoat——SSCSC~—~S~C~S~S~iSS ga tos ssf |e | near | st] tee] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tacos ——SSCSC~S~SSSCS |S YC] SC] | CN 
OS 
[census Tractooeaaz———SSCS~S Seat] «dC | ren | 20 | el | No 
census Tractaoae———SSCSCS~S~S~S~S~iSSC Om TSO] to | acer | at | al | No 
[census Tracteous————SSCS~SCS~S~SSC mm] zw] | No | area] tan] ail | No 
census Tractaoue——SC~S~S~S~S~wSSCt a sro | Zea] | No | sts | ator | 2.201 | No 
[census Tactooorr ————SCSCS~SCS~S Sato toe fare] Yes || sto | to | rel | No 
OS 7 
census Tractoosaaz——SCS~S~S~wCSCSC SB =o THO] | No | ames] am |__| | No 
OA 7 
census Tracteiog02————SCS~SCS~CSCS en Taso] | No | reso | aaa] sel | No 
[census Tractarrtot ———SCSC~dCSC IS ng Ze] | No | srs | 080] tare] | No 
[census actos ——SSSC~—SCS~S~SSSC 2 Tt] | No | ser | aes | rel | No 
census Tractor ———SSSCSC~S~S~ST a Pre ts} | No | az | ace | otal | No 
census Tractoorz————SS—~S~S~S Sat Ya] «dC | a2 | ata | tore] | No 
census Tractao0s————SSC~S~“~S~CSCt 6G soe teas] | No | zt | er] acl | No 
[census Tractsoro SSCS er] «dC | an | ron | trrel | No 
[census Tracteort———SSCSC~S~S es are fe] to | azo | 200 | sel | No 
[census Tactsora SSCS aro atte] | No | aro] ten] ae] [No 
census Tractaors——SSC~—~S~—~S~*~wSTSC ter sve] | No | sen | 700 | tarre| | No 
[census acters ———SSSCS~S~S~SSSC OS as tt] | No | car | ae | osre| | No 
On 7 
census Tractoons ——SSCSC~S~—~—~—~SSSC OO |r] «| CN | zm | st] te el | No 
census ractaone———SSCSC~C~S~—~S~wSS no ne tess] to | sre | ara | trce| | No 
OS 1) 
census Tractaone——SCSC~S~“~*~*~*~dCSC OB 6 TTB] | No | arr | ser | —_aze| | No 
[census Tractoona———SSSCS~S Soret] | No | cars| 24 | rare] [No 
census Tractaoao——SSCS~S~S~SCSC Yew] Ves ||| ars | teal | No 
OS 7 
census Tractooang———SS—~SSS ange zeal | | sen] ae] tote) | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoverTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tractooes ———SS*C~*~“~*~*~dtCS*~«tOOYCSC*C*t HOYOS] «YN Cm | sr] te] | No 
Oo dl 
[census Tractoosa———SSCSC~—~‘~*~*~sSCSC zo | aso] Ves | | ——agon| ——tr70| ae. Vos 
census Tractaoss———SCSC~“~‘“‘*~*~*~‘~dtC*~«S SYS |e] Ves || arr | nn | ar Yes | 
[census Tractaoss————SCSC~‘~*~*~‘~*~*wCSCSC TB tw] wba] Ves | | ats | ate] ar el Yes | 
[census Tactaos7———SCSC~S~S~S~S~SCSC( os tne [sv] Ves || tan | sce | aaa Yes | 
[census Tractooss————SCS~C~—~sSSC SG GOT Sew] Ves | | aro] ater | arr Yes | 
[census Tractaoss——CSC~“‘~*‘“~*~*~‘~*~*~dtC*~«C SOY CBG | SHH] Ves || Ca] tga | az Ves | 
[census Tractooso———SSCS~SCS aera fas] | | arto | cao | 2a. Yes | 
OS 
[census Tractooes———SSCS~—S—~—~—~S~SSSCt eS tes] «dt | tat | ata | tal | CN 
census Tractorogs———SCSC~S~S~iSS at soo fetes] Ves || at | az] aa. Yes 
[census Tractsoroae———SSCSC~C~S~SCS~S Sr 00] 20 te] Ves | | nar | 726 | zr el Yes | 
OS 
[census actos ————SSC~S~S~SSC Ose | azo Ves || size | cen] —tarre| | No 
OS) 9) 
census Tracteosor———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~SSSC ae |r| Ves || Cree| te] ae Vos] 
[census Tractaost———SCSC~S~*~dCSC GO toe [zo] | | ara | tao | tol | No 
[census Tractaoss———SSCS~—~*~*~dSCSC DOCG] Zw] | No | sana | tcc | r0.re| | No 
census Tracteoezor——SSCS~S~S~SSTSt so sz tarot | No | ze | aoe | zm el | No 
[census Tractoen0z————SSCS—~S~S SSC sorta] «dt | mt | cer | tae] [No 
census Tractaoee————SSCSC~S~S~SSC goa roe tas] | No | acne | aca | el | No 
census Tractooesor———SCSC~=~‘~‘~*~*~*~dCSC*«t TOY Ce Yao] Ves || swt | tae | aaa Vos 
census Tate0esaz———SC~S~S~sSSC at se Tze TH] Ves || az | ara | trl | CN 
census Tracteesas——SC=~—~—~‘iSSC‘ swe] «dC | sara t00| el | No 
census Trataoesce———SSCSCS~S~S~S~SSC ne Pao Pz] Ves || ara | ser | reel | No 
[census Tractooes————SCSCS~wSCSCSC a tog [aoa] | No | saa | ara | ae] | No 
[census Tractsort———SSSCS~SCS~SSi a0 rte [ers] Ves |] oe] as Vos 
[census Tactoora——SSCSC~SCS~S~S~SSSCt ow nro Yas] Ves || arn] aaa] taze| | CN 
census Tacteig———SSCS~S~SS ae toe [atest Ves | az | ec] 20] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 7 
OS 
OS EY) 7) 
census Tractaogg——SCSC~—~—~“~*~*~wSCSCt az Ya] do | ae | te | ail | No 
[census Tacteot———SSCSC~—~—SCSC~SY zt fst «do | aziz | 2a | a.ze| | No 
census Tractaian SSCS rar Pts] | | ter | en | ts el | No 
[census Tractooon———SSCS~SCS~S~SSSC a0 Perform] | No | aac | aco | —toaie| | No 
On YO 
[census Tractsoos——SSCS~—S~—~S~wSCSCSC CS Yaw] | No | sco | ase | ze] | No 
[census Tractaota———SCSC~“~*~‘“~*~*~dCS*S*~« at Sas] | No | ase | 20 | ate | No 
[census Tractaoae————SCSC~S~S~S~ SC oo 0G Tara] Ves || ato | ano | ao. Vos] 
census ractaoas——SSCSC~S~S~“S~S~S~CSSC se Ho Yara] Yes || acme | aa | as ze| CN 
[census Tractooae———SSCSC~—~*~“‘~*~wCSCSC TCO Asm] «LCN | aan | ae | toe] [No 
[census Tractooa?——SCSC—~—~—S~“‘~*~*~wSSC os] to | sass | ae | el | No 
OS TS 
census Tractaooeor———SSCS~S~S se ato far} | no | se | taza | roel | No 
census Tractooo60z———SS—S~S~S SSC ef ttm] | No | scm |_| tre] | No 
census Tractaors———SCSC~*~*~*~dYCS*S~« sz Yaw] Ves || sce] tar | al Ves | 
OS 
census Tractaoa2——SSCSC~—S~‘~*~S*~*~sSSC TO —T8w 20a] | No | acer] tan tore | No 
OS A) 
census Tractaora———SSCS~S~S~S as ser [20] Ves || seer | seo | za | Yes | 
census Tractoon0——SOSC~S~S~S~SSSC DO tor] a0] Ves | | acto | tore | za. Yes | 
census Tractaoat——SSCSC—~—~—~—“‘~*~*~iSCSCt rts] «| | rs | ats | tel | CN 
OS dT 
census Tractaoas———SSCS~S~CS~S~SSS ro ag60 Pare] Yes || at | 705| rr el | No 
TOTAL Monmouth County | 624050| tao 2aax[ 48] 08] 675900] tonss1| 169%] | 117 
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Table 17C-18 
Environmental Justice Populations: Morris County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! —statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
orris County, New Jersey 


FGensusTactaezo1——SSSCSC~S~S~wSCSCSC~«S TCO] C*YSC*N «YC ~~] CLC 
[census Traetaez02 Sw | ae] zee] | No | ser] tov] aero] | No 
[census Traetaez908——SC~S~SSSC | —CDYDw| iY No | zee | 06? TBC 
[census Taetaeza7 SSCS |v ror] | No | sano] ave] stv] | No 
census Taetdero7———SCSC~SCS~SSSC Tats] «dN | wes] sora] CN 
[census Tract d6604 SCS | Tae] are] | No | 5755] 200] 40%] | No 
census Traets5n07——SCSC~S~SSSSS ||] «dC | tee] ove | Teme] CN 
[census Tract s502 SSCS res | toe] ze] | No | 7754] ae ero] | No 
census Tiactaen03——SSCS~SSS ge | nar] ane] | No | sz coe? terol | No 
[census Traetdoios ——S~S~SSC || su ves | | ase] ts00f 220] | No 
census Tiactaes————SSCSC~—CS~SC~SSSC gat] ze’ | are] mts] CN 
census Tract Sis | tan] ate] | No | aan] 106) 30%] | No 
census Tiactaanoi———SSCS~SCSSSCt ge Tart zt Po | 2080 rey 2c] CN 
[census Tract aato2 —SC~S~S~SC at | ws] ze] | No | Senn] are? enrol | No 
census Tiactaa1——SSCS~SS ts cs] tegef Po | ane ene ervel | No 
[census Tract azz ———SC~SCS~S SC | tan | asf | No | sco 20? aro] | No 
census Tract azn ——SSCSC~S Sen | 8] atesl fo | 200 ter fears] | No 
[census Treat az302 SSS aa | sang] | No | ana] z0) aro] | No 
census Tact saz ———SOSCS~S~SSS || nat No | acs] oro fags] No 
[census Tact aso7 SSCS | zat] ze ves || ron] 06 | tore] | No 
census Tiactaa302———SSCS~S on faz’ «ito | sore] cet? cre] No 
[census Tract sa503———SCS~S~wSSC a || vg] | No | 3605] 70? 22% ‘| No 
census Tract aaaor——SSCS~S~S cor fet arf io | ro] rato] | No 
[census Tract da402———SCS~S~S~S Sz |r| ese] | No | stan] oe | tego] | No 
census Tiacta5—SSCS~S~S~S~SSC | 80 | ze ves || Ces te | vO Yes | 
census Tactsa6———SCSC~S~SCSCS~S SCT | 2080] scr] Ves | | ——scrs| sca freee] ‘| CN 
census Tiactas7——SSCS~—~SSS ew ras coet to | ear] sary toael—iCN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“cometanwe———SSCS*C*~S~sSCt OY =i] ae] Ves || —Ccm | rie] zai Ves] 
[census Tata ————SSCS~S~S~SSSCt oe er fro] «| | are | see | toil | CN 
[census Taare ——SSCSC~—SC~S~S Stove fart | No | sere | za] 72e| | No 
census Tracts7cg——SS~S~SS a en | te] | | sate | tae] ariel | No 
[census Tractaze———SSC~—~*~‘—~wSSC SOY‘ Yaw] «dC | ara | tt |_| | CN 
P census Tractaa9——SSCSCS~SCS~S~S rar softs} | | are | ze | sel | No 
[census TaaaiaT ———SSCS~S~SSSC ve nas [arts] | No | cre | zr | ase] | No 
[census Tactaig02——SOS~S~S~SSSC ow nar [tos] | No | ago cra | tae| | No 
OS) 7 D7 
[census Tractaas——SSCS~S~S~st sa ae tas] No | arse | tc | el ON 
Oc 7 
census acta ——SSCS~S aor ra fz} | no | acer | ats | rel [No 
[census Tractage——SSCSC~SCS~S~S~SST ter [20m] | No | are | 205 | roses] | No 
[census ractaa0 SSCS aor fates zal | no | acme | ara] ae] [No 
O50 rd 
census Tracaene ——SC~*~*~iCSC~t Yr | Se] Ves || mn | ez | ta el | No 
[census Tatar —SCSCSC~S~SS roe |] «| | arto] ara] tratel | No 
Oe 7 
[census Tactass———SSCSC~—~—~‘—~*~wCSCSC SY CY Tw] «| CN | 2H | ase] ae] | No 
census Tracer ——SSC~S~S~sTSC az [az] Ves || Sear] tot | ae Vos 
Oo TZ 
[census Tractassot———SSCSC~sSSC OO re | ta} | No | aac | 200 | el | No 
[census Traaassoz——=—S~=~“—~*~—~*~*~‘wSSC TB tT] D0] | No | cect | ae | soe] | No 
[census Tractaso———SSCSCS~S~S~S nar reef za} | no | ates | ra | zeal | No 
[census Tacos ——=—S~wCSCO ge TFS] | No | ree | ——_ta20 | 25.3% | No 
census Tractaoa——SSCSCSC~SCS~S~S ze a0 teas] | No | ara] ara | rze| | No 
[census Taatai2———SCSC~—~—~SCS~SSSC vo oof tee] | No | arr | 270 | 03%] | No 
[census Tractatg——SSCSC~S~“‘~*~*~dYCSC zo Pz] | No | aac | ra | asl | No 
ON 5 FZ 
census Tractats——SSCSC~SS wos tno zat | No | seus | a6] ore] | No 


August 2022 189/235 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“crmstacacor——SSCSCSC~SCSsor nro | aoe] Ves | | aa] eae] | No 
[census Tractai602———SCS~S~S~SSSC ime Yaa] Ves | at | 200 | rel | No 
census Taaaie0s SSCS aor | Ves | | ato | sen | tare] [No 
[census Tractaie0e——S~S~S Sr nt0 | a8 | Yes || aero | aes | rel | No 
[census Tactareat——SCSC~=~—~‘“~*~*~*~*~wCSCSC~t IS Ye Tew Ves | | vets | sao | tosre| | No 
census Tractaie02———SSCS~S~S~SS as zt fs] Ves || arn | aoe] el [No 
Oc dd 
census Tactaaage———SSC~S~S~SSC ar aco ze] | || arn | el CN 
census Tractaaaoe ————SSSCS~S~SSS are fez] | No | aan arn | acl | No 
[census Tractasot——SCSC~“~*~‘“~*~*~dtCS*~Ct OS Ya Taras] | No | cen | az | taal | No 
[census Taaaasoz————SSSC~—S~—~SSC a tz | Be] Ves || ana | aaa | tae] [No 
census Tractae———SSCSC~S~“~*S~*~YCSSC go sar Pte] Ves | |r | tae | zal Vos | 
[census Tatas ——SSCSC~SCS~S~S~SCSC Saar | Tra] Ves || sens] t400 2n0re| | No 
[census Tractaso———SSCSC~S~‘“~*~S*~CSC GO aver [Tew] Ves || aren | zs | aaa Yes 
ON 9 dX 
census Tracts ——SSCS~S os aso 782 Ves || te | am | as | Yes | 
census Trac ase0s——SCSC~S~S~S~SSSC 2s | ao] Ves | | ma | a8 | te] | CN 
census Tractass———SCSC~“~*~*~*~*~dYCS*~«C TCT | zoe] | No | ise | sr | t0ae| | No 
[census Tactaaaor——SSCSC~S~SSC as | ttm] dL | acer | zm] se] [No 
[census Tractaaeor——SCSC~S~S~SSS as ago] to | amo | aon | tose| | No 
[census Tractaasoz———SSCS~S~S~SSSC eT Ta] | No | sat | ra | —ta.e| | No 
census Tactaa7cg Ser a0 | 2a] | No | ser | ama | ral | No 
[census Tacaorot——SCSC~—~—SCS~wSSC az z0 | | No | scan] as |_| | No 
census Tractaonz————SCS~S~SSa zee 20s] | no | ses | ace] reel No 
[census Tractaoeat———SSCS~S~S~SSSC SCT aT] | No | sams | ars | taal | No 
census Tractaoe0s——SCS~S~S~wSSCt nee [ars] Ves || nr | aan 7 el | No 
[census Tracaoeoe———SSCS~S~S~SSC row aoe far] Ves | | arta zen] roe] | No 
census Tractaoe0s——SSC~S~S~sSCSC tas [zt] | No | sce | za | aie| | No 
[census Tactaio———SSCSC~SCS~S~S~SCSC OG azo [zea] | No | at | ——_ac | trl | No 
census Tractatt———SSCSC~S~S~S~iSSi OS ze [sz] Ves || see | tara] as ae Ves 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“comstacaror——SCSCSC~C~S~S~SSSCt Ys] a] Ves | Cw] ira] tee] | CN 
census Taatai72——SSCS~S~SS tte nz | ae Ves | ar] as | tae] | No 
[census Taare ———SSSCS~S~SCSSCt we TSH Ves | | ares | ca | tr gel | No 
census Tractai705——SSSCS~S~S os Yana] Ves || at | cred Yes | 
[census Tacai706 ——SC~S~SSC uw | —azg0 Ys] Ves | | sar | aaa | are| | No 


census Tiactatg03 SSS | 2203] ves | aan] tar al CN 
[census Tractaaz———SC~SCSCS rer | tc | nz] | No | ror] ove | acre] | No 
census Tracta0s———SSCS~SSCt Tsar ns] «dC | ie] es | toate] CN 
[census Tractaod——SCS~C~SCSCS~SC a | ae] ance] No | ator? otf taal | No 
census Tiacta0s———SCS~S~S S| as nzesl fo | aoe reece] CN 
[census Traeta06 SSCS SC |e] re] | No | ars az | ors] | No 
census Tiactaoroi———SCSC~S~S~S~SSS a | ae] nce] No | same] aaa free] CN 
[census Traetdoro2 SSS Yaa] No | ato] 0a aro] | No 
TOTAL Moris County | aro] _taiieo| 2ee%| ai[ eo] _enria| __oa72| tan | 97 


August 2022 191/235 


Table 17C-19 
Environmental Justice Populations: Ocean County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
cean County, New Jersey 


Census Tract7961.02——=SCS=~S~C*~« OY ~C«Y ST] C*dYSC«N «SCH Ca] 2a] «LCN 
[census TactTa6n05 ———SSCSC~—~S~SSCt aT | ta] | No | sere | _—_aor| zane] | No 
a a a a 
OS NN 

[census TractTuooT——SCSC~S~S~S~wSSCt CYTO] «dN | ize | acm | tea] | No 
[census TractTasoot——SSCSCS~S~SSSCes ett] | No | ces | soe] rare| | No 
census Tact795002———S~S~S~S~SSStTo ase ta] | No | sno | arr | tare| | No 
[census TactTastot——SSSCSCS~S~CSSC of] «dt | ase | sae | ae Vos] 
[census TractTogn01——SCSC~*~‘dCSC IBC Ys] | No | sate | ae | tace| | No 
census TractTa6002———S~S~S~SSSC Ym] «dC | tes | ane | toze| [No 
[census TractTa70——SSCS~SY ser ago frat | No | acer | tora | aor ves 
[census TactTa6n.7 ———SSCSC~S~S~S~wSSC GOT rw] | No | sce | ra | tare| | No 
census TractT20005. SSCS aro rst | No | aes | tas | ara Yes 
[census Tract720008———SSSCS~S~S Sa soft | No | attr re] t0ze| | No 
census Tract720208——SCS~S~SSS gO | DOH] Ves || scar | azz | airel | No 
O57 8 7 
census TactT91202 Ss 288 ravsl | No | aver | att] 27 3 Yes | 
[census Tract7a1203.———SCS~S SCS] «dC | temo | aro | zon] | ‘No 
census TractTav208———SS~S~S~Sas aso Yrs] | No | ara | ans | zal | No 
O50 7 
census TractT20001 SSCS fae] dt | at | ac | zoel | No 
[census TractT20n1 ——SSCSC~S~S~wCSCSCti SY CO | Tw] Ves || ar] za | aa ze Vos 
[census TractT20002——SS~S~STSi a ae fw] «dO | aces] arr | a0. Yes | 
ON cd 
census tractri@o——SCS~S~“~S~wSTSC tore Paz] | No | ates | azar] ra el | No 
[census Tactri7omr———SSCS~C~S~S~SSSCs THB] Ves || age | se | 10.0%] | No 
census TractTi7002 Ss stro [soa] ves | | sare | taco | 20.) ves 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“comstaarinr ———SSCSCSC~S—is | tre] Ves || aes] ae] | No 
census Tact Ti7102————SCS~S~S sO Te | 20 Ves || are | ato | tr ze| | No 
[census TaatTi7501———SSCSCS~S~SSCz00 fs [zt] Ves | | ——_rz00 | ——tr20| 240] | No 
[census Tract Ti7502——S~S~S Sisco fs | tia] | | rst | ane] el | No 
census Tract720002 ———S~S~SSSCi Seto] dN | sce | tore | a0s| Yes] 
census Tract720205———SS~S~S nacre} to | ate | ste | teze| | No 
[census Tract720006.———S—S~S~S Sno} teres] | No | sor] toes | rae] | No 
[census Tact7oi0———SSCSC~S~S~*~YCSC«i COB Yea] Ves || ar] ara | are Vos | 
O17 7 
census tactTi78 SSS rete far] Ves |e | ren | zl | No 
[census TaatTi7é ———SSCS~S Cts 08 | TBO Ves | | scr] ran] vaate| | No 
[census TractTast05——SC~“~*~“‘*~*~*~‘dtCS*~«C OW YC Ys] «dC | Came] ara | reel | No 
O50 A) 7 7 
[census TractTogoo1—SCSC~S~S~sTSC tz Sz] | | zs | ar | tral | No 
OS 7) 
census TractTa90———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~STSC SGOT] to | tsar | ara | ro sel | No 
census TactTuog ————SSC~S~S~S SC GOT taws] | No | acta | tae | zarre| | No 
census TractTouo0s———SCSC~S~STSger nse | tom] Ves || abe | zz | 2a. Yes 
[census TractTaro02 ———SCS~S~wSCSC«C OSC am] «LCN | sor] sre | tol | ‘No 
census Tact730702 SS 0 —z8e [tor] Ves || acer] taco | zal | No 
[census Tractors ———SSC~—~S~—~iSSC TOT TSM] «dC | ato | 205] oe] | No 
census TractTa0002———S~S~SSSC to Psa Ptr} | No | rz | ——_ztzr | 2a] | No 
O50 7) 
[census TractTa0005.——SSC~S~SCSCSC me Psa] do | | ns | ta el | No 
census TractTantog————SSCS~S~CSSC Cea Tomes] | No | aoc | 720 | tee] | No 
census Tract7208———SCSC~C~*~“‘~*~*‘“~*~dYC*~«C OC Yes] dN | isa | te | al | No 
[census Tract72068 ———SSCSC~S~S~S~S~wSCSC ow Tan] Ves || mea | atc] 250%] | No 
[census Tract7200———SCSC~C~*~S~dYCS*SCS tgif za Hd Ves || sar | tte | za. Yes 
[census Tact720———SSCSCS~S~S~SSS rans 2 Ves || scar | tte | tae] | No 
census TractT21———SSCSC~S~S~SSS we sco Tz test Ves | ser] rn] toe] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cess taatro ————SCSC~S~sSCSC~«t OYTO] am] CdY CN |e] tt] tre] | CN 
[census Tact7296.———SSCSC~S~SsSTSC a Pa wm] do | me] at | are| CN 
[census Tract ————SSCS~S~C~S~SSSC OT aS] Ves || mH] tao | ase] | No 
census TractT2soo7——SSCS~S~SStne aera] | | acs | rz] a0] | No 
[census Tract725002———SS~S~SSSCt SST TOO Ves |__| sone | tase] zzarel | No 
O50 7 
[census Tact7a00 ——SSCS~SSSC ve tow fz] | No | zr | ata | rane] | No 
census Tact 731005 ———SCS~S~S~S~CSCS«C BY —oTOY Dom] Ves || san | tam | ara Vos | 
[census Tract7a1206———S—S~S~wSSC oY amt «tC | mee | arn | ae Vos | 
census TractT2.01—SSSCS~S~S~ST tt STs] | No | sen] on] te ze| CN 
[census Tract720402 ———SS~S~SSCi ete] «dt | aro | con | tral | No 
[census TractT206 ———SSCS~S~S~S~SsC sts ss] to | ara | at | rel | No 
[census TactT20702 ———SSCSC~S~SSC tg ew | Te] Ves || ane | ae | tre] [No 
census Tract7208 ———SSSCSC~S~S rss fn |r] ves || rato | tor | zal | No 
[census Tact ——SSCSC~—~SCS~SCSSC ato Pat «dC | sto] ats | revel | No 
census Tract7269 ———SSCSC~dYCSC~« ne | te] | No | att | a0 | zal | No 
[census Tract7200———SSCS~S~SY Sar avo ta] fo | tae | tt |e] | No 
[census Tract720 SS ter [toms] | no | ten] to | mae Yes 
[census TaatTaomT ——SSCSC~—S~CS~SSSCtn aro | ttm] «| | sn | see | trl | CN 
[census TractT2ar1 SSCS sar ft] | no | are ara | ae] | No 
[census TactTar.ot ——SSCSC~S~S~iSSC OY sw] Ves || ame | iat | 2a Vos | 
O07 dd 
[census TactTo7002————SSOSCS~S tis] |r] «| No | tts | tr | tae] | No 
[census Tract720———SSSCS~S~S~SS zo Pano faz] Ves || S20 | tne | za are| | No 
[census TaatTiso SSCS nar [ao Ves | | toga | srr | ariel Yes 
census TractTis2————SC~S~S as Pate | tra] Ves || race | 7280 | sor] Yes | 
[census Tactics ———SCSC*~—~*~*~‘iCSCSCt nt | ta] «| CN | ime | act | sel Yes | 
census TraotTis802———S~S~SSS a aso] | No | cnt | acre | ra. Yes | 
OC) 7 
census TractTish02———SCS~S~S~SSC we Pte zt Yo | sat | sec] rose Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 


[ces taatris ———SCSC~*~“~*~dtCS*~«s OYTO] wm] «dC “YC | rm] maa] Vos] 
[census TaatTis6———SCSC~S~—~S~iCSCSC |e] | No | Ta] aro | sarre Yos | 
[census acti? —————SCSCS~S~S~S ras | nze0 | tig] | No | toate] ones] one Yes 
[census TractTiss——SSCS~S~S~S~STS a tren zor] Ves || cme | cn | ara Yes | 
[census TaatrisaaT ——SCSC~S~S~S~wSSCt SO ——éSO BOO Ves | | ats | ——_—av | ast] Yes | 
census TractTisa02——S~S~SS a 8s06 [3s] Ves | | ant | tse | 25] | No 
[census Tactriso ———S~S~S~S SSC ats fem] «dC | ser | ces | ame] | No 
[census TactT20007 ——SSCS~S~S~S~Ssae ne |e] Ves |r| se | tr el | No 
[census Tract720002——S~S~SSSCt GODOT Ves |_| ___8z08| 28a | zeal Yes [ 
census TractT201——SSCSCS~S~S~S~S sar ame arm] Ves | ato | ro | tal | No 
[census TaatTio———SSCSC~—S~—~S~wCSC Cmte Ves | | a | roe] toe] [No 
[census tractTiat ——SSSCSC~—S~SC~C~S~i a ef to] | No | ccs] ra | trl | No 
[census aati ————SSCSC~SCS~S Star I | TBH Ves || san | sca] taae| | No 
census TractT19005.——SC~S~SSSC saz [| Ves | | sce | tara | zr el Vos | 
[census tacts ——SCSC~S~wSSC goo aos] «dC | at | swe | aml | CN 
[census TractTi9g7——SSCSC~S~S~SS0e sc 200] Ves || are | sn] zarre| | No 
[census TractTi9g02———SSSCS~S~SS se Tze] «| CN | —aas | ran] zal [No 
census TractTi96 ———SCS~S~SS ree 20 [tows] | No | aren | as | tel | No 
[census TaatTi96 SSCS ser ftom] | No | acta | tc | ariel | No 
[census TactTia7 ———SCS~S smo far tors} | no | acto | 280] tal | No 
Or A) 7) 
[census TractTigo——SC~S~S~SSTS sa —t080 | aro] Ves || ance | ara | roel | No 
ON A 
census TractTaz———SSCS~S~S~SSse ast far] Ves || rsa | tan | ar el | No 
Or A) 7 
[census TractT202———SSCS~S~‘“~*~*~dYCS*~« ata fw] do | we | wt | cae Ves | 
[census Taatriat ———SSSCSCS~SCS~SSSta ro ret «| | acer | 2a | are] | No 
census TractTiot_————SCSC~S~S~iSSS ao Yes] to | azo | ate | ts el | No 
[census aati SCs aoe vrs] | No | ate | ata | rz | No 
census tractTin@———SSCS~S~SSS os os [asa | No | ater 225] sve] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censuses ———SSCSCS~CS~S~SSC Tt] CCN me) taro] CN 
census Tact71@——SCS~SCS~S~SCS a Twenge] | No | rae] ase yao] CN 
[census Traet7120 SCS | trae] | No | tan ne | aro] | No 


[census TractTi96——SCSC~=~“~*~*~“*~*~*~dYCSCSC Oise ws] | No | acto | cnn] varre| | No 
[census TactTiag ———SOSCS—~—SSSC gota] «dC | Ce] tw | tril | No 
census TractT96t ———SSCSC~—~S~S se a Pz} do |e | ze | tal | No 
OS 2 NN 7 
Oa 
TOTAL Ocean County | seats | staaal tean[ a0] a6] senrze| tasai7| 2an| [94 
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Table 17C-20 
Environmental Justice Populations: Passaic County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT| = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES) (NO) 
assaic County, New Jersey 


PF CensusTractzaen02————SSSCS~S~sSCS*~S YC YC] CSC «SCOTT a] “CN 
[census Tractzaen03———SSCS~S~‘iSSC GO| rT DO] | No | ara | vo] —_aarel | No 
census Tractza6s———SCSC~S~SSSC p00 Yas] | No | a8 | tat | zr Vos 
[census Traatii6s ———SCS~S~S~S~SSSC SB tar [aaa] | No | 7885 | rca | real | No 
census Tact 19607 ——SSCSC~S~S~SS ata tg [2a es] | No | 4080 |_| reel | No 
[census Tract 196402——S~S~S SC —asao fst] | No | cee | car | r0.0%| | No 
census Tractza66a1——SSCSC~S~S~SSS ane [zo es} | No | ater | 8a | zoel | No 
[census Tractza6602———SSC~S~S~SSSCSm ts | tom] | No | rte | ——_aza | 73%e| | No 
census Tractzaeo02———SS~S Stet fasts es} | No | —zaor | 105] oe] | No 
census Tractzasogs———SCSC~S~S~wSSC QO BY tow] | No | sects | 205 | sel | No 
census Tractzuezo1———SSCSC~S~S~iSC | —tz88 [20s] | No | etn] st] ze] | No 
census rat5e605——SSSCS~S~wSSC sep tim] «dC | sma | rz | tae] | No 
[census Tractor ——SSC~“~‘~*~*~‘~dtCS*~C EY Cee |] do | cae | ac | sel | No 
census Tractzie702———SSCS~S~S Sa OY ara] | No | san | as | oe] | No 
census rat 56802 ——S~S~S~SCSCt eT] | | gaze | az | antl | No 
[census Tractascat———SSC~S~S~SCSCSC OS nw | arma] | No | sate | rz | terre| | No 
census Tat 56605.——SSOS~S~SSS ze nar ze] | No | sce | atc] zal | No 
[census Trat5ee0a——SCS~S~iSCSCt OG CTO] |_| No | cts | aor | r00%| | No 
census Tract 124402 ——S~S~SSzse Son | arse] Ves || Sze | ae | te.e| | No 
[census Tracti7erot———SSSCS~S~S~SSS sar feo] Ves | | sats | tr | aan Vos 
census Tractig————OSCSC~S~‘“—~S*~CSCSCS SB swe | | No | ra | sce | taal | No 
[census acti ———SCSC~S~CSC oats as ws] | No | var | ars | arr | No 
census Tractiua.2——S~S~S~S~S~sSTSC 0 nse [zest | No | ace | ae | tae| | No 
census Tract i20328———SSCS~S~S~wSSCa nz Ys Ves || azn] ara | zoe] | No 
census Tract i9a7.01——SSCSC~S~STS 886 [Te] Ves || sce | tras | 2a sel | No 
[census Tract 199702——SCSC~S~S~S~SSSCt rer Ys] Ves | | azar | sce | ati Vos] 
census Tractisaoot———SCSC~S~—~SSSta tar [zoey | No | ace | ze] el CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censusTract too? ———SCSC~S~S~SSCSCt Ym] tem] PN || tre) vee] CN 
census Tract 601 ——SSSCSCS~S~S ra | rar | art ves Pra] azn ara Yes | 
census Tract Ta0207——SCS~SSSC ra | ac] tg ves | aera tas fast Yes | 
census Tact 1e0202 ST | as | oot Yes || rate | az Pt) Yes | 
census Tract Ta03———SSCS~S~S~SSSCti a |= res] ot Yes | |i ae] za esd Yes | 
census Tract 1606 ——SCS~S~SSS ro | as | oso Yes || a8 | 1.908 [200 Yes | 
census Tact 618 ——SOSC~S~SSSC || a Yes | || ton co Yes | 
census Tact 619 ——SSCS~SS as [800 | ng Yes ||| 106 Pate Yes | 
census Tract 1620S nar || nae ves | tar] taro 757%) Yes | 
census Tact 1621 ——SCSC~*~S~S~S~STSTSC |e | a. ves ||| 20a P5028) Yes | 
census Tract 1632 ——SOSCSC~S~SSSC a |e | eae ves | ee] 20720 Yes | 
census Tract2036 ——=S~SS we | at | roc ves || sas | ne fant Yes | 
census Tract 223807 ———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC ss [to] angel |e ee te] | CN 
census Tact2238.02 Sse | 2080 | asf fo | ta] oss fre] | CN 
census Tiact209—SSCSC~S~SSSStw rot «dC | Ct] Coe Ves | 
census Tact 246107 SSS [are] nz No | ce en traey | CN 
census Tract 246103 ——S~S~SSSSnar [tz crt fo | toe aor acre] | No 
census Tact 246106 San | ses No | as] ago tres] | No 
census Tract 268107 ———SSCS~S~SSSC za |r ate] io | cee eof cose ves | 
census Tact 264102 ——SCS~S~SwTS nse || i || taro tere] | CN 
census Tiact2682 —SSOS~S~SSS a | at | arte Yes | amass [ett Yes | 
census Tract 24007 ——SCSC~S~SsSTSgt | sce angle |g | 188 fz] 
census Tract 265 —SSCS~S~S~S~SSTSC | aaa Yes | somo tare farce] LCN 
census Tact 124602 SS | 2a | arc | arr | za zal | N 
census Tact 247 ——SSSCS~S~S~SS a | ara] tr ves || cen care Yes | 
census Tact 1288——SSCSCS~S~SS abo | sare | rng Yes | ao] ro acd Yes | 
census Tract 289 ——SOS~*~S~S~SSCSC aor | eg Yes | dame zee aad Yes | 
census Tact 1260 ——~—SCS~STS aes | rg ves || ate] ano fst) Yes | 
census Tiact251——SOSC~S~SSS a | 05 Toor ves || soe | tat fae Yes | 
census Tact 762 ———SSCS~S~SSS ce | so] or ves | son | soso fra) Yes | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censusTact7sn07———SSCSC*S*~C~S~SSCSC Yas | asa ves | mt eo) come ves | 
census Tact 176302 ——S~S~S Sac | ao | ae Yes | daar | 2007 8d Yes | 
census Tract 75407 ——S~S~SSSC a || oso Yes | | iar azo sare Yes | 
census Tact 175402 San | ar | os aves || a0 | 3.206 [70.0%] Yes | 
census Tact 765 —SSCS~S~SSSSan || ase ves | rae] ave [soc Yes | 
census Tact 76607 ——SSCSCS~S~iSS tesa | er] cao art | CN 
census Tract 766502 ——~S~S~SSSrs |e | vse ves || ree] rr Pee Yes | 
census Tract 75703 ——SCS~S~SS a | 2888 | esc Yes ||| te fara Yes | 
census Tact 75706 SOS |g] PN | tora] tet sate ves | 
census Tact 176801 ——~—S~S~SSTSSaa | ato] ona ves ||| ar ced Yes | 
census Tract 175802 ——~—S~SSSCt i | sro] oz Yes || az] sor race Yes | 
census Tact 769 —SSSCS~STS as | aa] amt Yes | dao | ar raced Yes | 
census Tact 1610 ——SCSC~S~SSSC ga | ara | ase ves | |r| re set Yes | 
census Tract tet —SSSCSC~S~S ts | cr | orl ves ||| arta ard Yes | 
census Tact 12 ———S~S~SSS ma | ara] og Yes | | aa eo fae Yes | 
census Tract 1613 ——SCSCSC~S~S~ST saa | sera Yes ||| 0m rd Yes | 
census Tract 1628 ——~—S~S~S~SSSC 00 Tae] ose ves | | aa | aso soar Yes | 
census Tract 1625 ——SSCS~SS anc | | on. Yes || 000 | 1.908 [2810 Yes | 
census Tract 1625 ——SS~S~SSS | aor | osc ves || tno fat Yes | 
census Tact 1e27——SCSC~S~S Sia | ae | tvs ||| ss Pt) Yes | 
census Tact Te5n07 SSCS || am Yes || aes | tra sae ves | 
census Tract 165102 ——S~S~S ar | aa | aro Yes || ane | 2088 ard Yes | 
census Tract 243.27 ——SOSCS~S~SCSSC mH | zeae] dC | Ca] aoe] CN 
census Tract 1243.22 ——SSCS~S~S~S~wSS ane [a0 ancl No | acer | 06 207] | No 
census Tract 246507 —SSCS~SSSC | wt] Ves || aa e Yes | 
census Tract te07 SS | 2a | ote Yes |r| ea sed Yes | 
census Tract 608 SST | ate] ore ves || are ttf coz) ves | 
census Tract 1e00——=~SC~*~*~S~SCTSC a | st | og Yes | || ares [ent Yes | 
census Tract to1@ Sata [8000] ort] ves || aes] 2200 Pott Yes | 
census Tract 15 ——SSCS~S~S Snr | sce o gel ves | | sore | azn frail ves | 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censsTeteo:——SSSCS~SCare | 2a] org ves | dn] tre) eae ves | 
census Tract 1622S | 082 | aaa Yes ||| 28 [Toa Yes | 
census Tract 162307 —SSCS~SSSt a nar osm ves | dt mal Yes | 
census Tact 162302 ——=S~SSsars | | oa ves || sora] 0a fez 0) Yes | 
census Tract 168 ——SCS~S~SCSSC a | cer | mm Yes || Ce| —208 | tt Yes | 


census Tract 1629———SSCS~S~SSS | ae] oof ves | | 805 tz60 free Yes | 
[census Tract taa0——SC~S~S SSC || sce ves | | _ari7| 3.206) 010 Yes | _ 
[census Tact a3 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~S~SSSC OTe] Sd CN || es |r] LCN 
[census Tract 42———SSCSCS~S~S tw | att] are] | No | ata] 00) aero] | No 
census Tract 438 ——SCS~SC~S~wSSCSC aT | 2000 | azges| | No | sare] tea 20704] | No 
[census Tract 1685 ———SCSCSC~SCS~S~CSCa | tar swe] | No | ao] zo? —tettol | No 
census Tract 246007 SSS | 220] ar zel | No | ates] rer tear] | No 
[census Tract 246102 SCS [tae] ate] | No | 2052] soo? tro] | No 
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Table 17C-21 
Environmental Justice Populations: Somerset County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! — statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
omerset County, New Jersey 


Census Tract5a402——SSSCS~*~S~YCS*~«i YC] Ves | CCT] CYT] CN 
[census Tractsasat——SSSC~=~—~‘“‘~*~*~*‘“dCSC*~C*ésdYC*éSdYC | SCLC | SC] ie] toe] [No 
O57 
[census Tactsa70g——SSCSC~S~CS~S~SSSC a tog Tato] | No | scr | ta] ae] | No 
census Tactsa70g——SCSC~S~S~iSSSC a Ce YH] | No | aww] ra 2e| | No 
census Tatsa705——SCS~S~S~S SSCS Tass] | No | soso | arn | ae] | No 
[census Tactsaro7———SSC~S~‘“~*~*~iSSC eT Ys] | No | sez | ton | —_2e| | No 
[census Tactsaeot——SSCS~—~—~—~—~iSSC YY tw] «dC | Ca] Cia] tere| | No 
census Tats0803——SCS~S~S~SSCSSC go ara [somes] | No | acer | aro | rel | No 
[census Tactsae05 ——SSCS~=~—~*~iCSCSC SBC YO] | | ace | 200 | 72%| | No 
census Tacts090¢———SOSC~S~—~S~iSSC to tas [ss] | No | azo | traf al | No 
census Tract50905——SSCS~S~S~SSSCt sa ome Tera] Ves || cm | tm | zal | No 
census ract5a202——SCS~S~S SCs] sees} | No | sre | sar] rel | No 
ON re TT 
census Tracts02———SSCS~S~S~S~sSSSC QO tra [ee | Ves || are | are | zal | No 
OS 7) cd 
[census Tractsoa———SSCSC~—~—S~—~S~iSS a nr [sz] Ves || are | am | aml | No 
On 8 7 
census Tracts06 ———SSSCS~S nia tz fanz] to | see | at | rel [No 
[census Tactsorr —SSCSC~SCS~SS ere | zea] | No | ata | 200 | oe] | No 
census Tats7.03——SC~S~S~S~SS a ge |e] Ves || amar | at | ral | No 
[census Tractso7g———SSCS~S sac [sr] Yes | | cars| 606 | arse] | No 
census Tractsoeot SSCS wares 20a} | No | art] 0s] 25re| | No 
census Tract50802 SSS te Taz] | No | ate | a0 | 7 2e| [CN 
census Tractsoact—SSCSC~S~S~SSS ez fart to | ae | zo | el [No 
[census Tactsa ———SSCSCS~S~S~S ae ——tove farm] | No | aren] 700 | 2r%| | No 
[census Tractsis ——SSCSC~—~S~S ar ne [ae] ves || are] ttc] sere ves 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“crmstaase ——SSSCSC~S~SSSC Yee] mot «dt |r| ime] co Vos] 
census Tact59602——SC~*~SSSC ar ——tos ftw] | No | scorn] a0 | el | No 
[census Tact0603——SSC~—S~—~SSSC Cm | te] [No | aac | ats | ce] | No 
census Tatv60¢———SS~S~SY Sas soe far] | no | scr | ae | tose| | No 
[census Tatsa706 ————SSC~S~S Sse far fas] | No | se] a0 | ae] | No 
census Tatsa80¢——SCS~S~—~S~iSS a 2g | ab zs] | No | ais | are | tr zl | No 
ON A) 7 
Oa i 
ON 
[census Tracts2007 ——SSCS~S~SSCsO TOY toms] | No | tar | tz | —tare| No 
census racts0005———SCS~S~S~CSCSC« we | DB] | No | —Sce0 | aaa | ze] | No 
census Tracts2006——S~S~SSCim ee tras] | No | tra | 200 | ral | No 
[census Tatsat02———SCS~S~S~SSSC age [rr] Ves || sear | ae | trl | No 
census Tatsa103——SC~=~“~*~‘“‘*~*~*~‘~dtC*~C TY —~C GO YEO Ves | | sce | r40 | raare| | No 
census Tact5a105——SSCSC~S~S~S~wSCSCS a8 | sO] Ves | | ross | ens | re] | No 
census Tract602———SCSC~“~*~*~“‘~*~*~*~dYCS*~«SWS Y= [80H Ves || tows | ara | 243] | No 
[census Tact503———SSCS~—~S~—~“‘—~S*~*~iCSCSC«C OGY TSG] GOH] Ves | | suze] ara | aa 0%] Vos] 
census Tats ——SSCSC~S~“~S~iSSC DO aT | TOD Ves || azo |_| —aicrel | N 
[census Tataa0e ———SCS~S~SSCS sa |e] Ves | | toes | taza] rae] | No 
census Tractsasot——SCSCS~S~S rt nr aos] | | aes | as | reel | No 
[census Tracts ———SSCSC~—~S~S~S~SSC Gazer [asa] | No | sre | taro] reel | No 
census Tracts0002———SS—S~S aroma zee] | no | secs | to | sel | No 
census Tract50003 ——SS~—~—S~—~SSSC a naa TBs] | No | sm] tT] el | No 
[census Tractsi0——SCSC~S~<~S~YCSTSC ance Paras] | No | cee ren tose| | No 
ON 5 yd 
census Tractsi2——SSSCS~S~CS se Para [ra] Ves ||| tno | te el | CN 
Oc) 
[census Tractsi7 ———SSSCS~SS reo ser [rr] Ves || arr | tae | ae Yes 
ON 9 7 
census Tractsig———SSCSC~S~CS~iSTS rt 2a0 Tes 2] Ves | seer] era] CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cerwsTetsoo SSCS tn Tan] oro ves |] tt) zl Yes | 
census Traets2002——S~SSSC aT |i] ne Ves | | aver] ito | s0 5] Yes | 
census Taatsz1 ———SSSCSC~CSCSCS ta | ati] nee] i No | aon] azar] [CN 
[census Tiacts2203 SSS Scorn | nor] fo | sar] na fave] | No 
[census Tactsa0 ———S~S~SSSC | ww] ee Ves | | ae] 00? roo] CN 
census Tiactszz07——SSCS~SSS aa | tc argel Yo | aor] sep —eree] No 
[census Tiaetszz04 SSC | tae | ec] | No | 406] 50) 7-061 | No 
census Tiactsz3—SCS~*~S~S~CSC RT|] iY No | ae] eT «iC 
[census Tracts ———SCS~SCS~S~S~S SC |_| ror] | No | ser] 60? treo] | No 
census Tiacts2603——SSCS~SSSC ss [rae] fo | 4003] cor freed No 
[census Tactse1——SSSCSCS~SCS~SCia | rss] | No | res oa? 7m] | No 
TOTAL Somerset County —————+i| weasel —taaier| aa7m| mt | venta] so0a| tama 00 
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Table 17C-22 
Environmental Justice Populations: Sussex County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
ussex County, New Jersey 


P Census tacts SSCSC~*~S~YCSC*~«Y=«T YT Ves | CCR] CYR] CCN 
[census Tracts? ————SSC~—S~—~S~SSCt mw Ym] «dC | mn | zt | arre| | No 
[census acta ———SSCS~S~SY ata ar frat to | ate | am | tr el | No 
OS A) Yd 
[census Tactara———SCSC~“~“~*~*~‘“~*~*~dtC*~i YC] CCN | Cor] 2a | se] | No 
[census Tactaras ————SSCS~SCS~S~S SC fete] «do | ate] sen | tore] | No 
census Tactara6 ———SSSCS~S~S~S~S~S~iSSC ga ase Yaz} do | arn | a0 | tse] | No 
[census Tactare ———SSCSC~SC~S~SS a uP] Ves || ares] ra | toe] | No 
[census Tractaag——SSCSC~S~—“~S~sSSC a sta ftw] | | | are] are| | No 
[census Tactarae ————SSCS~—SC~S~S~S SSCs a0 fs] | No | azar | tae | sel | No 
[census Tractaas———SSCSCS~S~S en [to] Ves || ren] 200 | reel | No 
Oc) 7 
[census Tractara? ——SSCS~S tre fre | to] Ves | are | ae] trl | No 
[census Tactaas————SSSCSCS~S~S CGO GOTT] Ves || ors] ae | tral | No 
[census Tractarag———SSCS~S~S ror nz [se] Ves || ats | 700 | ts el | No 
[censuses ————SSCS~—~—~sCS~—~—~S~sSSCt ase] «| CN | sta | st] rae] | No 
census Tractarig——SSCSCS~S~—~S~S~iSS One azasf] | | tes | are | are Yes 
OS 7 
[census Tracta7a0——SCSC~C~“‘*~*~*~*~*~*~dYCSC~« ta ta Pas} |e | zt | ats | toe] | No 
[census Tractaran——SSSCS~SCS S60 moe] «| | te | zr | ta el | No 
census Tracta7a7———SSSCS~S ge a ref to | tse | te | ace| [No 
OS 
census Tracta7e——SSCSC~S~‘“~*~*~dYSCSC two] «dt | ze | ase | ts | CN 
OS A 7 
census Tracta72a——SCSC~“~*~*~*~dYCSCS~«i mor] | |e | tc] a | Vos | 
OS rd 7) 
census Tracta7an——SCSC~=~“~*~‘“~*~*~dYSCSC~C oT tw [to] Ves | seme cer] ae] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cemetary ————SSCSC~S~sCSCSCOS Ym Ys Ves | |e] ca] ae] | No 
[census Tactarig ———SCSC~S~S~S~iSSC oS tags] «dC | oc | car] tril | No 
[census Tactarg ——SSSC~—S~C—~SCS~SSS ngs zo fst «dt | sn | ane | tore] [No 
[census Tracta72——SCSC~‘“~*~*~‘“—*~*~‘“dYCSCSCi ato favs] | No | arn | 2a | 72 No 
[census Tactarig ————SCSC~—~—~—~S~wCSCt ea mY tom] | No | azn | ae | tae] | No 
[census Tracta7a ———OSCSCS~S so fae [tas] | No | 200 | ——t8 | srl | No 
[census Tractors ————SSSCS~S~SSSC a a | ta] dL N | —8a| are |_| | No 
census Tactaris0s——SCS~*~*~iSSC( gto Ya Ya] Ves || zat | zr | al | No 
[census tacts ————SSSCSC~S~S~SSSC mvs | tor] | | arto | ar | trl | No 
[census acta? SSCS sar Pref tal | oz | are | osrel [No 
[census Tactarae ————SSCS~S~S~SSSC stot] to | acer | ase | el | No 
[census ractarar——SSSCS~—S~“‘~*~SSC a sr ze] dt |e | at | tel | No 
[census Tactarae ———SSSCS~S Smo erp to] Ves || treo zm | terel | No 
[census Tractario——SSC~S~S~iSC tes Pee] | | sero | ze | aa Ves | 
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Table 17C-23 
Environmental Justice Populations: Warren County, NJ 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |___!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
Warren County, New Jersey 


Census TactaieotSSSCSC~*~S~YCS*~«SOYCC*UYSC | CYC «SSSR ] Coes] Ze] [CN 
[census Tactaiea2——SSSCS~S~S Sa fata ft] | No | zat | ar | tree] | No 
Oa) 
[census Tactaie ————SSSCS~—SCS~S~SSS rar tof cet | No | ara] aaa] taal | No 
[census Tactaig———SSCSC~S~—~S~iSTSCi 0S SGOT] | No | cat | rH | tril | No 
[census Tractaq0——SCSC~—S~S~S~wSCSC QO SB YDS] Ves || sacs | tase | 25.3%] | No 
census Tactaaior ———SCSC~*~dCSCSC«C SOT] «| CN | som | aa | teal | No 
census Tractaang———SCS~SCS~S~SSSC BO soe | Bow] Ves || seat | rr | tal | No 
census Tracts06_———SSCSC~S~‘“~S*~YCSC 0S a0 | 2a wes] Ves || aro | taro | as Yes | 
[census Tractso7——SSSCSC~S~CS~S~SSSC se Taam Ves || are | tra | a8 rel Yes | 
census Tracta0@———SSSCS~S~S~iSTSSi 8 0s [26 | Ves || sono | 1100] 20. Yes | 
OS) 
census Tract ——SSCSCS~S~S~STs ne [ars] | No | te] zt | ta el | No 
[census Tractaas———SCSC~*~‘—‘~*~*~iCSCSC OW Cwm] «dt No | azn | ato | rate| | No 
census Tractaa¢——SSSCS~S~SSw 96 ease] | no | zara | zr | ta zel | No 
[census Tactanr ——SSCSC~S~iSSC stm] «dC | rae] aan | acze| | No 
ON 9 7 
[census Tracts ———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC On| DO] Ves || ta] ttm | 2008) Vos 
census Tractsis ———SSCSC~S~S~S~sor Pre [28] Ves || ren | tat | toe] | No 
[census acta ————SSCS~SCS~S~SSC oar] | aro | aa | tarre| | No 
census Tractana0t SSCS softs toas} | no | sen | er | tr el | No 
census Tractai302———SSCSC~S~S~SSS sore] «dt | acer | a0 | toe] | No 
census Tractaiaot——SSCSCSC~S~S~STS aro aa [a0] Ves || acer] an | coal | No 
TOTAL Warren County | ‘osaez| ta00| taal o| va| ___toazra| taoss| von] 6] 17 
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Table 17C-24 
Environmental Justice Populations: Dutchess County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)]| (NO) 
utchess County, New York 


PF GensusTactsuzoi——SSSSCSC~*~S~CSCS~« YC CYC *Y~~=CBTO] CODY] «LCN 
[census Tracteuz02 SSS | tan] ange] | No | aaa] 65 28-106 Vos | 
[census Tract 190307 ——S~S~SSSC( st | a] stg] ves | sero] za tae] «LCN 
[census Tract 100807 Sze || a2 ves | | 2203 ove | 260%] | No 
census Traet2i0307 ——S~S~SSC( | oss] CN ames] nr] CN 
[census Tract eu00.07 SSC |e rg ves || | «Pomel CN 
[census Tractea00.02———S—S~S~S SC |g | rg ves | TCC Yes | 
census Tacteor SSSI | 2a] ate Yes | | mao] rs | tae] CN 
census Tactz0no7 SSCS swt | tare] ange] ves || seo] tat zosnl ves | 
[census Traet210207 SSC [2s] sz ves | | sae] 1005 26-106] | No 
census Tract 405 SSCS | taste ves | ris] asa tere] | No 
[census Tract 40502 ——S~S~ SSCs | ——st | tg ves | | 2a] za) tea] | No 
census Tract 40807 ——SSSCS~SCS ares ft nr] No | res] revo ves | 
[census Tractsoi02 ——~—S~S~S~ SSC |e ng] | No | 388] 06) —tetvol | No 
census Tiactson0s———SS—S~SSS se [eet] io | sce] cat —ocre] CN 
[census Tractsoi0s SSC | acer] te] | No | an aoa Taare] | No 
census Tiacts0z03——S~S~SSS Bw | 08] nes] | No | aan] 00 tears] | No 
[census Tracts0z0¢ ——S—S~S~ SC | —ss |] a zef | No | 2005 azo? —tareol | No 
census Tractenz02———SS~S aren | ot | ote] fo | —zren| oer fe] No 
[census Tracteusoi————SSCSCS~S~SCS~SSC ze | rar | ne] | No | 3076] 50] taro] | No 
census Tiactens02———SS~S~S~SSSC mt [arog ves ||| ne | rae] CN 
[census Tacteos———SCS~C~—~S~SSCta | aa] swe’ iY CN | tae] aes | zat] | No 
census Tractenzo7————SSCSCS~S Cow cee] argesl fo | 4000 avapro] No 
[census Tract 40s ——SSCS~S~SSSC a | ate] nef | No | scan] sont] ‘CN 
census Tract oT ————S—S~S Sse | 2004 anv] fo | sare? na ftv] | No 
[census Tract Toor? ———SSCS~S~S~ SCT | aig] zor] | No | _s00r| zea rao] | No 
census Tract T9010? SSS] ata] art io | tres? azo tetvol | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 
census Tract 190208 ———S~S~SSSSC 0G ze [asa] | No | agonal | No 
[census Tract 190402 ———SS~S~SSSCiS te Ta] Ves || acre mm | za el | No 
census Tracts000————SSCS~S~CS~SSS wn sz [az] Ves | sen | te | aaa Yes 
[census Tractz0008 ———SC~S~CS~SSCt ser] toms] «dC | an | tao] ae] | CN 
census Tract20005——SS~S~SSS mY toms] | No | scr] ace | el | No 
[census Tractti0005——SS~S~S~S SSC ars | tam] «dt No | aan | a0 | re] [No 
census Tract 110005——SC~S~SSSC no Pe Te] | No | cero | aso | zee] | No 
[census Tactoio ———SCSC~—~—SCS~S~SSC tow rs az] Ves || STS] e| | CN 
census Tract20008 SS Paz] | | ae | Ton] tee] [No 
census Tract50205——SSCS~S~wSSC Sa | ASO] | No | iste | sto | —_a.te| | No 
census TractT0201——SSCS~S~C~S~SSta se 20] | No | aro | era | —2a.rel | No 
[census Tractor ——S—SCSC~S~S~wCSCSCt BO aS Ves || ares | tar | zara Vos] 
[census Tractz001———SSCS~S~C~S~iSS ee 270 | 002 Ves | | aero | 2008 | a5. Yes | 
census Tractzo0007 ——SSC~S~S~S~wSSC sor [rao Ves | | sce | tse | sr Yes | 
[census Tract2007 Sis aro fer] Ves || ze | sora | a2 Yes | 
[census Tractzo0007 ———SSCS~S~S~SCSCSC Ons a0 Ves | | seo | tor] aa | Yes | 
census Tract i@ooot——SSCS~S~S~SSS ig ssf tt] | | ate] rr | —tere| | CN 
[census Tractz00001——SSC~—~S~SSS To set] tee] [No | scan | cv | zz] | No 
census Tact200002——SSS—S~S~S Pe tows] | || at | ta | Vos 
[census Tracts00——SSCS~S~SSS ts Tee] | No | azo | rt | tral | No 
census Tractors ——SCSC~*~*~dYCSCS*~C YC |e] | No | aac | aa | cel | No 
On A 
census Tract 190005 ——SSCS~S~SSS ar nore | tar} | No | sas | tz] 205%] | No 
[census Tracti90008 ———S~S~S SSCS tae] «dC | tsar] 28 | tose] | No 
census Tract 190005——SOSC~S~SSSt a ase toa] | No | | res | cae Ves | 
[census Tract704.02 ———SC~S~S~SSSC CSTD] | No | sa | ra | zare| | No 
[census TractT0301——SSCSC~S~SS sa [zeae] | No | seo | sar | tel | No 
[census Tractiaoa ———SSCS~SCS~S~S~SSCt nea [art | No | ast | tat | zie] | No 
census Tractiaos——SSCSC~S~S~“~S~‘iSC nwa [as] Ves || sas] tae | are Yes 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[cesta ——SSCSCSC~S~SCSCSCt | tse] som] Ves |e] am] ere] | CN 
[census TractTon0T ———SSCSC~S~S~iSS ear] | CN | ate | tom | ze] | No 
[census TractTo.ot SSCS Pao Tarts] | No | nen] 206] taie| [No 
census Tractz003 ———SSC~=~dYCSC TOS swe |e] Ves || aw | ase | aaa Yes | 
census Tractzo0007 ——SSCS~S~SSC a nz | ara] Ves | | scr | tana | arrel Yes | 
census Tractzoi001 SSCS aro tz fara] | | aro | ae | arel | No 
[census Tactzot———SSC~—~—~*~*~wSCSCSC« OG two | eB Ves || sat | za | os Yes] 
Pcensus Tract i0—SCS~S~S~S~SSSCt sas] «dC | ac | 2] an Vos | 
[census Tracti700 SSS soz tees] | No | gers] rm] 10.3%] | No 
[census Tract900———SSSCSCS~SCS~SS on ars [ass] to | zc] a8 | reel | No 
[census Tract 150008 ———SSCS~S~S Sana] <i | ato | sr | toe] | No 
census Tract 150005 SSCs face tas} | No | tcc | an] zal | No 
ON ) 7 
census Tract 160003 ——SCS~SSSC as [tas] | No | aac | at | travel | No 
[census Tract i60008———S—S~S SSCs zm] atts] | No | aaa arn | trae| | No 
census Tract 160005 SSS ro ser fase} | No | aac | ese | zr Yes 
census ract150003——S~S~SSC«C Sze | tos] | No | tse | 480 | zal Yes | 
census ractao0gs SSS oe nar [sz] Ves || cue | ter | as Yes | 
[census Tract ti0008 SSCS ofa] «| | tra |__| rol Yes | 
census Tracti00————SSCSCS~S~SS m0 0g 20s] | No | ate | neo | aa. Yes | 
[census Tractaooor——SSCSCS~S~SSSC arf tee] | No | ate | scan] —za.re| | No 
[census Tracti000 ————SSCS~S~Sw tes] | No | ez] re | am Vos | 
TOTAL Dutchess County | a7ea| taara| zasu[ 25] sa] 772s] saasa| cian] oa] 
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Table 17C-25 
Environmental Justice Populations: Orange County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
range County, New York 


P census Tactiae———SSCSCS~*~*~S~dCS*~« OTC] C*dYSC*N «SSC TOO] CYC] CCN 
census Tracts ———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC sz Ym] to | sts | asa] toatl [No 
[census Tractiae———SSCSC~S~S~S~sTSSm sr tas] | No | crs | act | trl | No 
[census Tracts ———SSCS~S~S~Sa ts | sor] | No | srr | zt | as Yes] 
[census Tact —SSSCSC~S~*~iSSSC ae ze] | No | ares | rn | ance Yes | 
[census Tract23———SSSCSC~S Sorat farms] | No | acer | tora | aa Yes 
[census aati —SSCSC~S~S~S~S tere te] | No | aca | tar | 20. Yes | 
census Tractti602—S~S Star | toms] | No | ate | tne | 20.38] Yes | 
[census Tractti7ct ——S—SCSC~S~SsS se as | tos| | No | at | st | trrel | No 
[census Tacti8———SSCSC~—~S~SSCt a | maa Ves || aT] cra | 10.381 [No 
[census Tracti6———SSSCSC~SY rar nen [es Ves || rz | ter | 2s] | No 
[census tacts ———SSCS~S~S atc seow] «do | same | tase] 2m] | No 
census Tact ti702 SSCS fare fas} | No | ate | atts | zal [No 
[census Tactiieat——SSCSC~S~SSSC nT Tat] | No | awe | tc | zara Vos] 
census Tractti02——SC~S~S~SCSC oP] | No | ars | te | cel | CN 
ON A) 2 
census Tractist———SCSC~C~S~S~S~S~SS Ta | TaD Ves || cw | sat | sae Ves | 
[census Traction ——SCS~—~—SCS~SS nse | sez] «| CN | sto | za | ae Yes | 
ON 7 TY 
[census Tacti28———SSCSC~—~SCSC~S~S~SC se teas] | No | sas | ara | ace] | No 
census Tractiaagr———SCSCS~S~SS 0 ze [as 2] Ves || sw | tat | 25 | | No 
[census Tractwa02——SSCS~—~SCS~S~S SC twat fz] | | cme | ra | toaie| | No 
census tractia?————SSCSC~S~S~iSS QO no | zz} | No | arma | sta | ra ze| | No 
ON dd 
census racti2———SSSCSCS~S~S snr [rea] Ves || tre | tc | ar | Yes 
[census Tractis ——SSCSC~SCSCSSS nas [Ta] Ves | | acer | ter | ar el Yes | 
O05 79 Cr 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTy | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“crmstatns ——SSCSC~C~C~S~SCSCt Ys] ww Ves | Cm] cam] 2a Vos | 
P census Tacttig@——SCSC~—~—~SCSCi SYST BER] | NO | sare | az | al | CN 
[census Tactiaé ———SSCS~S stom [280] | No | acto | or | _tare| | No 
[census Tractioagr ———SSCSC~S~S~S~iSCSC ss ws] | No | grr | ra | ze el | No 
[census Tractio902———S~S~S C00 fori ftom] | No | sea | ncaa] trl | No 
[census Tractti0 SSCS gon fsa fast | no | acer | —.t06 | 2acre| [No 
[census TactinioT ——S—SCS~S~wCSCSC Ow nn Tso] Ves || ceo] am | tae] | No 
census Tractiin02———SCSC~S~S~iSS Taz [se] Ves || az | ger | zz] | No 
[census Tractiia ———SCSC~C~S~SSC gO nz [zoe] | No | sve | aso | toe] [No 
[census Tracts ——SSCS~C~—SC~—~S~wSSCi Tos Tze] | No | ace | sen | ts | [No 
[census Tractia07 ——SSCSC~C~S~S~SSSC tas] or] | No | —_szz0 | sen | torre| | No 
census Tracti98——SSSCS~S~CS~S~iSS a 2a [ses] | No | eer | art | roel | No 
[census Tractig———SSCS~—S~—~S~SSSC SY ns Tanz] | No | ame |_| ee] | No 
census Tract iai2———SSCS~S~SS a sar [sea] Ves || soe] te | za] | No 
[census Tracti9202———SOSCS~—SCS~—~S~SY Stare] asm] «| |r| tan] tae] | No 
[census Tracti93—SC~=~“~*~“‘*~*~*‘~*~*~dtCS*~«C GO YG tO] | No | caer | arr | arze| | No 
[census Tactiaa ————SSCS~—~SCSSi0 tor [ae] | No | azn | ats | tee] | No 
[census Tracie ———SSCSCSC~S~S~S~iTS os az Ps] Ves || ars | tac | a0 | Yes 
[census Tractiazor———SCSC—~—~S~SSCt eT Pte] «| | see | srr | are] | CN 
census Tractiaa0z———S—~—~‘~*~*~wSCSCSC gto | seas] | No | sce] sto | ze] | No 
[census Tractis003 ———SSCS~S~S~SSSCt 0G aoa] | No | camo | area] taal Yes] 
census Tract is00¢ Sse fg ft] to | rc | se | roel Yes | 
census Tracti5005——SSCS~S~SSSC a as Paws] «dC | zr] sce | ro | Yes | 
census Tract i5006——SSCS~S~S Ss fra ft] do | cur | sco | a | Yes | 
[census acti? ————SSC~SC~—~S~wCSCSC a aww Ya Ves || re] aes] tel | CN 
census Tract i260 ———SSCS~S~S~SSTS nas [se] Ves || tan | ar | ra | Yes | 
[census Tactig ——SCSC~—~S~*~—~wSC Sao] tom] «dC | Cae | tc | ae] | CN 
[census Tracti90——SCSC~C~S~CS~S~STS Soc | 2aows| | No | asco | ra | ar el | No 
OY 7 
census Tracti96——SSSCS~STS Png sores | no | scorn? el | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 
O05 ZS 
[census Tractios ————SCSC~S~SSS nao Yao | Ves || reco | tase | ar ze| | No 
O05 79 
[census Tracti06———SSCS~SCte ares | 2a] | No | 7086 | 1225 | rr el | No 
[census Tractio7———SC~S~—~S~S~TS 2M 2.050 Tansee} | No | ari | sro | 2a] | No 
[census Tractioeot———SSCSCS~S~S~SSC Sng Tso] [No | ares |_| to.te| | No 
census Tracti0802———SCS~S~S~SSSC a ze ze] | No | sen | azo | zal | No 
[census tacts ———SSCS~C~SC~—~S~SSC as | TO] Ves || ate] area | care Vos] 
[census Tracti02——SSCSC~S~“~S*~S~CTS toe Pass [sos] | No | stn] arn | tare| CN 
[census att ———SSCSC~S~SY a area Tar] Ves || aro | tome] aac Yes] 
[census tract? ——SSSCSC~C~SC~‘“‘~*~*~dYCSCSC ang [es] Ves || 288 | tae | as | Yes 
[census Tats ——SSCSC~—SC~S~S~SCSCt 0S ss Tar] Ves | | cea | acon | sre Yes | 
[census Tracts07——SSCSC~S~*~*~dYCSCSC«i ae |e] Ves || | tt | saa Yes 
[census Tract502———SS~C~S~SCS~S~S~wSSC Yate Yea] Ves | | ara | 880 | sr el Yes | 
[census Tracts ———SSSCSC~S~S~S~iTS om sar [ee] Ves || aor | zat | en | Yes | 
[census Traction ———SSCSC~—S~S~SSC Oats Taw] «| CNo | ——smuw | rer] taze| | CN 
census Tracti0g——SSCSC~—~—S~“~S*~SCSCi Sato | ssw] | No | acto | 00 | rece] | No 
[census Tractioa———SSCS~SStS nse Tat] Ves || are | ars | reel | No 
[census Tracti2607 ———SCS~S~STS 0 28 [a] Ves || acts |r| tal | No 
[census Tactio7 SSCS ee Pane Ves | at] tars | as el Vos 
[census Tracti2e——SSCSCS~S~SS os rz [35 zs] | No | ame | tar | zee] | CN 
TOTAL Orange County | 0085 | 10506 | asax[ 26] 3] _svaae] e200] 25x] 25[ 54 
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Table 17C-26 
Environmental Justice Populations: Putnam County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT| = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES) (NO) 
utnam County, New York 


Gansu Tato? SSCSCS~YSCSC*~« YC ]OHYCYCN Cm] C|:CNO 
[census Traet08———SSCSCS~S~S~aar | _r02 | anze| | No | sar as | 20x] | No 
census Tact ——SCS~S~S~SSSC« | oY—ewe] iP No | amr] eat] iC 
[census Tat SSS [ras] sz] if No | sez] oe rive] | No 
census Tat SSCS | tza rte] No | rte oot ace] | No 
[census Tacttoo SSCS | ara ves || rn] vo frre] [No 
census Tract 05 ———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC tg] CN | Cw] em] «CN 
census Tact03———SSCSCS~S SC [a] or ves || at] omer] CN 
census Tract tog ———SSOSCS~S es [ara ves | || zs ftom] No 
census Tact 15 ——SSCSCS~SCS~SSCma | ate] ese] | No | tes] att? cro] | No 
PcensusTact 16 ——SSCS~SCSCS~SSSC Tra zc] | No | 800] ero? tare] | No 
census Tact? SSS Yes] tere] | No | aio? orf tireol | No 
PcensusTacti@——SOSCS~S~SS | ars | nse ves || eee] tote tomes] No 
census Tact 13 ——SSSCSC~S~S Tes] zz] iY No | amo] ra] tattol | No 
census Tact SSCS |e tases] No | zen et? are] CN 
[census Tract Sats | tara azz] No | reer | tore rz] | No 
census Tiact05 SST |_| esr] | No | sor] ca | tors] | No 
census Tact i@ SSC |e | nse] ves || aoe] cer rigeol No 
census Tact tor SSCS [zoe] ves | at] ase) tose] No 
TOTAL Putnam County | sever] rior] rsx] of va] oraz] ras] _ram[ | 
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Table 17C-27 
Environmental Justice Populations: Rockland County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT} = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |___!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOODI/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES) (NO) 
ockland County, New York 


Census Tactia4oTSSCSCSC*~S~YSCS*~STY COT] DO] CYC «COT TO] TOO] ~~ 
census Tract i9402——SSSCS~S~S arf tos | zerf | No | ars | 286] ae] | No 
[census Tacti3001——SSCSC~S~C~S~iSS gow 2a] | No | are] st | toe] | No 
[census Tractio505———SSCSC~S~S~S~SSSC a Par | ao] Ves || tro | an | toe] | No 
P census Tactiiat——SSCSC~S~S~iSSCt SY to] «| CN | see] aa | toe] | No 
census Tractii602———SCS~S~S Cao arto] | No | sre | tte] —2ose| | No 
census Tractii603——SC~S~S~S~sSTSSC oo noo fz] | No | srs | as | te rel | No 
[census Tractiiga1——SC~S~S~S~wSSC( 6B tO Yas | Ves || are | aso | ta aie| | No 
census Tractti902 Sor nto fan] ves || azo] tro | al [No 
[census Tactio——S—SC~=~“‘~*~*~*~‘—~wCSCSCt SCT tow] «| CN | aren | a0 | ae] | No 
[census Tract? ———SSCSCS~—S at Pen | zoe] | no | ates | 00] toe] | No 
OT 
census Tracti0002——S~S~SSC go sro f seas] | No | acm | ser | tail | No 
[census Tactiitot ——S~S~SSCt 0G azo | arses] | No | seer | oro] toare| | No 
census Tracttin02———SSCS~S ze arz0 soz] Ves || azn | tree] roel | No 
[census Tracti9003——SS~S~wSCSCSCt So Tta |_| No | zara | a0 | roe] | No 
census Tractiat——SCSC~C~S~“‘~*~dYCSCSC OO Sar soa] Ves || cat | ara | zr Yes | 
[census tacti@@————SSCSCS~—S Serta] «| | za | ase | toe] | CN 
[census Tracti08g@ SSCS ne | sts} | No | ase | at | acl [No 
[census Tractiongt———SSCSC~SCS~SSSC oo tte Tze] | No | sano | 70] —_arrel | No 
census Tractti2—SC~=~“~*~*~*~*~YCS*«C OO nw [zz wes} | No | cen | v0 | ae] | No 
census Tactin308———SCSC~—~wCSC YT —~Cn Ta | sHw] | No | —iseze | —swas | tee] [No 
census Tractti403—SCS~S~S~CS~SS 00 tate zee} | No | —secs0 | arr | tel | No 
[census Tracie ———SSC~S~S~SSSC aT toon tas] | No | cen | seo | el | No 
census Tractt9002 Sa Png [za] | No | ace | ser |r| | No 
[census Tractivg0t———SCSC~C~S~S~wSSCrow sce | rr] Ves || rer | att] ar ae Yes 
census Tractti302———SS~S~S ea tao Tastes] tae] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[censwsTeraor——SSCSCSC~S~SSSC as] tattle] moore dC 
O52 dO OS 
census Tract 405 —SOSCS~S aera] ves | amar] raze] CN 
census Tact 1606S ars | 0a | asl Yes |r| ee tare] [No 
census Tact 1505 —SSCS~S~S~SSSit | sta saelP | t0| —aroo crc ves | 
census Tact 1508S sen | asst No | ae] see eet Yes | 
census Tact 2101 ——SSCS~S~SSSCi a |e oesf io | ate] sano ferred Yes | 
census Tract 2102S sos tate |e] 80nd Yes | 
census Tract 2103 ——SOSOS~S~CSSS as |e] io | a] gent srt Yes | 
census Tact 12105 ——~—SC~C~STS mo |e | sat ido | ate] sz P00) Yes | 
census Tract 2108 ——SSCS~SS ao [000 | ors] No | atm gont 882d Yes | 
census Tact 12202 ——S~SSsser || ng ves || aes | ano se ced Yes | 
census Tiactt2203——SOSC~S~CSsars sts gzel id | are | 1960) —s0tt Yes | 
census Tact 12206 SSS go |r ntti No |e] att sted Yes | 
census Tiact23SSCSC~S~SSe || cz] ves ||| sce Yes | 
census Tact 2407 ——SCSCSC~S~SSTS gt | acer [es ves || aon] 60 [28d Yes | 
census Tract 2402 Sar [ac | ot. ves | | sz] 2aa a0 ves | 
census Tract 12507 ——~SCSC~SSTS ce | nos | tng] | No | ses | 708 | a8 rd Yes | 
census Tract 2502S |g az) Po | sms] ton fora Yes | 
census Tract 25 ——~SCSC~S~*~S~S~CTTS ar | nce an zf No | aso] ne fc] «| CN 
census Tiact27—SSCS~S~SSS a |stats «do | am] ze ta] CN 
census Tact tong2 SSCS | teat iN | ares] aot tos) | No 
census Tact 02 SSS [aa] ari | am] store] CN 
census Tract 0507 ———SSCSCS~SS ge | 2a | ang Yes |e | etc] CN 
census Tract 0501 ——S~SSSt 0 |r| ocr ves | | ao —tz0e sore ves | 
census Tract 0602S es |r| ez ves | | sca | aoe far) Yes | 
census Tiactto7o1————SCS~S~SS ar | 00 | once ves || azts| zz 200%) Yes | 
census Tact 10702 ——~—S~S~S Ses [aca age ves || a0 | tga sd Yes | 
census Tract 10703 SS | 2087 aor ves || a r08 | tory as ced Yes | 
census Tract 0801 SSCS 00s zcowf Ne | acca] apo crsl (| 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[—cerewsTracttoso2———S—SCS~S~SSSC Tze] nm] iY No | ros] nome] ‘| CN 
census Tract 10603 ——S~S~SSSCt aT | tc] ate] i No | ata] oe fare] | No 
[census Tract 0502S | aac | tz ves | | rors | aoe | asa ves | 


O28 dd 
census Tractii502———S~S~SSSCa aS Yaw] Ves || tren | are] za] | No 
ON 2) 
[census Tacttio———SSCS~S~S SC eft] to | acon | zon] arrel | No 
[census Tractionor SSCS ai ze zm] | No | sos | ar | ts sel | No 
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Table 17C-28 
Environmental Justice Populations: Suffolk County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
uffolk County, New York 


Census Tract 125001 ———SCSC~SSCS*SC~«Y «OYTO Ves | «CTC YH] CLC 
census Tract i20g01 SSS rz [sei] Ves || raze | trae | —_zaere| | No 
P census Tactiit SSCS sai far 2] Ves || ras | 2m | a0 ze Vos 
[census acting ———SC~—~S~S Cs re] ter] «| CN | sc] ats | rz | No 
census Tract 112006 ——SSCSCS~S~SSSS se toa [toms] | No |u| cen] rel | No 
[census Tracing ———SCSC~=~“~*~*~*~*~*~dSCSCt TOY asta | ao Ves || sea | ten | ara Vos] 
census Tracti26 ———SSC~‘“~*~*~YCSCSCt Cee] «dC | sm | rt | el | CN 
O52 7 A 2 
census Tat 1207.02 ——S~C~S~S~SSSCt azo Yan] Ves | | tar | zon | ae Yes | 
[census Tractiza601——SSCS~S~wSSCt aT to00 Yass] | No | san | cr] tmre| | CN 
census Tractizato1———SSCSCS~S~ atte Pr 20s} | No | arr | a0 | tr el [No 
[census Tract izuaoz———SS~S~S~SSSC Ona] «dN | sez | as | ariel | No 
census Tract 120602 ——S~SSSCti a zoe Parse] | No | sia | tae | za ze| [No 
census Tract i2un2 SSCS ar] ats] | No | —sa06 | an | tarrel | No 
census Tracti2———SSCS~S~S as ate fara] | No | sara | cnn | zal | No 
[census Tactic ——SSCSC~—S~SSC afm] «dt | srt | cae] reel | No 
census Tractia08———SSCS~S~“~*~*~dSCSCt ns | sows] | No | se | ace | ariel | No 
census Tract i2040@ ———SSCS~S Sanne | a0] Ves || samo | aor | tare| | No 
census Tat 120602 ——S~SSS asco fos | Ves || aot ae | ace] | No 
[census Tractiozact——SSCSC~S~S~S~sSSC ng Pao] «| | ia a0 | as | tae] | No 
census Tract ia0002——SOSC~S~SS at Pst] | No | are | aro | tal | No 
[census Tractizs0o1——SSCSC~S~S~SSS TP tog] as | | No | arts | aco | trre| | No 
census Tracti20002——S~S~S~SSSC 0 ngs | av] Ves || ar] tH | te ze] | No 
census Tract i20002——S—S~S~wSCSCt SY ——.gtH |e] Ves || cen | taro | zie] | No 
census Tract 120802 ——SOSCS~S~STSCis tga [es Ves || tre | ara | are Ves 
[census Tract i2aaot——SSCSC~S~S~wSSC se Yat] Ves || azn | a0 | zoe] | No 
census Tact 120402 ——S~S~S~SSS se nga [svat |e | ace | are] tae] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 7 7 
O05 2 
[census Tractiouogz————SSCS~S~SY Star toro fate] | No | srs | ao] a.ze| | No 
census Tractiug ————SC~S~S~S~iSSCt tgs [2s | | No | anes | a0 | 23.4] | No 
[census Tract ae7oe————SSCSC~S~S~S SCS sr faz] | | ans | —_ 202] taaie| | No 
census Tact iaer05———SSCS~S~S~S~S Ste si Pte] | No | ze | aco | tr ze| | No 
O52 
O05 ZY 8 
census Tracts —SSCSC~S~S~iSSC tow] | za] ara | 7 3e| | No 
census ractiaeaqz——SCS~S~S~iSSSC sage fs] dt No | an | ara | roel | No 
[census Tractiaroot SSCS asi ftom] | No | azar | 240 | se] | No 
[census Tractia7o0s——SCSC~S~S Sorc tes] | no | aan | ars | rel | No 
O05 TZ 
O52 7 
[census Tract i25n02——S—SC~S~wSSC to Yow |S wa| | No | an | —_rre | _tarre| | No 
[census Tracing ————SSCS~S~S~S~S rs Toe to] | No | srs] ara] rel | No 
[census Tract iouear———SSSCS~SCS~SSSCt atmo atte] | No | agar] a0 | trol | No 
census Tractiau6az———S~S~S SC ser fe] dt | ee] ste] reel [No 
census Tracttian03——S—SCSC~S~S~wSSC GO| ASO] | No | ater | —_a82 | zoe] | No 
census Tract tiza.tt SSCS aa 60 Tze] | No | az] ate |_| | No 
[census Tractizoro7———SSCS~SCS~S Sato] ge [a0] | No | ato] sa] tr ze| | No 
census Tractizze01———SCS~S~S sn ser [eve] Ves || sare | ata | zeal | No 
OT XD 7 
census Tract 195205 ——S~S~SSS p08 | tows] | No | S080 | aro | sel | No 
census Tract195208———S~S~S SSC rs fe] | No | scm] tra] sel | No 
census Tractiaseaz—=—S~*~wCSCSC«C OS =z | GOR] Ves || cars| ten | ar Ves | 
O52 
census Tractiaseca——SC~S~SCSC S00 [8B] Ves || ——aevo | nce | ate Yes | 
[census Tractiassot——SSC~=~iCSCSC Stem TSB Ves | | an | ans] toe] | No 
census Tractiasaaz——SCS~S~S~SSSToz asco | eres] Yes | | tomes | ara] rae) Ves] 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[census Tactasags———SSSCSCS~SSs | tue | aot ves | sam] tae] za] | No 
[census Tractiasoor——~C~‘“~*~*~*~*~*~*~dtC*~«C THY COG TBD] Ves || sara | tts | zoe] [No 
census Tractiasoaz——S~S~S~wCSCS~«C ge TB] Ves | | sar | tas] arcu Vos] 
census Tactiaer0g——SSC~S~S~SS ane P2080 [sore] Ves || acre | aro | trl | No 
[census Tractzot————SSCS~SSSCt aaa [Ta Ves | | sat | tase | 2a] | No 
census Tractinizo7——SCSCS~S~S~Ss aang [sea] Ves || | se | care Yes 
census Tract in1202 Sst fart Ves | | scars | tzu | zal | No 
census Tractiit402———SCS~S~SSS mts ze] | CN || Cito] ree] | No 
census Tract i11606——S~S~SSC Ons | sem] Ves || acts | 700 | rorre| | No 
census actriz ——SSCS~S~S~S as ta fz] | || en | tt el | CN 
[census Tractti2002———SSCS~S~SSSC ass | toes] | No | aes | 72] tere] [No 
census Tract tian02 SSCS sos 0 fetes} | No | sens | ro] 2ael | No 
[census Tract rianoe SSCS tv far forte] | No | ator] rr] toae| | No 
census Tracttiza0e——SCS~S~“—~S~iSSSCt eo ets} | No | seus | aca | roel | No 
[census Tracttizt ———S~—~—S~S tts fev | sows] | No | eur | as | oe] | No 
census Tract 1120.2 ——~—S~S~SSS—i 6 —t.080 faves] | No | sao | zen | rel | No 
census Tract 1120.18 ——S~S~SSSC a zo Pata] Ves || scar] aes | nel | No 
census Tracttizaa——SC~—~S~—~S~sCttg ttf zeae] | No | art | amr] tare | No 
census Tract 120403 ——S~S~S~CSCSCt 0G nT | Tom Ves || are | aoe | taze| | No 
census Tract 120605 ——S~S~SSS a ngs [as] Ves || acto | ar | tate| | No 
[census Tract 120406——=—S~S SSC a6 | sea] Ves | | ara | tomo | aaae| Yes] 
census Tract iza1——SCSC~*~dCSCt we |e] Ves || are | zane | sal Yes | 
[census Tract iz0601——S—S~S~S~wSCSCSC OG ww TAO HI Ves | | swt | —_c2 | tO] | No 
census Tract 120602 ———S~SSC a agen [av] Ves || ae | toe | zal | No 
census Tract i20603.——SS~S~SSCSCSC Ya | arm] Ves | | sis |__| 10.0%] | No 
census Tract i2ar0a Star ate Psat] Yes || at | 28 | r2e| [No 
[census Traatizor05 SSCS aot far] Yes || act | 700] 25.3%] [No 
[census Tact 1207.05 SSS 28 | ao] Ves || ae | toe | 2m] | No 
census Tract i20602——SSCS~S~SSSC nso | se] Ves | | ato |_| tae] [No 
census Tractiara———SSSC~S~“~S~iSSC ar Pasa [sa] Ves | ace | tre | 20 el | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[“crmstanas ———SCS*~sSCSCtTO soe] cw] Ves | dC] me] toe] | CN 
census acta ———SCSC~S~S~wSC Onto | zea] | No | samo | aes | ariel | No 
[census Tract ia7aoz———SCS~S~SSSCt a see] dt | acts ao] rel | No 
[census Tractia7eor—SC~=~“‘*‘*~*~*~‘dtC*~«C SOY COT TOws] | No | ace | aro | —taze| | No 
O57 cy 
census Tractia7s03- SSCS tos ta fees] | No | tos ar | 2re| | No 
[census Tractia7eat——SSCS~S~S~SSSCt eta] | | ate | 228 | tre] | No 
[census Tractiarrz———SCS~S~S~S Sv saa] to | S000 | 70 | tear] | No 
[census Tract 195208 ———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC res] «dC | aes | ser | tral [No 
census Tat 195209—SC~S~SSi 0S ae tas] | No | aces | 220 | rel | No 
[census Tractiasacr———SSCSCSC~S~iCSCSC«i YC |] | | sere | te | sel | No 
census Tract 196805. SSS az tos] | No | acre aoe | arrel [No 
OS) 
census Tract ta5a1—SSCSC~S~S~S~SCSC as Yaz} | No | cat | arn | asrel | No 
census Tract 195405 ——SCS~S~sCSSC A om | 2B] | No | asa | _——_or0 | tae] | No 
census Tractiase0s——SC~S~S~S~SCSCt ssa [ta] Ves || Came | arte | 2a ze Vos 
[census Tract asror——SSCSC~S~wCSCSC SA Yn] —BB OH Ves | | agra | _—_tzen | —zsrre| | No 
census Tractiasrcz2———SC~S~S~SSSC zoo ssc faz] Ves | | toe | tcc | zr Yes 
census Tract ias703———SSSCS~S~S~SS to gor free] Ves || an | sro | zz ze | No 
[census Tractiasrccg——SC~S~S~sTSCt 0G ssa [To] Ves | | cz | tte | t0 | | No 
[census Tractiase0s———SSCSC~S~iCSCSC zs |S] | CN | srr] tere| | No 
census Tractiaseoa SSS ars [sa] Ves | azn | ae | arrel | No 
[census Tractiase0s———SCS~S~iCSCS~C TOO CBT DEO] _—+|_NO | sara | rar | reel | No 
census Tractiasear———SSCS~S~S tg tor zee} | No | ate | aco | rarel [No 
census Tractiase0s———SCS~S~S~S SSC seems] | No | acon] aoe] vose| | No 
census Tractiaso0s——SCS~S~SSSC( ae Boze [a0] Ves || sen | tae] to.re| | No 
census Tractiaetz——SC~S~iSSCt nT [mB Ves | | tao | —_—_am | za] | No 
census Tact iaeng———SCSC~S~S~S~S~CSC IG nr Yaw] Ves || aan | ree] ar el | No 
census Tract iaers——SCSC~S~S~S~wCSCt Ysa | ww Ves | | sto | taro | 25.3e| | No 
census Tract aerc5——SSC~S~S~S~SSSt neato Yee] Ves | sts | acts] ame] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[corms Tactaexo——SSSCSC~SSSCt som] mw] Ves || ta | ae Vos] 
census Tract i46002——S~S~S~SSSC OS wa Tara] Ves || atc | taza] ai rel Yes | 
[census ractiaea03———S~S~S~CSCSC ns | TOT] Ves | | ane | to | anne! Yes 
census Tract iaez0a——=—S~=~S~*~wSSC QO ssz0 | 8s ww] Ves | | arr | 2000 ar. Yes | 
census Tractiaea05———SSCSC~S~S~CSCSCt mw Yaz] «LCN | ms |e] tare| | CN 
census Tat 146205 ———SS~S~S tat rar fest fo | ten | ee] tesrel [No 
census Traatiass———SSCSCS~S~SSSCe tora | ara] Ves || | ron] ara Vos | 
census Tract 46a02———SC~*~iCSCSC«C CHOY tos] | No | sas | ara | tal | No 
O50 ed 7 
census Tact 46g ——SCSC~S~S~wSSCt oe ase [enw] Ves | | sar | ane | aa | Yes | 
Oc 
census Tractiaesce———SSCS~S aso tars] | No | ano | a8 | tae] [No 
[census Tractiaee0s——SCSC~S~wSCSCSC~« YC |e] to | —_—ises | ——sa |_| | No 
census Tract a6606——SC~S~S~SCSC«t OW eYez] | No | one | 702] —t0-2%| | No 
[census Tractiassar———SSSCS~S~SSCt sa sofa] | No | cen | a8 | teal | No 
[census Tractia7e0z————SSCS~S ane arf] do | ara | aco | ze | No 
[census traction ———SSSCS~S~S~SSSCt ata] «| No | ate] zm | —_aste| | No 
[census Tractia7e0s———SSCS~S~S at tar fst to | az | ase | trl | No 
census Tract 150502——S~S~ SSC seo aso] | No | sear] azo] as.e| | No 
census Tat 150506. ——S~S~SwSSCt os aoe Pass] | No | aces | ta | ze| | No 
census Tract 150608 ———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSC Yaa [sw] | No | aren | cor | Taare] | No 
census Tract 150608 ——SSSCS~S~SSSC at nT Ya] Ves || ara ace | torre [No 
census Tracti50600———=—S~S~SCSCSC tow | zat] | No | ato | ass | taal [No 
[census Tractia7e0z——S~S~S~S~SSSCt nee] dt No | at | ar | 103%] | No 
[census Tractia7oaz—————SSCS~S~S~S SSC asf ere] | No | ato aan] asre| | No 
census Tracti506.1 —SSCS~S~SSStme eae Ves | tear] tal CN 
census Traces ——=—SC~C~S~S~wSCSC OG TOY a] «| CN | sw | cer | 20.3%] | No 
census Tractiaee.tt——SSCSC~S~S~SSTSStm mee |r| | No | azn | az | tol | No 
census Tract 1466.2 ———S~S~ SSC arate] | No | scm | ——aer| ral | No 
census Tract a66.13——SOSC~C~S~S~SCSTSCt a sor [zzwsf | o | acon] cer] are] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 7 
census Tract 1466.15 ———SCSC~S~S~SCStSC CY to ms] «dC |r| ae | arre| | No 
[census Tractia7eaa———SCSCS~S~S~SwSSC OCT] «dN “| sas |_| trte| | No 
[census Tractia7act———SSCSC~S~S~S go Pr tes] | No | aren | evr | tal | No 
[census Tracti50605——=—S~SSSC ne 0a | DO] | No | cus | _—_—_asa| rae] | No 
census Tat 150605. ——SCS~S~S~SSC ra tz [20s] | No | aan | an | —rarre| | No 
[census Tractiseea7———SCS~S~wSCSCSt QO Yiu Yeas] | No | att] am | ta aie| | No 
[census Tractiser07———SSCS~S~S~SSSCt a sa] ] | No || tT] tel | No 
[census Tract i6e7.11 ——SSCS~S~SS ato tos | 20s] | No | sat | tat] zoe] | No 
census Tat 1607.2 SSS sz [at] Ves || rst | 916 | 255] [No 
OS 7 0 
census Tat 158603. —~—S~S~SSC Ose | Das] | No | can | amr 7a%e| | No 
census Tract 150600 ———SCS~S~SSSCSa sas | sos] | No | rene | tan | tr2ae| | No 
census Tractise0———SSCS~S~S~S~SSSror acer [an] Ves || re | 228 | 20s Vos 
[census Tracts ————SSCS~S SC nso | ae| | No | ase | ttn | zal | No 
census Tract 160102 ——=—S~S~S SSC tg [ze ret | No | sce | rac | —2arel | No 
census Tract 165105——=—SCS~S~sSSC OGY TOR Ves || sats | ance | azn Yes] 
census Tat 160005 ——SSS~S~Ser zr [ss] | | tar | tt] ail | No 
[census Tract 1597.06 —S~S SC ——argo faz] Yes || sre | 080 | rea] | No 
[census Tractisono7—=S~=~“~*~‘~*~dtCS*~« SOY CGO TH] | | sez | ato | zz el | No 
Oa 7 ZZ 
[census Tractiso01——SCSC~S~SSC so seo fas] | No | aren | ae | tete| | No 
census Tracti50205———S~SSSCSC a ae Tm] «do | sea | rn | ree] | No 
census Tract 169208 ————S~S as fn a0ss] | No | ans | ra | reaie| | No 
[census Tracti508 ————SSCSC~S~SSSC ater] «dt | cn | za | tral | No 
census Tract ti0n2———SCS~S~SS gm taf | | anon | 280 | el | No 
[census Traatti02 ———SC~S~S Ca sue | too] | No | scar] sar] tral | No 
census Tractor SSCS a6 | tz] | No | arr] ata] tel | No 
census Tracttt0902 SSS re |e] Ves || anon] tro | ar Vos 
census Tractti0s ———SSCS—~SY a aor fee «(oP sc] st] tosel No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PovERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 7 
census Trac ti0a02 SSCS as Pe] «dC | zen | ten] rel | No 
census Tract riosat_———SSSCSCS~S~S~SSCt aaa Ta] | | tsar | 206 | —_arre| | No 
[census Tractti0502 Se to fe] dt | are | ta | al | No 
[census Tractti06 ————SCS~S~SSCt ser ftom] «dt No | raze | var | reel | No 
census Tract ti087 Stn fea] do | ton] tor | —tostel | No 
[census Tractintoot———SCSCS~S~S~ Sone Pte] | No | tga | zn] toa] | No 
[census Tractint002——S—S~SSSCt YC |e] Ves || Sn] zat | saa Vos 
On 7 
census Tracttina7 ———SSCSC~S~S tng 286 [aos] | No | tsar | ten | tote| | No 
[census Tractint603———SSCS~S~S~SSSC TO 05 | 200%] | No | aro | as | tare] | No 
census Tractini608 SSCS 206 [tos] | no | ten | 80 | sel | No 
[census Tract int605 SCS SCtg0 ane | ae] Ves || arr | tan | zoel | No 
[census Tractini703———SSCSC~S~S ns Paz tos} | | aor | zz | ral | No 
census Tractini7a———SC~S~SCS~SSSC mY os] | No | att | 205 | el | No 
census Tracttn1802 Sg ar Pas] | no | ten | tc | sel [No 
[census Tactiite03——SS~S~S~S~S SSC | tas] | No | twiz| —_2t0 | rel | No 
census Tract tv160e Sos nef tsf | No | acts] tse | osrel | No 
census Tract 10a7.02——S~—~S~S SCG Tow] | No | sa | 00 | tare] [No 
census Tract i0a703-——SSC~C~S~CSSS ato Pte fas | no | arto | azo] el | No 
[census Tractiasto1——SSSCSC~S~iCSCSC BOY DOT Da] | No | ava | 240 | —_srrel | No 
census Tract t95n02—SCS~S~S~S~SsSS a Yaa] | No | aces | cto] tr el | No 
census Tractia5t03———SC~—~S~iSSCa afew] «dC | we | za] ariel [No 
census Tractt10603——S~S~SSCti S|] | No | saw | ats | | | No 
[census Tactic ——SSSCSCSC~S~S~SSSC Oa | tome] | No | ar | ce | te] | No 
census Tract in1602———S~S~S Sos tas fal | No | zene | zr | roel | No 
[census actinic ——SSCSCS~S~S~S Stason ftom] | No | sre | toa] tral | No 
[census Tractinieo1 SSCS me Pz] | No | ce] ato | ace] | No 
[census Tractioa7e————SSC~CS~S~SSSCt sw tO Ta] | No | acto] 245 | tows] | No 
census Tractiouaaz———S—~—~S—S—~S~SS no ats cme] to | atv | ars] rare] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTy | TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OY) 
[census Tractiaaaaa——SCS~iSSC OG (SOY Te TH] —~d|CNO | —Sawe| aro] arre| | No 
[census Tractiaaa06———SSCS~S~S~wSCSCSC YC] | No | san | toa] tare| | No 
[census Tractiouga7———SCS~S~S~S tg fsa ts] to | ate | aan | tsre| | No 
census Tract ia5ne ——SSCSC~S~S~SSSC at |r] dt | sat | azn] arre| | No 
census Tractt9s002———S~S~S~S sto face Pars] fo | sav | at | asrel | No 
[census Tracti95003 SSS sar ft] | No | aver] oro] rae] | No 
Oa 9 
[census Tract 195402——S~S~SSSC too] tows] | No | acto] ara | oze| | No 
census Tractise002———SCS~S~S~SSS mime Yass} | No | sz | ato | rel | No 
[census Tracti50006———S~S~SSSC 0G ts [trae] | No | sen] so vo.re| | No 
[census Tractise007——SCS~S~SSSC 266 | TO] Ves || «| CN 
[census Tracti5e00g———S—S~S~SSCt sO] tam] «| | men | oes] tre] | No 
census Tractis00.1 ——SSC~S~S~S za s00 tes} | No | azn | tz | el | No 
[census Tracti5en05——SSCSCS~SCS~iSSC na Yao Ves || amo | tre | 250%] | No 
census Tract isen07———SCS~C~S~S~SS rs row tos] | No | aor | ran] terrel | No 
census Tract 156n.08 SSCs fom far] Ves || aro] ata] trol | No 
census Tract 150203.——SC~S~S~SSC ae zo] «| | tse] se] el | No 
census Tracti50505———SCS~S~CSCSC (GOT aa] | No | aaa | _—_—aes |_| | No 
census Tat 1505.11 ———SCS~S~S~SSTS sng [zo tes} | No | ccc | ser] tel | No 
census Tract 1505.2 ————S—S~SSSCi GG oT to] | No | sna] S10] tae] | No 
census Tract i500.t1 ———SCSC~S~S~STS ra ng | zz sf | No | azo | ar | —toare| | No 
census Tract 156002——SSSCS~S~SSS a nse fate] | No | zee | rr | toe] [No 
census Tat 156n.0g Ss nrzr fares] | No | sz | ae | azul | No 
[census Tractisen.t ————SSSCSC~SCS~SSCt ro Prez] | No | sro] zen] rel | No 
census Tat 1660.7 —SOSCSC~S~S~dYCSCSt se | ars} | No | atte | ats | tal | No 
census Tract i5en.2 ———SCS~S~SSC a zoo 200] | No | aero rm | trae | No 
census Tract i6er.1a@——SC~=~“‘~*~“‘*~*~*~dtCS*~« SO YC tes] | No | sac | ara | sel | No 
census Tract i6en.15——SCSC~iCSCSCt SY CGY Daw] | No | ares] ear | tre] | No 
census Tat 1560.06 SSCSC~S~SCSCt mar tof to | cu | ars rare | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[corms Traction ———SCSC~C~S~sSSCSo Yn] temt | |r| tar] tome] | No 
census Tact 156005——SCSC~S~S~SSSC so Pos Ptr] | No | tre | tee | el | No 
[census Tract 150206. ——S—S~S SSC aT | DOH] | No | sez] cae | varie| | No 
census Tat 158805. ——=—S~S~S~SSSC ste ftw] | no | scar | ac | el | No 
[census rac 156508——=~S~SsSCSCt DS CGY aa Ves || tara | taro] tae] | No 
census Tat 150509 ——SC~S~S~S~SCtSC TH ng [30a] Ves || az | sca] 2a rel | No 
OS 2 
census Tact 1568.15 ——SC~S~SCSC GO asso] Ves || ane | a8 |_| [No 
census Tract 1505.0 ——SCSC~S~CSCSC«i Ont | aw] | | ats | 702 | —z0.te| | No 
census Tract 15882 ——S~S~SSSC so nse 20s] | No | roo | ran] tre| | No 
census Tract 156827———SCSC~S~S~SSSCS2 sro | se] | No | totes | —_t6r6 | ro 0%e| | No 
census Tat 150822 ———S~S~S~S~S~SCSCS Siw] te es] | No | ttc | tc | sel | No 
[census Tract 156028——SSSC~S~CSCti CY] «dC | ara | rar | tool | No 
census Tract 158601 —SSCSCS~S~SS te te tas] | No | nce] ze | roel | No 
census Tracti5e403——SCSC=~S~iCSCSC~«t CSO] | No | aves | aa | tal | ‘No 
census Tract i50507 SSS fang zrass| | No | ate | stn | 12.281 | No 
[census Tract 150505——=—S~S~SCSCSCt a nz | 2a] | No | cam] a8 | roare| | No 
census Tat 150509. —S~S~SSS snag s0 2] | No | asco | azo | —2o.re| | No 
census Tracti505.1 ———SSCSC~SCS~wSSCSzte ato | zoe] | No | 7200 | 0 | rzre| | No 
census Tact isa70g ———SSCS~S Sts nar ft] Ves || ace | tore | 22%] | No 
census Tract i5e705——S~S~SSC«t DG aro | rr] Ves | | sacra | 000] 20.2%] Yes [ 
census Tat 1567.08 ——~—S~S~S~SCSCt to Png | s0 | Ves | | ac | avo | roel | No 
Oc A 
census Tract i5e08———SSCS~S~S~SSSCi mr |] | No | aro | 280 | al | No 
census Tract i508.77 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~wCSCSCt BT] [No | ates | a0 | tae] [No 
On A 
census Tractiseao7———SSSCS~S~SS so orf tse] | No | sre | rz | tare| | No 
census Tract 1694.05 ——S~S~SwSSSt eS nse [Zea] | No | aren | eve | tal | No 
census Tract 155408 ——S~S~wCSCSC~«i OGY | Bw] Ves |_| scar | ono | roe] | No 
census Tract isa07———SCS~S~CSSS ea ng zest | No | aren ta] trate) | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) ) (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS 7 TT 
census rat 1654.71 —SSCSC~S~S~iSS cor] ar] || at | toe] | CN 
census Tract 150605 ——SSC~S Sarton [zest | No | tars aren] za.re| Yes [ 
census Tat 159605 ——SCS~S~SSSCt ea an [sew] Ves || te | zc | aire Yes | 
census Tract 159608——~—S~S~S SCOT | tree] «| No | cate | —ztee | atl Yes | 
census Tract 150609——S~S~S~SCSCt nse | se] Ves || acta | tor] zara Yes | 
[census Tat 1506.11 ——SCSC~S~iCSCSCew asso Yas | Ves | | tren arr | zal | No 
census Tract 1596.2 ——S~S~iSSCt a sews] «dN |e | aa | zie] | No 
[census Tractiss6o7——SSCS~iCSCt BOY CGY tm] «dC | won| aa | ae] | No 
census rat 169602 ——S~S~SSS sneeze] «dt | ze | a0 | tre| | No 
census Tract 190502——S—S~S~S~SSSCt SB ssa] | No | asc | ase] —raaie| | No 
census Tract 190605. ——SSCS~S~S roo fs tas} | No | a 700 | aan | —terre| | No 
[census Tract io0s0e———SSSCS~S~SSSC tos fc] «do | tra | ta | al [No 
census Tract i90601 Safe fae] | No | ater | 728 | tearel [No 
[census Tract 160.1 ——S~S~SSCSsow ase [zoe] | No | rn | tae | roe] | No 
[census Tract ieorcg——SSCS~S~SY Swartz zor} | No | eros] arta] roel | No 
Oa 
census Tat 168405 ——S~S~S~SSSC wow a Par] | | sz | aro | ral | No 
census Tract 156408————SCS~S~S Saar fase tae] | No | aren | az] ariel | No 
census Tat 150409 ——S~S~S~SSSCti er [teas] | No | sees | ase] zal | No 
[census Tracti5ea.t ——S~S~S~ SSC oo twos} ito | sooo | cen | zzril | No 
census Tat 160709 ——SSCS~S re Pe fez] | No | are] ato | —tarel | No 
[census Tractise7.1 ——S—SC~S~S~wSSC GODOT] | No | se | 770 | —20:3%| | No 
census Tat 1694.12 ———S~SSst tz zee] | No | ras | tat | trl [No 
Od 
census Tao 169705 SSCS cor faz} | no | tn | 275 | t5 | [No 
[census Tractioge ———SCS~*~*~wSCSC~«t BOY Ce] ar] Ves || sate | caer | a8. Vos] 
census Tractto0007 ——SCS~S~S~SSSCt ar 2s Yat] Ves || arr | tte | 2a.3e| | No 
census Tractto0002——SS~S~S~SSSC Tw] «dC | mean] ce] [No 
census Tract t901——SSCS~C~S~SSS gor Pato | eee ves | rns | tn | aire | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is PoveRTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OS) 7 7 
[census Tracti7o0g1——SSCSC~S~SSS a arm] | we] arr] al | No 
[census Tracti7o002—————SSCS—~S~S~S Sef] «tN | ze] ——aar | trael [No 
census Tract 190805 ——SSCS~S~SS ne nr |S Hes || ace | toa] zarre| | No 
census Tract 190603 SSC te [an] Ves | | aan | azar | 2s] | No 
census Tract 190608 Saas nto [zeae] | No | aso | at | tee] [No 
[census Tracti90705——SCS~S~S~wSSCt ns Ys Ves | | sana | ara | amie] | No 
census Tract 19o7.0g——SSCS~S~SSCi a tor fae] | | scm | ate | tee] | No 
census Tract 1907.06——SSCS~S~wSSC OS Tm tw] | No | amt | toon | —_zs.re| [No 
[census Tract i9or.7———SSCS~S~SS zn Pte zz} | No | —szan | rr | ta el | No 
[census Tractioor0s——SSSCS~S~SSSCtr are] «dC | tat | 2a | rare] [No 
census Tracti908 SSCS Pr Par} | No | srr] ae | rae] | No 
O50 rd 7 
[census Tracti7o01———SCS~S~S~SSS ge soo tas] | No | sone | azar | zie| | No 
[census Tractie0s ———SSCS~—S~S~S~sSSC OO ow ta] dt | ron] ten] el | No 
census Tractz00ng7 ——SSCSC~S~SSSCt GY te} do | | ter | toe] | No 
census Tract200g02———S~S~S SSC ms |e] | No | torn] tae] roe] | No 
census Tractzoiog3——SSC~S~S~SS at tz Pa Ves || sms | aw | rz] | No 
[census Tractzorone———SCS~S~S~sSCSC«i OS Yea Tao] «| CN | ses | 2001 —torre| | No 
[census Tractia7oae———SSCS~SSs Port id |] || | No 
O52 Yd 7 
[census Tractiaso0e————SSCS~S~S Sis fe Pars] | No | scr] at | tol | No 
[census Tractiseoor———SSCSC~S~S~wSCSC DOTY ams] | No | sore | arn |_| [No 
census Tracti70202———SS~S~SY ae frites] | No | sono | reo] toa] | No 
census Tractzoroat——SSCSC~S~S~wCSCSCS sw | Bea] Ves || rons | zz | a0 ze Vos 
TOTAL Sufok County ———~S Cw | an 2a | seas] ea] 48680 | —2az.05| 67H] 35 27 
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Table 17C-29 
Environmental Justice Populations: Westchester County, NY 


PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY | TO 1.99X LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY MINORITY TRACT! = statusis POVERTY | POVERTY |__!RACT 
NEIGHBORHOOD/CENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION| RATE (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE RATE | (YES)| (NO) 
Westchester County, New York 


F Census Tract 14508 SSSCS*~*~dSCS*~«YSCSC*«OYS I] SC«;CN «SBCA ](16H]—*|CN 
PcensusTrect98a0—SSOSCS~S~SSSSC re fare’ i | ret |r ves | 
census Trect2202SSOSCS~S~SSS ae] tore fart’ No | w]e 
PcensusTrect28—SSCSC~‘“‘~*~*~*~dYCSC*~«i Tze fsa Ves || Ct] ae] cel Yes | 
PcensusTract'29———SCS~S~‘~*~*~*~sSSC«C TOY are | sw. Ves | | see | tam | aged Ves | 
PcensusTrect'36——SSCSC~—~S*~‘~S~wSCSCt |e far snl Ves | | sans? ts] assed Yes | 
PcensusTect 07 ——SSCSC~—S~—~S~S~iSSC OT g70 Yc nf Ves | | sgt | 2.105 | ocr Yes | 
PF censusTract 03 ——SSCSCS~S~SSS | acca for zl ves | | ror act] or srl Yes | 
PcensusTract201—SSCS~S~SSSg | ase fs nf ves | | rare | scr | ssl ves | 
PcensusTrect203——SSCS~—S~—~S~*~iSCSC | 2200 [Toa Ves | | cova ors | ar] No 
PcensusTact3 ———SSCS~“~*~*~dYCSC~« Tne [stl Ves | | oto) za] sl Yes | 
PcensusTect ao? ——SSCSC~SSS ton | ac00 | anf Ves | | ara tse] at) Yes | 
census Tract402———SCSCS~S~S~S~sSSCS ew] sor foetal ves | | or | al ves | 
[censuses —SSCSC~S~‘~S*~wCSCSC aa [8st Ves | | ace | 208 | ote Ves | 
PcensusTract@———SSCSCS~S~SSS genni. ves | | es fat | ar al ves | 
[censusTiact 10 SSCS | t.606 [acon Ves | | troop tz | 72.0%] Ves | 
PcensusTact 107 —SSOSC~S~S~S~wSCSSC aa sz fool Ves | | as | azn | roel ves | 
[censusTract 11.02 ——SCS~SSS | aso | a0cznf Ves | | sve | acer] sz Yes | 
PcensusTct #2 ———SSCS~S~—~S~SCSCt agg fart Ves | | to 20] ose ves | 
[censusTect 1307 ——SSCSC~S~CSSSiwa 790 [70 ze Ves | | sc00p tte] cr ves | 
census Tract 13.02 ——S~=~C~‘“~*~*~‘~*~*~wSCSCSC |g ze [a zf Ves | | sno frac | as ord Yes | 
census Tet 13.08 Sra | 050 forint ves | | taf arn] anf ves | 
PcensusTract 401 ——SSCSC~S~S~S~S~SSSCi wero faa PN zn tar] tc 
PcensusTiect 1402 SSS fact’ No | too tr] tore] | No 
PcensusTract 1403 —SSCS~Ss—~“~S~iSSCi ee |r stl Ves || ee ore] ca ed ves | 
PcensusTiect 1502 ———SCS~S~SSC en | ats | cron Yo | zor —— ams] ace! 
census Tract 1508S] ssi fz Po | arn ar] 35] | No 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY | MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status is Poverty | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


OY 7 
census Tract1605——SSCS~S~SSS to ng [a2] Ves || to] ats | tae] | No 
[census Tactt6 ——SSCS~S SC tes | era] Ves | | ser] tte] ae Vos 
[census Tract200@———SSC~‘~*~*~SCSC aro [scm] | No | sce | ar | tee] | CN 
Oe rd 
[census Tractor ———SSCS~S~Sna te Pata] | No | te | arr | tmae| | No 
census Tractz402———SSCS~SSSCt nr Ysa Ves || snes arn] tae] | No 
census Tract2408——SSCS~S~SS ease Ves || Sze | ta | za | | No 
[census Tractza0e ————SSCS—~—~S~S~SSSCt nsw] ae | «| CN | azar | saa] eral | No 
census Tract2405——SSCSC~S~S~CSSCi ts Yass] | No | ater ato | rare| | No 
[census Tact0——SC~—~“~*~*~*~wCCSC~«t OS gz Taw] Ves |_| ace | ris | zee] | No 
census Tracts ——SCSCSC~C~“~“~*~*~*~dYCSCSw OS 608 Yet] Ves || tans | aro | sel Yes 
[census acta? ———SCSC~—SC~S~wCSC Ow se | THA] Ves | | sada | azar | anc Yes | 
OS 
[census Tactiog ————SSCS~—SCSCSSSSCStG (OY THT Ves | | —rtm zat —sae| | No 
census ract00 SSCs gos |r| Ves || aver | ter | ar Yes 
[census Tracts ——SSSCS~S~S~SCSC ze |e TH] Ves | | am |_| zoel | CN 
a eT 
OS NN 

[census Tractsror_———SSC~=~*~“‘~*~‘~*~*~dYCS*~«C HOCH] Ves || CC] Hw] tae] | No 
Oa YT 7 
[census Tractst——SCSC~“~*‘“~*~*~*~‘“~*~*~*~dtCS*~«S T= co Tso] Ves | | mu | ter | ere Yes | 
[census Tact? ——SCSC~SCS~S~S~SSTSC Ow a Tso] Ves || ccm | az | aa | Yes | 
[census Tracts9——SSCSC~S~“~S~S~S~dYCStS aa 3.08 [| Ves | ate | te | aa re Yes 
OS Fc) 7) 
census Tract@——SSCSC~C~S~S~S~STS 0 rz [sa] Ves || aro | ane | 18 | | No 
[census acto ——SCSC~—SCS~S~wCSCt SG ag5 TU] Ves | | sews | —_tcaa | zane] [No 
ON 0 2 
[census Tacta®————SCSCS~S~CS~SSSC a az [TH Ves || sata |_| zirre| | No 
census Tractas——SSCSC~—~S~—~S~SSCt a Tso Ves | tats] 200] ar rel CN 
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PERSONS FOR | PERSONS UP 
WHOM POVERTY LOW-INCOME 
MINORITY |MINORITY| MINORITY TRACT] — status Is POVERTY | _ TRACT 
RATE 


NEIGHBORHOODICENSUS TRACT POPULATION | POPULATION (YES) | (NO) DETERMINED RATE | (YES)| (NO) 


[coms ——SCSC~S~iSCSC nsw] art «dC | || CN 
OA Yd 
[census Tracts ——SCSC~—~SC*~—~S~sCSCt SY THT] «| | ages | ao | rae] | No 
[census acta? Sas fas ft} do | ato | te] sel [No 
[census Tracts? ———SSCS~S~SSS moto | tate] to | are | arr | sie] | No 
ON 79 dd 
[census Tracts’ ———SSOSC~S~S tg as |e] | No | arto] 100] re] | No 
[census acto ———SSCS~S~S~S~S nares [se Ves |r| at | zal | No 
[census Tactss——SCSC~=~“~*~*~‘~*~wdCSCSC OY «IGT Tr] Ves | | azo za | ane Vos 
[census Tracts007 ——SSCS~S~SSse asco Yer 2] Ves || are | tat | aa Yes | 
[census Tract5902——S~=~—~sCS~S SCT nso faze] Ves | | —scto | —_—zen| —ae| | CN 
[census Tract60——SSSOSC~—SC~S~S~iT ts Past To] Ves | at] a8 | teal | No 
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Appendix 19: Section 4(f) 
Correspondence 


August 2022 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
P MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 


Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 30, 2022 


Via email 

Olivia Brazee 

Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 

New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation 

P.O. Box 189 

Waterford, NY 12188-0189 


RE: Section 4(f) Use of Historic Sites 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York City, New York County, New York 


Dear Ms. Brazee, 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), 
collectively, are proposing to undertake the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). As a project requiring Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project is subject to the requirements of 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (now 
codified in 23 USC §138 and 49 USC 8303), and the FHWA implementing regulation, 
23 CFR Part 774. 


Section 4(f) prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from approving any program or 
project that requires the use of a Section 4(f) resource, including public parks/recreation 
areas and historic sites, unless there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to 
the use of such land and all possible planning has been undertaken to minimize harm to 
the Section 4(f) resource. However, a de minimis impact finding may be made when 
certain uses of Section 4(f) land will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). In accordance with 
the applicable regulations and FHWA guidance, Central Park and the High Line are 
considered Section 4(f) properties as both park resources and historic sites. 


A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between NYCDOT and TBTA documents an 
agreement that would allow TBTA to install, maintain, and repair the proposed toll 
collection system equipment within the Impacted Public Right of Way (portion of street 
and sidewalk, as well as any other poles, lines, or appurtenances). As per the MOU, 
NYCDOT would maintain CBDTP-related regional signage on behalf of TBTA. TBTA 
also has a Blanket Permit with NYC Parks that allows TBTA access to NYC Parks 
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properties for inspection and minor work, and it can be renewed as necessary. The 
properties covered by these agreements include Central Park and the High Line. 


It is anticipated that the installation on the High Line would take approximately 3 days, 
including installation of the tolling equipment as well as underground electrical and fiber 
optic lines. Within Central Park, it would take approximately 2 days at each location to 
install the foundation as well as the underground electrical and fiber optic lines with an 
additional day at each location to install the pole and hardware. It is anticipated that 
preventative maintenance and cleaning of the infrastructure/equipment would occur four 
(4) times a year with a duration of approximately 4% hour each time. 


The granting of access for construction and maintenance of tolling infrastructure and 
equipment within Central Park and on the High Line constitutes a use of these 
resources as defined by Section 4(f). However, the construction and maintenance of 
tolling infrastructure and equipment in Central Park and on the High Line would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify these resources for 
protection under Section 4(f). This was demonstrated in the Section 106 No Adverse 
Effect determination made by FHWA following consultation with SHPO and other 
Consulting Parties. Therefore, the Project's use of Central Park meets the Section 4(f) 
de minimis impact criteria. In accordance with 23 CFR 773.13, the use of the High Line 
as an historic site is excepted from the requirement for Section 4(f) approval. 


On behalf of FHWA, NYSDOT respectfully requests that the New York State Historic 
Preservation Office (SHPO), as an official with jurisdiction over Central Park as a 4(f) 
historic site, provide concurrence in writing with FHWA’s proposed de minimis finding 
for Central Park. Please provide your concurrence in a letter, which will be made part of 
the administrative record for the Project, and please include statements similar to the 
following: 


“The proposed use of land from Central Park and the High Line under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative is unavoidable. The State Historic Preservation 
Office concurs that the granting of access for construction and future 
maintenance of tolling infrastructure and equipment within Central Park 
would not adversely affect the historic qualities of the Park that qualify it to 
be on the National Register and qualify Central Park for protection under 
Section 4(f).” 


We would appreciate your response no later than July 14, 2022. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 
Sincerely, 
“ a9 / y. 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/I|b/bb 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA 

R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 

K. Kramer, FHWA 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 

W. Carry, NYCDOT 


NEW YORK | Parks, Recreation, 
opportunity. | and Historic Preservation 
KATHY HOCHUL ERIK KULLESEID 
Governor Commissioner 
July 5, 2022 
Lori Blair 
Environmental Specialist 2, Cultural Resource Specialist 
NYSDOT 


50 Wolf Road, POD 4-1 
Albany, NY 12232 


Re: FHWA 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
21PR06430 
CBDTP 


Dear Lori Blair: 


Thank you for continuing to consult with the New York State Historic Preservation Office 
(SHPO). We have reviewed the provided documentation in accordance with Section 106 of the 
National Historic Preservation Act of 1966. These comments are those of the SHPO and relate 
only to Historic/Cultural resources. They do not include other environmental impacts to New 
York State Parkland that may be involved in or near your project. 


We have reviewed your letter dated June 30", 2022. Based upon our review, we understand 
that the proposed use of land from Central Park and the High Line under the CBD Tolling 
Alternative is unavoidable. The State Historic Preservation Office concurs that the granting of 
access for construction and future maintenance of tolling infrastructure and equipment within 
Central Park would not adversely affect the historic qualities of the Park that qualify it to be on 
the National Register and qualify Central Park for protection under Section 4(f). 


If you have any questions, | am best reached via e-mail at Olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 


O. Skea 


Olivia Brazee 
Historic Site Restoration Coordinator 
olivia.brazee@parks.ny.gov via e-mail only 


cc: G. Santucci, A. Sutphin, J. MacLean, D. Pagano, NYC LPC, A. Price, US DOT 


New York State Office of Parks, Recreation and Historic Preservation 
Division for Historic Preservation, Peebles Island, PO Box 189, Waterford, New York 12188-0189 
(518) 237-8643 « https://parks.ny.gov/shpo 


NEW YORK Department of KATHY HOCHUL 


OPPORTUNITY T t ti ene 
; ransportation 
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Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


June 30, 2022 


Via email 

David Cuff, Director of Environmental Review 
Planning and Development 

NYC Parks 

The Arsenal, Central Park 

830 Fifth Avenue, Room 401 

New York, NY 10065 


RE: Section 4(f) Use of Parkland 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York City, New York County, New York 


Dear Mr. Cuff, 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), 
collectively, are proposing to undertake the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). As a project requiring Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project is subject to the requirements of 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (now 
codified in 23 USC §138 and 49 USC 8303), and the FHWA implementing regulation, 
23 CFR Part 774. 


Section 4(f) prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from approving any program or 
project that requires the use of a Section 4(f) resource, including public parks/recreation 
areas and historic sites, unless there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to 
the use of such land and all possible planning has been undertaken to minimize harm to 
the Section 4(f) resource. However, a de minimis impact finding may be made when 
certain uses of Section 4(f) land will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). In accordance with 
the applicable regulations and FHWA guidance, Central Park and the High Line are 
considered Section 4(f) properties as both recreational resources and historic sites. 


A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between NYCDOT and TBTA documents an 
agreement that would allow TBTA to install, maintain, and repair the proposed toll 
collection system equipment within the Impacted Public Right of Way (portion of street 
and sidewalk, as well as any other poles, lines, or appurtenances). As per the MOU, 
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NYCDOT would maintain CBDTP-related regional signage on behalf of TBTA. TBTA 
also has a Blanket Permit with NYC Parks that allows TBTA access to NYC Parks 
properties for inspection and minor work, and it can be renewed as necessary. The 
properties covered by these agreements include Central Park and the High Line. 


It is anticipated that the installation on the High Line would take approximately 3 days, 
including installation of the tolling equipment as well as underground electrical and fiber 
optic lines. Within Central Park, it would take approximately 2 days at each location to 
install the foundation as well as the underground electrical and fiber optic lines with an 
additional day at each location to install the pole and hardware. It is anticipated that 
preventative maintenance and cleaning of the infrastructure/equipment would occur four 
(4) times a year with a duration of approximately % hour each time. 


The granting of access for construction and future maintenance of tolling infrastructure 
and equipment within Central Park and on the High Line constitutes a use of these 
resources as defined by Section 4(f). However, the construction and maintenance of 
tolling infrastructure and equipment in Central Park and on the High Line would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify each of these 
resources for protection under Section 4(f). Therefore, the FHWA intends to make a de 
minimis impact finding. 


In addition, the construction of tolling system infrastructure and tolling system 
equipment within Central Park would result in temporary occupancy of the park. 
However, consistent with criteria set forth in 23 CFR Part 774.13(d), the temporary 
occupancy of Central Park would not be a use of this Section 4(f) property for the 
following reasons: 

¢ In each location, the total amount of time required for construction for the CBD 
Tolling Program would be less than a month, which is less than the one year 
duration for construction of the entire Project, and there would be no change in 
the ownership of the land. 

¢ The Project involves only minor construction activities, including limited 
excavation to replace the poles and connect with existing utilities, installation of 
the new poles, and restoration of the ground surface within very limited areas of 
the 840-acre park. The construction activities would not impede access to 
recreational facilities. 

* Once complete, the permanent infrastructure would be similar in appearance to 
existing streetlight poles and signs within the park, and there would be no 
permanent effect on park uses. 

¢ The utility trenches would be covered and restored to their current condition (i.e., 
fill or pavement). If landscaping was removed, it would be restored or replaced. 

¢ The TBTA would coordinate work with NYC Parks and would require the 
contractor to implement measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate construction 
effects on the park and park users to the extent feasible. The Project Sponsors 
have and will continue to coordinate with NYC Parks and the Central Park 
Conservancy regarding the construction of tolling infrastructure and tolling 
system equipment within Central Park. 


On behalf of the FHWA, NYSDOT respectfully requests that the New York City 
Department of Parks and Recreation, as an official with jurisdiction over Central Park, 
provide concurrence in writing with FHWA’s proposed de minimis finding for Central 
Park and the High Line and with the determination that the temporary occupancy of 
Central Park for construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative meets the conditions under 
23 CFR Part 774.13(d) so that the temporary occupancy does not constitute a use 
within the meaning of Section 4(f). Please provide your concurrence in a letter, which 
will be made part of the administrative record for the Project, and please include 
statements similar to the following: 


“The proposed use of land from Central Park and the High Line under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative is unavoidable. The temporary occupancy of 
Central Park for construction of the CBD Tolling Alternative meets the 
conditions under 23 CFR Part 774.13(d) so that the temporary occupancy 
does not constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f). The New 
York City Department of Parks and Recreation concurs that the granting of 
access for construction and future maintenance of tolling infrastructure 
and equipment within Central Park and on the High Line would not 
adversely affect the activities, features and attributes that qualify Central 
Park and the High Line for protection under Section 4(f).” 


We would appreciate your response no later than July 14, 2022. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact Lori Blair at (518) 


485-5632 or at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 


Sincerely, 
2 (aes / y: 


Catherine Leslie 
Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 


CL/I|b/bb 


CC: M. Pavlik, FHWA 
R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 
K. Kramer, FHWA 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerrenho, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 
W. Carry, NYCDOT 


Jennifer Greenfeld T 212.360.3402 E  Jennifer.Greenfeld@parks.nyc.gov City of New York 
Deputy Commissioner, F 212.360.3453 Parks & Recreation 
Environment and Planning 

The Arsenal 

Central Park 
NYC Parks New York, NY 10065 


www.nyc.gov/parks 


July 12, 2022 


Catherine Leslie 

Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 

New York State Department of Transportation 
50 Wolf Road 

Albany, NY 12232 


RE: Section 4(f) Use of Parkland Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program New York 
City, New York County, New York 


Dear Ms. Leslie: 


The New York City Department of Parks and Recreation (NYC Parks) understands that the 
Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan Transportation 
Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation (NYSDOT), and the New York 
City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), collectively, are proposing to undertake the Central 
Business District (CBD) Tolling Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). As a project 
requiring Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project is subject to the 
requirements of Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (now 
codified in 23 USC §138 and 49 USC §303), and the FHWA implementing regulation, 23 CFR Part 
TTA. 


In accordance with the applicable regulations and FHWA guidance, Central Park and the High Line 
are considered Section 4(f) properties, as both are recreational resources and historic sites. The 
granting of access for installation and future maintenance of tolling infrastructure and equipment 
within Central Park and on the High Line constitutes a use of these resources, as defined by Section 
4(f). However, the installation and maintenance of tolling infrastructure and equipment in Central 
Park and on the High Line are not expected to adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes 
that qualify each of these resources for protection under Section 4(f) and it is expected that the 
impacts to the 4(f) resources would be minimal. 


NYC Parks further understands that there is a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between 
NYCDOT and TBTA that documents an agreement that would allow TBTA to install, maintain, and 
repair the proposed toll collection system equipment within the Impacted Public Right of Way 
(portion of street and sidewalk, as well as any other poles, lines, or appurtenances). As per the MOU, 
NYCDOT would maintain CBDTP-related regional signage on behalf of TBTA. TBTA also has a 
Blanket Permit with NYC Parks that allows TBTA access to NYC Parks properties for inspection 
and minor work, and it can be renewed as necessary. The properties covered by these agreements 
include Central Park and the High Line. Please know that the installation of CBDTP equipment 
would need a standalone permit or separate agreement and is not an authorized activity under the 
Blanket Permit. 


In addition, the installation of tolling system infrastructure and tolling system equipment within 
Central Park would result in temporary occupancy of the park. However, consistent with criteria set 
forth in 23 CFR Part 774.13(d), the temporary occupancy of Central Park would not be a be 
considered a use of the Section 4(f) property, for the following reasons: 


NYC Parks 


In each location, the total amount of time required for construction for the CBD Tolling 
Program would be less than a month, which is less than the one year duration for 
construction of the entire Project, and there would be no change in the ownership of the 
land. 


e The Project involves only minor construction activities, including limited excavation to 
replace the poles and connect with existing utilities, installation of the new poles, and 
restoration of the ground surface within very limited areas of the 840-acre park. The 
construction activities would not impede access to recreational facilities. 


e Once complete, the permanent infrastructure would be similar in appearance to existing 
streetlight poles and signs within the park, and there would be no permanent effect on park 
uses. 


e =The utility trenches would be covered and restored to their current condition (1.e., fill or 
pavement). If landscaping was removed, it would be restored or replaced. 


e The TBTA would coordinate work with NYC Parks and would require the contractor to 
implement measures to avoid, minimize, or mitigate construction effects on the park and 
park users to the extent feasible. The Project Sponsors have and will continue to coordinate 
with NYC Parks (and the Central Park Conservancy) regarding the construction of tolling 
infrastructure and tolling system equipment within Central Park. 


The granting of access for construction and future maintenance of tolling infrastructure and 
equipment within Central Park and on the High Line would not adversely affect the activities, 
features and attributes that qualify Central Park and the High Line for protection under Section 4(f). 
Therefore, NYC Parks, as the agency with jurisdiction over Central Park and the High Line, concurs 
with the proposed de minimis impact finding for Central Park and the High Line and with the 
determination that the temporary occupancy of Central Park for construction of the CBD Tolling 
Alternative meets the conditions under 23 CFR Part 774.13(d) so that the temporary occupancy does 
not constitute a use within the meaning of Section 4(f). 


Please contact me at david.cuff@parks.nyc.gov if any further information is needed. 


Sincerely, 


DeLee 


David Cuff, AICP 
Director of Environmental Review 


CC: 
Colleen Alderson, NYC Parks 
Brendan Shera, NYC Parks 


NEWYORK | Department of 
OPPORTUNITY. Transportation 


June 30, 2022 


Via email 

Mark Eberle 

Resource Planning Specialist/External Review Coordinator 
National Park Service 

Interior Region 1, North Atlantic-Appalachian 

1234 Market Street, 20th Floor 

Philadelphia, PA 19107 


RE: Section 4(f) Use of Historic Sites 
Central Business District (CBD) Tolling Program 
New York City, New York County, New York 


Dear Mr. Eberle, 


KATHY HOCHUL 
Governor 


MARIE THERESE DOMINGUEZ 
Commissioner 


NICOLAS A. CHOUBAH, P.E. 
Chief Engineer 


The Triborough Bridge and Tunnel Authority (TBTA), an affiliate of the Metropolitan 
Transportation Authority (MTA), the New York State Department of Transportation 
(NYSDOT), and the New York City Department of Transportation (NYCDOT), 
collectively, are proposing to undertake the Central Business District (CBD) Tolling 
Program (the CBD Tolling Program or the Project). As a project requiring Federal 
Highway Administration (FHWA) approval, the Project is subject to the requirements of 
Section 4(f) of the U.S. Department of Transportation (USDOT) Act of 1966 (now 
codified in 23 USC §138 and 49 USC 8303), and the FHWA implementing regulation, 


23 CFR Part 774. 


Section 4(f) prohibits the Secretary of Transportation from approving any program or 
project that requires the use of a Section 4(f) resource, including public parks/recreation 
areas and historic sites, unless there is no feasible and prudent avoidance alternative to 
the use of such land and all possible planning has been undertaken to minimize harm to 
the Section 4(f) resource. However, a de minimis impact finding may be made when 
certain uses of Section 4(f) land will not adversely affect the activities, features, and 
attributes that qualify the property for protection under Section 4(f). In accordance with 
the applicable regulations and FHWA guidance, Central Park and the High Line are 
considered Section 4(f) properties as both park resources and historic sites. 


A Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) between NYCDOT and TBTA documents an 
agreement that would allow TBTA to install, maintain, and repair the proposed toll 
collection system equipment within the Impacted Public Right of Way (portion of street 
and sidewalk, as well as any other poles, lines, or appurtenances). As per the MOU, 
NYCDOT would maintain CBDTP-related regional signage on behalf of TBTA. TBTA 
also has a Blanket Permit with NYC Parks that allows TBTA access to NYC Parks 


50 Wolf Road, Albany, NY 12232 | www.dot.ny.gov 


properties for inspection and minor work, and it can be renewed as necessary. The 
properties covered by these agreements include Central Park and the High Line. 


It is anticipated that the installation on the High Line would take approximately 3 days, 
including installation of the tolling equipment as well as underground electrical and fiber 
optic lines. Within Central Park, it would take approximately 2 days at each location to 
install the foundation as well as the underground electrical and fiber optic lines with an 
additional day at each location to install the pole and hardware. It is anticipated that 
preventative maintenance and cleaning of the infrastructure/equipment would occur four 
(4) times a year with a duration of approximately % hour each time. 


The granting of access for construction and maintenance of tolling infrastructure and 
equipment within Central Park and on the High Line constitutes a use of these 
resources as defined by Section 4(f). However, the construction and maintenance of 
tolling infrastructure and equipment in Central Park and on the High Line would not 
adversely affect the activities, features, and attributes that qualify these resources for 
protection under Section 4(f). This was demonstrated in the Section 106 No Adverse 
Effect determination made by FHWA following consultation with SHPO, NPS, and other 
Consulting Parties. Therefore, the Project's use of Central Park meets the Section 4(f) 
de minimis impact criteria. In accordance with 23 CFR 773.13, the use of the High Line 
as an historic site is excepted from the requirement for Section 4(f) approval. 


On behalf of FHWA, NYSDOT respectfully requests that the National Park Service 
(NPS), as an official with jurisdiction over Central Park as a 4(f) historic site, provide 
concurrence in writing with FHWA’s proposed de minimis finding for Central Park. 
Please provide your concurrence in a letter, which will be made part of the 
administrative record for the Project, and please include statements similar to the 
following: 


“The proposed use of land from Central Park and the High Line under the 
CBD Tolling Alternative is unavoidable. The National Park Service concurs 
that the granting of access for construction and future maintenance of 
tolling infrastructure and equipment within Central Park would not 
adversely affect the historic qualities of the Park that qualify it to be on the 
National Register and qualify Central Park for protection under Section 
4(f).” 


We would appreciate your response no later than July 14, 2022. If you have any 
questions or need additional information, please feel free to contact Lori Blair at 


(518) 485-5632 or at lori.blair@dot.ny.gov. 
Sincerely, 

Catherine Leelee 

Catherine Leslie 


Director, EIS & Special Projects Bureau 
CL/Ib/bb 


CC: 


M. Pavlik, FHWA 

R. Davies, FHWA 
A. Price, FHWA 

K. Kramer, FHWA 
T. Smith, NYSDOT 
A. de Cerreho, MTA 
N. Angel, MTA 

W. Carry, NYCDOT 


United States Department of the Interior Sy rarouat 


NATIONAL PARK SERVICE 
Interior Region 1| 
North Atlantic-Appalachian 
1234 Market Street, 20" Floor 
Philadelphia, PA 19107 


IN REPLY REFER TO: 


Catherine Leslie, Director 

Environmental Impact Statements & Special Projects Bureau 
New York State Department of Transportation 

Office of Environment 

50 Wolf Road POD 4-1 

Albany, NY 12232 


RE: Central Business District Tolling Program Project 
Borough of Manhattan, New York City/County, NY 


Dear Ms. Leslie: 


This letter is in response to the New York State Department of Transportation’s (NYSDOT) 
June 30, 2022, letter which stated your Section 4(f) determination for the Central Business 
District (CBD) Tolling Program in the Borough of Manhattan, New York City/County, NY. 
The National Park Service (NPS) understands that the purpose of the project is to reduce traffic 
congestion in the Manhattan CBD in a manner that will generate revenue for future 
transportation improvements. As defined for this project, the Manhattan CBD, which 
encompasses all of Lower Manhattan and Midtown Manhattan, consists of the geographic area 
of Manhattan south and inclusive of 60th Street to the extent practicable, but not including the 
Franklin D. Roosevelt Drive and West Side Highway/Route 9A, including the Battery Park 
underpass and any surface roadway portion of the Hugh L. Carey Tunnel connecting to West 
Street (the West Side Highway/Route 9A). It is our understanding this area is characterized by 
traffic congestion and delays that slow travel and jeopardize the vitality of the Manhattan CBD 
and surrounding region. 


The proposed project has components that are adjacent to Central Park, a world-renowned 
National Historic Landmark (NHL). Central Park encompasses 840 acres, with the designated 
boundaries extending from the northern curbline of Central Park South (59th Street) to the 
southern curbline of Central Park North (110th Street) and from the western curbline of Fifth 
Avenue to the eastern curbline of Central Park West (Eighth Avenue), including the sidewalks 
bordering the park on all sides. Central Park was the first large-scale public park in the United 
States, designed in the mid-19th century by Frederick Law Olmsted and Calvert Vaux. The 
Park was planned as a naturalistic landscape in which urban dwellers of all backgrounds could 
mingle and find respite from the pressures of city life. 


The U.S. Department of Transportation Act of 1966, 49 U.S.C. §303 and 23 U.S.C. §138, 
establishes that Department of Transportation agencies must take into consideration public 
parks, recreation areas, and publicly- or privately-owned historic sites listed or eligible for 
listing on the National Register of Historic Places. Under Section 4(f), Department of 


Transportation agencies cannot approve use of land from these areas unless there is no feasible 
and prudent avoidance alternative to the use. As a federally designated National Historic 
Landmark, Central Park qualifies as a Section 4 (f) property. 


The NPS participated in several consulting party meetings for this project under Section 106 of 
the National Historic Preservation Act, as well as other discussions concerning the Section 4(f) 
review. This letter is confirming that the NPS, as one of the officials with jurisdiction over the 
Section 4(f) property, concurs with the de minimis determination prepared by NYSDOT and 
Federal Highway Administration for the project. 


Based on the project information provided in your June 30, 2022, letter, the NPS also concurs 
that granting access for future construction and maintenance of tolling infrastructure and 
equipment within and adjacent to Central Park would not adversely affect the historic qualities 
of the park that qualifies it to be on the National Register and for protection under Section 4(f). 
The NPS concurrence is contingent upon NYSDOT getting concurrence from the other two 
officials with jurisdiction for Central Park--the New York City Parks Department and the New 
York State Historic Preservation Office. 


In addition, the NPS wishes to be a consulting party when there are proposed changes to or 
replacement of equipment and signage in the future. 


Thank you for coordinating with the NPS on this project. If you have any questions, please contact 
me or Kathy Schlegel at 215-597-6486 or via e-mail at kathy_schlegel@nps.gov. 


Sincerely, 


Jonathan Meade 
Associate Regional Director 
Resource Science and Stewardship 


Gc? 
David Cuff, NYC Parks Department 
Olivia Brazee, New York State Historic Preservation Office 


